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Each ALNAP Review of Humanitarian Action (RHA) has attempted to improve our

understanding of humanitarian performance, provide a platform for new strategies

and challenge us to investigate new areas of our work. The first ALNAP RHA

focused on the 1999 Kosovo crisis and articulated a number of interconnected

areas and issues that lay at the heart of the performance debate. This provided an

enduring framework for discussion, and subsequent syntheses have added more
clarity and depth to each of these areas.

In recent years, many people have asked why improvements in the system seem to

take so long in coming. The 6th RHA looked at realistic expectations of the global

humanitarian system and at the utilisation of evaluations, and went some way to

answering these questions. In this 7th edition we have explicitly looked at the

experiences of organisations that have embarked upon processes of change and

improvement. We have asked the basic questions - has change happened? if so,

how? and if not, why? This work, led by Paul Clarke and Ben Ramalingam, goes into

uncharted territory in its aims to understand the institutional, political and

behavioural realities inside humanitarian organisations and how they can impede

and prevent positive changes.

The chapter on organisational change also challenges us to think about what a

humanitarian organisation actually is. How do we understand the occasional

irrationality and lack of internal cohesion that many of us experience when working

in our respective organisations? The authors invite us to examine our

preconceptions and suggest a number of different metaphors for explaining how to

think and understand how organisations function - and sometimes don't function.

They identify and present the main drivers of successful change and present a

grounded and practical analysis of how successful change happens

This edition also contains the most comprehensive analysis to date of joint

evaluations in the humanitarian sector. Tony Beck and Margie Buchanan-Smith

describe how joint evaluations have evolved, their relative strengths and

weaknesses. They use the results of a rigorous meta-evaluation process which

assesses the quality of reports using the ALNAP quality pro-forma, combined with a
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strong qualitative analysis based on key informant interviews. The authors point the

way towards a future agenda for joint evaluations by recommending a third system-

wide humanitarian evaluation. This should be considered in the next 18 months and

should focus on a significant but relatively forgotten humanitarian crisis, for example

in eastern DRC. This may provide one concrete way of taking forward the call for

collective action as articulated by John Mitchell in the Introduction to this edition.

This year's evaluation synthesis by John Cosgrave and Maurice Herson is on the

lessons learned from the international response to the Pakistan earthquake in 2005.

Some important issues are brought to light concerning the system's current surge

capacity, funding patterns, and very practical challenges around needs assessment

and beneficiary consultation. It also alludes to how national militaries can play a

pivotal role in humanitarian response but warns against the high costs associated

with foreign military intervention. Of current interest to many will be the

experiences from the cluster approach which was applied in Pakistan and represents

an important part of the humanitarian reform process.

As always, I would like to thank all the ALNAP members who contributed

evaluations for this edition and gave so many valuable comments to all the authors.

These insights continue to root the RBA in current realities and ensure its relevance,

and I have no hesitation in recommending this edition most highly.

Eleanor Monlbio1t

Chair, ALNAP
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1 - ALNAP Review of Humanitorian Action

One of the most important functions of ALNAP is having an overview, to promote

and facilitate changes and improvements in the whole humanitarian system. But

seeing the big picture is not easy, and the vast majority of people in the

humanitarian system do not have a complete overview. Many jobs look inwards

rather than outwards, and it is often difficult to be aware of and responsive to the

external environment.

I became acutely aware of this in my first job as a UN Field Officer in the 1984-85

famine in Walla Region in northern Ethiopia. My brief was to monitor deliveries of

food aid in the 50 or so relief camps and report back each month to the UN Assistant

Secretary-General. Walla is large - about the size of France - very mountainous and

with very poor roads. It was also necessary to obtain a government travel permit to

move between checkpoints. Getting a permit was a frustrating business and often

taak weeks. Because of my status as the only UN staff member stationed in the

whole of Walla, the authorities issued me with travel permits that allowed me to go

almost anywhere within the region. I soon discovered that I seemed ta be the only

person in the relief operation able ta do this on a regular basis.

Throughout 1985 I was able ta travel the length and breadth of Walla. I got to know

all the NGO and Red Cross field staff across the region and often delivered messages

and supplies between camps. There were only about six working telephones in the

region (one in my house) and, coupled with a lack of freedom to travel, this meant

that almost nobody knew what was happening elsewhere. In this environment, I

became an important source of information between different agency personnel

isolated by their lack of freedom of movement. Camp workers lived in a sealed

environment, unconnected and operating without reference to what was going on in

neighbouring camps. Such restrictions had all kinds of negative consequences for

personnel on an emotional and psychological level, there were very dark political

implications, and it was a very inefficient way to do business.

This lack of connectedness was partially recognised in Addis Ababa and efforts were

made to set up 'coordination meetings'. However, these meetings generally consisted

of various people reading out lists of things they had delivered within the confines of

their own camp situation. The mindset of the day was to 'do one's own thing'. And

there were good reasons for this. It was very hard to work in a political environment

where a repressive regime creates a restrictive environment, where the truth is

covered up and collective gatherings are perceived as potentially undermining the

12
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powers that be. In these circumstances genuine coordination (another DAC
criterion) and collective action is a non-starter.

But both Ethiopia and the wider world have changed greatly since 1985. It seems

almost mandatory for current commentaries and reports on humanitarian

assistance to make reference to living in a globalised environment with instant

communications, affordable transportation, information overload and the like. The

physical means are now in place for agencies to work together, share information,

learn together and work collectively. Indeed, the idea of being more connected and

playing a part in collective action for humanitarian goals is one of the main reasons

why I joined ALNAP 16 years after I left Ethiopia. Like many people I had been

influenced by analysis in the Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda

(JEEAR), which helped to develop a new approach. I gained a sense of the wider

system and the political forces that influenced it - the picture was bleak in some

ways but inspiring in others. It seemed to me that when the system came together

in a spirit of cooperation and with a shared aim, a great deal could be achieved.
And I believe this still to be the case.

In Chapter 3 of this Review ofHumanitarian Action (RHA), Margie Buchanan Smith

and Tony Beck note the high quality of the substantive analysis provided in the

JEEAR - but the excellence of the report itself should not obscure the importance of

the process. This was the first time that so many actors had come together and

provided a means by which the humanitarian system could get to know itself, get to

grips with serious problems and work out collective ways of dealing with those

problems. It that sense, the JEEAR has offered us all a way of way of doing business.

It says that the system is greater than the sum of its parts and that all of us in the

system are in some way connected with each other. We are also in some way

dependent on each other. Paul Clark and Ben Ramalingam explain this lucidly in

Chapter 4 on organisational change. Recognising this interdependence and acting

upon it is one of the prerequisites for both good practice and good policy.

13
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What is the value of collective action? One way to address this question is to reflect

on the low points in humanitarian action over the last 15 years or so, and also on the

causes for celebration and optimism. It seems that the biggest effect on how well

agencies and the system perform results not from things (manuals, kits, standards)

but from the quality of the motivations and attitudes of agency personnel. If we start

with the negatives, we need look no further than reports from the Tsunami

Evaluation Coalition (TEC) on what can only be described as a selfish attitude

prevalent in agencies involved in the international response. Agencies seem to be

have been dazzled by the amount of money available directly after the tsunami stuck

and were not able to say no to funds even when they did not have the capacity to

spend them wisely. A 'me-first' mindset was adopted, and agencies went about their

work in a spirit of competition. Logos were photographed and flags were flown. As

someone said at the time, after the first wave, there came a second dangerous wave

of humanitarian agencies. Agencies were reported to have fought with each other

over turf; they were unwilling to cooperate and coordinate, did not pay due respect

to local organisations and culture, did not build local capacity, and poached local

staff. Overall, it is not an edifying picture, and unfortunately does resonate with

many of the findings from the JEEAR ten years earlier.

This is all the more unfortunate given that, directly after the Goma experience, many

agencies were committed to making sure that similar attitudes and behaviours were

not repeated. One positive example of this comes from Liberia in 1996 when a

number of NGOs came together to create the Joint Policy of Operations (JPO), which

was essentially a collective effort to change the way in which emergency operations

were being conducted. One of the underlying motives was to learn from the

operational shortcoming described in the JEEAR and find a practical way of

coordinating joint action. What is evident here is that, compared with the Goma and

Ache experiences, the motivation and the attitudes of the agencies demonstrated a

desire for collective action that enabled people to put individual differences aside and

work together according to a set of rules for the collective good.'

More recently, there is also good reason to take heart in the principle underlying the

cluster approach to coordination. This is again a principle of collective action, and

has the potential to make real improvements. However, even when it looks as

14
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though cooperation is the name of the game, the 'me-first' mindset is sometimes not

far below the surface. The evaluation synthesis on the response to the Pakistan

earthquake by John Cosgrave and Maurice Herson (Chapter 2) reveals conflict

between the individual agendas of agencies designated as cluster leads and the

priorities of the cluster itself. Lead agencies found it very hard to separate their

responsibilities as cluster leads from their agency mandates. This provides a

warning demonstration of the strong influences, institutional and external, on how
agencies see the world and how they choose to behave.ê

Policy also benefits from collective action. The Good Humanitarian Donorship

Initiative shows how a group of donors collectively recognised a lack of

harmonisation in their different approaches and took collective action to resolve it.

Anyone who has read the TEC report, or indeed Tony Vaux's RHA chapter last year

on 'distortions' in the system, will be under no illusions that this is going to be easy,

but coming together as a group has at least provided the basis for making funding

more equitable, flexible and apportioned on the basis of humanitarian need. This has

also prompted one of ALNAPs members (DARA) to take up the task of designing an

analytical tool to measure the effectiveness of donors in light of their commitment to

the principles and good practice of humanitarian donorship." No doubt this task will

be not be easy either, but such initiatives are a vital part of an effective global civil
society, and promise real value.

Collective action is evident also in initiatives that combine elements of both policy

and practice. This is perhaps best seen in the Sphere project, as probably the most

expansive example of collective action. Indeed, it has been difficult not to be

involved in this process at some level. Although criticisms are still levelled at the

underlying rationale of technical standards themselves, there is good reason to

rejoice in the collaborative nature of the Sphere process. Although we still do not

know whether the Sphere standards are playing a real role in improving

performance (of which more below), they are at least widely recognised. It has also

been heartening to note the excellent progress made by agencies who have come

together in a global community of practice to exchange ideas and experiences on
cash-based programming."

As discussed in Chapter 3 on joint evaluations, experience of evaluations carried

out by the Emergency Capacity Building (ECB) project has found that the

evaluations were good in themselves, but that the process was also very important.

15
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Many people involved spoke of the benefits to staff members from competing

agencies ·working together. A positive work environment seems to have been

created, apparently very different from the competitive frenzy noted in the TEC

and JEEAR. ECB seems to have enabled the collaborating agencies to put 'us first'

and 'me second'. And it has worked.

So, where are the gaps in collective action? To begin to answer this, I would like to go

back to Ethiopia, just after the famine-relief operation finished in 1986. Many people

then asked the inevitable questions: 'How could such a thing happen?', 'What went

wrong?', and 'How can we ensure this will never happen again?' The same questions

were asked after Rwanda, and after Kosovo, and are still being asked about Darfur

today. In 1985 the system had not matured enough to address these issues properly

- the concept of humanitarian joint evaluations was not to emerge fully for another

ten years, and methods for learning were few. However, in the wake of terrible

experiences at Bati relief camp, the Red Cross commissioned an evaluation of its

own response, which was led by Robert Chambers. This had a far-reaching affect

within the Red Cross movement, but relatively little impact outside. A review of the

system's response to the famine in Walla was commissioned by the British

government; this report was well grounded but its focus on a single region restricted

its reach and value." In essence, the system was unable to scrutinise itself, and little

or no system-wide learning took place.

Lack of learning is not a theoretical matter. A number of my colleagues from Ethiopia

worked in Goma during the initial stages of the crisis there. All of them in one way or

another lamented the fact that we had been unable to learn very much, if anything,

from the Ethiopia experience. In this case, lack of learning and its application had

fatal consequences. Fortunately, the humanitarian system has matured and since the

JEEAR it is apparent that humanitarian agencies are committed to 'continuous

improvement' and have made efforts to improve accountability, learning, human

resources, coordination, evaluation and all the other areas highlighted each year in

16
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the Review ofHumanitarian Action. However, as every year goes by it is increasingly

clear that the system is unable to assess its own performance. There are still no

baselines, no agreed definitions of performance and an absence of any kind of

mechanism able to track performance.

Many other sectors, including service industries, manufacturing, commerce, civil

society and the military, have developed mechanisms to track their own

performance. These are seen as a clear mark of professionalism and maturity, and

help to increase confidence among consumers, employees and employers, partners

and other stakeholders. A common technique is to design a performance

mechanism that generates a set of scores reflecting the overall 'health' of the sector.

This is used as a way of judging and monitoring performance over time, and to

provide impetus for improvement. The methodology differs between sectors but the

use of scores as a barometer for overall sectoral health is a common feature.

There seems to be a growing realisation in the humanitarian sector that we need to

follow suit. The best we can do at the moment is through system-wide joint

evaluations. Indeed, it is no surprise to read in Chapter 3 that joint evaluations have

'come of age' i Margie Buchanan Smith and Tony Beck recommend further take-up of

the knowledge gathered in the sector to date, placing special emphasis on future

system-wide- evaluations. There is much cause for encouragement here but the

chapter also alludes to some of the limitations of joint evaluations. We know that it

takes an enormous effort on the part of the system to organise joint evaluations, and

they have been undertaken only in exceptional circumstances. In this way they can

provide only a one-off snapshot of the system, and are unable to gauge how the

overall performance of the sector is changing and whether or not it is improving.

Apart from the occasional joint evaluation, what can the system rely on? ALNAP

helps to provide a regular overview of performance through its annual evaluation

synthesis. This has certainly added value and has provided a platform for discussing

performance-related issues brought to light by analysis of evaluations submitted by

ALNAP members. Our understanding of the response to Kosovo, the Southern

Africa Food crisis, Darfur and the Pakistan earthquake has been enriched through

this process, and the ALNAP membership can be proud of the contribution it has

made. But, again, we acknowledge that the synthesis gives a very partial appraisal of

performance. It can raise issues and shine a light into particular corners but it

cannot provide a rounded picture.
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The system currently produces a range of other useful reviews that touch on some

aspects of performance, but they are invariably limited in their scope. These include:

Development Initiatives' Global Humanitarian Assistance series, which analyses

financial flows in the sector; and the Red Cross World Disasters Report series and

different sorts of nutrition and epidemiological data produced by projects such as

SMART (the Standardised Monitoring and Assessment of Relief and Transition

programme) and the Humanitarian health and Nutrition Tracking Services (HNTS).

There are also other occasional publications, such as the Humanitarian Response

Review and reports produced by the various quality and accountability initiatives.

The views of affected people and humanitarian professionals are now beginning to

be canvassed more regularly;" and ongoing research on specific subjects continues

to be undertaken by research groups such as the Humanitarian Policy Group and

Tufts University.

1.2.1 The Humanitarian Performance Project

However, if all of this information could be collated it might then be possible to

create a more rounded picture of performance. The separate pieces of available data

do not currently add up to even the sum of their parts. Therefore, ALNAP has

recently set up the Humanitarian Performance Project, which aims to facilitate and

support the development of a mechanism for assessing and reporting on the overall

performance of the sector. Work over the past 12 months, including consultation

with the ALNAPmembership, has enabled the Secretariat to explore the potential for

a mechanism to assess system-wide performance. This will involve gathering,

collating and analysing different kinds of information and data currently available in

the system. It will thus depend on a high level of collaboration between specialists,

practitioners, policy-makers and, we hope, beneficiaries. Perhaps more than ever,

the system will have to engage with a regular process of collective action.

ALNAP is well placed to drive this process on behalf of the system, given that its

membership includes most of the key organisations in the official humanitarian

sector and spans many of the principal stakeholder groups. At the heart of the

approach will be a process of coalition- building among all principal stakeholders.

This will inevitably throw up all kinds of challenges but, as emphasised above, the

success of this process will ultimately depend upon our collective attitude. It will be

possible to deal with methodological and logistical challenges as long as the system
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works collaboratively. The successful establishment of such a mechanism would
help all of us to see the whole picture, and may herald another coming of age - as a
more mature and more confident humanitarian sector, more in touch with its clients
and more open to improvements. This is well worth aiming for.
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2.1 Introduction

Most of us, at some time or another, will try to change how work is done in our

organisations. We may work in organisational functions that exist to create change

and improvements in performance: evaluation; policy development; training and

learning; or strategic planning. We may be a manager or non-managerial staff

member who sees how things could be done better and attempts to 'put them right'.

Whatever the starting point, we will often end up in a similar place: frustrated and

dissatisfied, with changes incomplete, and facing apathy, confusion and unintended

consequences.

This chapter addresses the topic of change in humanitarian organisations. Drawing

on the findings of a programme of research conducted between October 2007 and

January 2008 (Box 2.1), it questions the efficacy of some of our traditional

approaches to change and performance improvement, and suggests alternative

principles and approaches developed outside the humanitarian sector. It considers

whether these approaches can be introduced into humanitarian agencies, and

presents examples of successful organisational change programmes from NGOs, the

UN, donor agencies and the Red Cross movement.

What follows is not intended as an instruction booklet or 'how to' guide for

organisational change. There is great variety among the actors who make up the

humanitarian sector, and we would look in vain for a 'one-size-fits-all' solution for

organisational change (Wheatley and Kellner-Rogers, 1998). Instead, this chapter

presents some approaches to thinking about organisations and how they change,

and shows how these approaches have been implemented.

This chapter is based on a literature review, and on three groups of interviews.

The literature review, which ran throughout the project, considered published

and unpublished literature related to:
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~@iI~~~~ continued
."".,' ....,.'-

the context of humanitarian work, changes in this context over the past two
decades, and future trends

evaluations of humanitarian operations

descriptions, reports and evaluations of new initiatives and changes in
humanitarian organisations

theories of organisational change

case studies and practice of organisational change from beyond the
humanitari@ sector.

i,o'-'

;'

The interviews were conducted in three phases .

1
.:;~~'.'. . ___ ,'Fl~~,::':_i -. _:.,,~":._::)i~:
With humahl~arian prac#tioners arid With oDservers of the humanitarian
sector, focusing on changes in the humanitarian context since the early 1990s,
and on how the sector in general has responded to changes in 'thematic'
are,a,s' such as physical ..seCurity, ,informa.tion t,yChhology~i)ondincreased

", , , :', . ',ë,i;~

politicisatiorï, and to changes in management practice.

2 Focusing on specific changes within individual humanitarian organisations or

~~QuPs of q~~isations:'i~,most Cél"~'[~"§:;these ch~pg~s took tK~form of an
explicit initiafivë or projec([see Box 2.2).

Concentrating on four specific case studies (see Box 2.4 in Section 2.6 below).

.{,IQr each Of,rt: case st ·~s, there lire betwe~,~p:l'~e anel ,~,~ intervi~~s,
plus documerttreviews, feedback'from the cas,e study participants

The rest of this chapter consists of six sections.

Section 2.2 outlines some of the major changes in the world that have
influenced humanitarian work over the past decade, considers how
humanitarian agencies have responded to these changes, and asks what these
responses mean for organisational change in the humanitarian sector in future ..
It also considers a number of the 'institutionalised' approaches used to generate
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change in humanitarian organisations (evaluation, knowledge management,
policy development and training activities), and the assumptions underlying
their use.

Section 2.3 presents some approaches to organisations that have been
developed by specialists in organisational development and change
management.

Section 2.4 discusses how these approaches to organisations can be used to

create different ways of implementing organisational change.

Section 2.5 looks at the specific structural and cultural constraints that
humanitarian agencies may have in implementing the approaches presented in
Section 2.3.

Section 2.6 considers how different humanitarian organisations have
.implerrientedchange. It draws on 4 case studies and the experience of 15 other
organisational-change projects, synthesising these experiences to present an
overview of effectivepractices and challenges.

Section 2.7 summarises the key points and arguments of the chapter, and draws
out fundamental lessons for successful change in humanitarian organisations.

2.2.1 A changing wodd

Wherever in the world you are reading this, the chances are that it has become a
very different place since the 1970s. Across the planet, the locus and techniques of
production, and of daily work, have changed. In many places our patterns of
consumption - the things we eat, and surround ourselves with - are very different.
Many of us can communicate and access information instantly, wherever we are.
Defining aspects of the cultural and political landscape, locally, nationally and
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internationally, would be unrecognisable to someone transported from the 1970s.

These technological, demographic, economic, ecological and political changes look

set to continue. Transported forward in time by thirty years, we might have trouble
recognising the world of the 2030s.

The humanitarian sector, linked to a wide variety of actors across the globe, is

particularly exposed to shifting currents of change. As Dorothea Hilhorst (2003)

suggests, 'NGOs operate in a number of different domains. The result is a situation

where a great many forces pull and push actors in different directions.' In order to

improve performance, and sometimes just to remain operational, humanitarian

organisations often find themselves responding to these pulls and pushes by altering

their own practices, structures and tools. The forces that have driven change in the

humanitarian system are cogently described elsewhere! but as they form the

background to many of the changes that have taken place within and between

humanitarian organisations, it is worth touching on them briefly here.

Perhaps the most important change in the external environment has been the

increase in the number and scale of emergencies (Figures 2.1 and 2.2), coupled with

increased funding for humanitarian action (Figure 2.3). As well as changes in scale,

the scope of assistance has expanded since the end of the Cold War. Humanitarian

aid has been delivered in more difficult and contested environments, as

humanitarian space 'opened up', allowing improved possibilities for access to
affected populations.

Figure 2.1 Number natural disasters, 1990 onwards
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Source: Red Cross/Bed Crescent Climate Guide (2007)
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Figure 2.2 Changes in bilateral humanitarian assistance, compared with overall

overseas development assistance, 1975 onwards

Changes in ODA
by decode
(2004 prices)

US$128bn projected 2010 ?? Changes in
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humanitarian
assistance
by decode

(2004 prices)

US$104bn up 68% 2005 US$8.4bn up 140%

USS62bn up 0.3% 1995 US$3.5bn up 176%

USS62bn up 47% 1985 US$1.3bn up 160%

USS42bn 1975 USSO.5bn

Source: Development Initiatives at http://globalhumanitarianassistance.orglgha2006.htm

In response, the humanitarian sector has grown tremendously, as traditional

humanitarian agencies have expanded. and been joined by new actors. The number

of international NGOs involved in humanitarian work has increased substantially,

particularly in high-profile crises such as Rwanda, Kosovo and the Indian Ocean

tsunami (Buchanan-Smith, 2003). As Weiss and Hoffman put it, there have been

'more crises with more interlocutors combined with more agencies with more

capabilities' (Weiss and Hoffman, 2007).

Figure 2.3 Numbers of international agencies responding to disasters
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Gujarat, 2001o

Humanitarian emergencies have not only become larger, more numerous and more

accessible: they have also changed in nature. Most humanitarian organisations have

responded to more and more difficult emergencies by reconsidering their own base

of skills and technologies. In this, they have generally been supported by the donors

and by more general shifts in organisational culture in the global North (and

particularly by the philosophy of new public management). Many agencies have
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employed more technical specialists, and have imported management approaches

from outside the sector. They have also invested significant amounts of time and

money in a variety of quality-improvement programmes and on inter-agency

coordination mechanisms. Technological change has meant that mobile phones,

laptops and email are now ubiquitous, leading to new possibilities for

communicating, with ramifications on organisational structures, management and
decision-making.

The increased scale and visibility of humanitarian action has led to increased interest

in the sector from the media and the general public. In many cases, agencies have

responded by reassessing their approach to these stakeholders, in order to forestall

negative media coverage and mobilise public support for their activities. There has

also been much more analysis and scrutiny of humanitarian operations,

demonstrated by the growing number of evaluations and accountability mechanisms
being applied across the sector.

At the same time, donors have become significantly more involved in humanitarian

issues (Macrae et al, 2002). Increased donor engagement is a function of increased

need, but it is also, many humanitarians argue, part of a broader agenda among

some Northern governments to redefine approaches to the global South:

humanitarian work is being incorporated into the '3 Ds' of Defence, Development,

and Diplomacy. This politicisation of humanitarianism (exemplified for many in the

description of NATO's intervention in Kosovo as a 'humanitarian war') has, arguably,

made more money available for certain types of goods and services in certain areas
of geopolitical significance, affecting the degree to which modern humanitarianism

follows the traditional principles of neutrality and proportionality.

Such political changes, and the growing awareness that humanitarian work has

become politicised, have exacerbated a trend, which can be dated to the end of the

Cold War, of increased physical risk for staff in humanitarian operations.

Humanitarian workers are now commonly targeted by armed groups, and in

response humanitarian organisations have been forced to change their practices to

enhance the security of staff and beneficiaries.

In summary, there have been massive changes in the context in which humanitarian

organisations work over the past decade. Over the same period, and largely in

response to these changes, many humanitarian organisations have changed their

skill base, strategic orientation, structures, operating procedures and management
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systems. All of this has led to larger and more complex humanitarian organisations.

Box 2.2 illustrates the diversity of change initiatives, listing the 19 initiatives explored

during research for this current chapter.

Emergency Capacity Building project - inter-agency cooperation to

build NGO capacity for humanitarian response

Groupe URD - support to quality assurance in humanitarian organisations

HRDN (Philippines) - creating a humanitarian response network

ICRC - introduction of results-based management

ICRC - strategic and structural changes in the last decade

• Islamic Relief - planning and implementing a humanitarian strategy

• MSF - responses to a changing environment during the 1990s

• ODI - introducing cash-based approaches to humanitarian assistance

Oxfam International- implementing a single, common emergency

strategy within the Oxfam International family

Plan International - implementing a rights-based approach to

humanitarian programming

• SC (UK) - moving a rights-based approach into emergency work

• SC (US) - building the organisation's capacity for working in, and with,

emergencies

• UN WFP - introduction of results-based management

• Valid International - introduction of community-based therapeutic feeding

World Vision International- building the capacity to learn through the

H Learn Project

DFID - strengthening humanitarian donorship through the Good

Humanitarian Donorship initiative (case study)

WFP - improving needs assessments of emergency work (case study)

Action Aid - rights-based approaches in emergency work (case study)

IFRC - consolidation project to create regionally based 'zonal offices'

(case study)
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What can we learn from the responses of humanitarian organisations to these

'external' changes? Four key points are worth noting. Firstly, change is a given:

humanitarian organisations, by their nature linked to so many elements of global

human activity, do not remain still as the world moves around them. Rather, they are

sites of continual adaptation, driven by the need to find a balance between global
trends and local pressures.

Secondly, change in humanitarian agencies has been profound and wide-reaching.

Many of the organisations considered in this chapter are very different from the

same organisations that worked in Rwanda in 1994. The profundity of organisational

change in the humanitarian sector is often unrecognised, obscured by the fact that

these changes have often been unplanned and haphazard, and have taken place over

long periods of time. Nonetheless, it is important to acknowledge that humanitarian

organisations have made large-scale changes to what they are, and how they work.

Thirdly, humanitarian organisations have the potential to do more than react to

changes in the external context. It is certainly true that many organisations have

responded to external pressures in similar ways: they have become larger, more

diverse and more complex; they employ higher numbers of technical specialists,

engage more actively with the media, use more formalised management procedures,

subscribe to inter-agency quality-improvement initiatives, and have higher levels of
contact with other agencies.

However, these general trends should not disguise the great differences between

organisational responses to the changing context. While some agencies have happily

accepted increased support from traditional donors, others have 'made a conscious

decision not to grow', or have looked for new sources of funding. While many have

introduced decentralised organisational structures, others have not; and some have

tended to centralise decision-making and control. While many organisations have

broadened their mandates, others have decided to keep a tight focus on certain

technical areas. In short, there are many examples of organisations making

conscious - and often contested - choices about how they want to change.

Finally, the changes that humanitarian organisations make to themselves affect and

alter the humanitarian context. Humanitarian organisations may often have been

under pressure from donors and the media to 'do better', but in many cases their

responses have led other agencies, donors and the general public to rethink the

meaning, methods and possibilities of humanitarian action. Change in the
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humanitarian sector is a dynamic and continually evolving process, where many
elements interact with one another.

2.2.2 Institutionalised approaches to change in the humanitarian sector

On the basis of the above, it seems likely that humanitarian organisations - like all
organisations - will always need to change, that large-scale change is possible, and
that they will have opportunities to make active choices about how they want to
change. This suggests that humanitarian organisations should work to ensure that
they have adequate capacities for change. Being 'good at change' means, first and
foremost, being able to deploy the most appropriate and effective approaches to
ensuring that change is successful. How effective are the traditional approaches to
facilitatingchange in humanitarian organisations?

Facedwith the need to identify how to respond to external circumstances, to decide
what has to be done differently, and to put these changes into effect, many
humanitarian organisations have increasingly institutionalised a number of
mechanisms to facilitate change. These include (but are not limited to) evaluations,
learning and knowledge-management systems, policy development, training and
internal communications activities. In many cases, organisations have established
specific departments to conduct these activities. Four of these approaches are of
particular interest to the ALNAPmembership because of their explicit focus on
learning and accountability as a means to improve performance (Box2.3). Many
cases have also been the subject of a number of reviews and assessments (several
conducted by the ALNAPsecretariat on behalf of its members).

I.. Evaluations aim to identify what was done, how well it was done, what, if
I.: ,: anything, shoulp. ;,P'~vebeen done..differently, and - ideally - how things
(~k should change ás,:!rresult. .
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Organisational learning and knowledge-management systems aim to

improve organisational performance through better use of information tools
and group reflection processes.

Development and implementation of organisational policies and

procedures formalise op redraw organisational rules and codes laying out

what will be done differently, and why, often in response to anticipated or

ongoing changes in internal and external contexts.

Training activities allow teams and staff members to gain access to new

knowledge and skills, orto reconsider th~ir attitudes, in order to carry out
new or different\Vork.

While many other techniques are also employed, evaluations, knowledge

management, policy development and training are perhaps dominant in terms of the

amount of time and funding that they receive within organisations in the

humanitarian sector. Approaches to these mechanisms differ, and their success

varies from one situation to another. But overall there seems to be a widespread

feeling that none of the approaches is as effective in producing real change as those

working in humanitarian agencies would like.

Peta Sandison, writing in last year's Review of Humanitarian Action, concluded that:

'only a minority of evaluations are introducing evident changes'. This was

particularly true where 'findings ... challenged strongly held beliefs and behaviour

embedded in the organisations' culture' (Sandison, 2006). On the knowledge and

learning side, ODI work has highlighted that such initiatives, often presented as

drivers of organisational change, often get reframed as support functions, usually

dominated by IT systems. ALNAP work in 2004 on field-level learning has also

shown that, despite good intentions and sound starting points, many initiatives focus

on documents, systems and products, and so fail to support learning in operational

contexts, which is generally a social, human and tacit process.
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A 'policy-led' approach to change is also not without problems. The model of policy-

making as a rational process that gathers evidence and provides guidance for

appropriate actions is highly questionable. In humanitarian organisations, as

elsewhere: 'policymaking and [its] implementation is a chaos of purposes and

accidents' (Clay and Schaffer, 1984). And on the implementation side, levels of

adherence to codes of conduct at field level differ significantly from one situation to

another As Minnear puts it: 'data are inconclusive about the extent to which

collective guidelines are making a difference (in practice)' (Minear, quoted in Weiss

and Hoffman. 2007). This route to organisational change appears to stumble on the

simple fact that 'none of the agencies involved can simply communicate directives to

change policy or practice and expect them to be implemented' (Sandison, 2006).

Training and capacity building also fail to offer a magic bullet for organisational

improvement. The ALNAP Review of Humanitarian Action of 2004 suggested that

'much of the training provision in the Sector appears to be weakly linked to the

action practice of humanitarian agencies' (ALNAP,2004) at least in part because the

kinds of 'social' learning approaches preferred by many humanitarian personnel-

coaching, on-the-job training, mentoring - are under-utilised (ALNAP, 2002). The

experience of one international organisation in conducting management training is

perhaps illustrative of a wider problem:

'one year after (the) workshops, staff were more or less disappointed ... they

were never able to reproduce the newly learned ways of interacting with

each other back in their traditional environment' (Finger and Ruchat, 2003).

The shortcomings in these areas are well recognised, to the point that some of these

issues may read like sector-specific clichés. But the facts remain: many of us spend

significant amounts of time and money on activities which we sincerely hope will

change the way that work is done in our organisations, and these activities often fail

to deliver. We might believe that we know what the problems are. We might have

known for some time. But it can seem almost impossible to do anything about them.

As the report of the Tsunami Evaluation Coalition noted, many of the same problems

of humanitarian action have been identified year after year - in some cases for over

twenty years - but have still not been addressed (Telford and Cosgrave. 2006).
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2.3.1 What is an organisation?

Humanitarian organisations are not alone in finding change difficult. The success of

planned organisational change is difficult to measure, but where measurement has

been attempted in public- and private-sector organisations, the findings are sobering.

The majority of change efforts fail (Schiemann, cited in Maurer, 1996; GIPD, 2003).

And yet, as we have seen, change - sometimes incremental, sometimes extreme and

transformational - happens all the time, in all organisations. And some planned
change initiatives do in fact succeed.

The fact that planned change initiatives so often fail in the private and public

sectors has led many practitioners to challenge the assumptions that are made

about how organisations change. This challenge begins with a fundamental

reassessment of what 'organisations' actually are. If you were to think for a minute

about your organisation, how would you describe it? If you were to choose a

metaphor for the organisation, what would it be? And what would be the

implications of that metaphor for changing the organisation? In his highly

influential book, Images of Organizations, Gareth Morgan suggests that:

'all theories of organization and management are based on implicit images or

metaphors that lead us to see, understand, and manage organizations in
distinctive but partial ways' (Morgan, 2006).

One of the most prevalent metaphors for organisations is the machine. The

machine metaphor leads to thinking of organisations in terms of inputs and

outputs. The leading business thinker Charles Handy suggests that under the

influence of such metaphors, organisational structures are designed according to

organisational charts that look 'similar to the output diagrams you see in power

stations' (Handy, 1988). The machine metaphor leads to 'technical'

recommendations, 'levers' for change, 'restructuring' and 're-engineering' of the
organisation for maximum efficiency.
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From a disciplinary perspective, the machine metaphor finds resonances in

engineering and economics, and was popularised in the scientific management

approaches of Frederick Taylor in the early twentieth century. The machine

metaphor is powerful because it is, under certain circumstances, very useful. To

quote Morgan (2006):

Mechanistic approaches to organizations work well under conditions where

machines work well: where there is a straightforward task to perform; when

the environment is stable ...; when one wishes to produce the same product

time and time again, and when the human machine parts are compliant and

behave as they have been designed to do.

Unfortunately, although this may have worked for Ford in the 1920s, most

organisations do not fulfil these conditions - and very few, if any, humanitarian

organisations do. And yet the metaphor stays with us. In international organisations,

the implementation of all four of the approaches for change outlined above -

learning, knowledge and evaluations; policy development and implementation; and

training - have been based on the assumption of machine-like organisations. At

some level, humanitarian organisations are seen to work as rational engineered

entities which can be understood as the sum of their parts, and which can be acted

upon successfully by the provision of tools, techniques and codes. The dominance of

this metaphor means that certain assumptions are made in each of the

insututionalised-approaches to change outlined above in Section 2.2.

For example, it is assumed that information will flow smoothly through the

organisation, and be used 'rationally': After-action reviews of one emergency

response will be picked up and used in other, similar crises, or external or post-event

evaluators will identify successes and failures and make recommendations to

management which will then be translated into action. Policies and procedures are

assumed to be able to change the behaviour of an organisation's members by

rewriting the operating guidelines and instructions. Training, while recognising the

fundamental role of individual capacities in the organisation, assumes that the

organisation is equal to the sum of its parts: if enough people know how to do things

differently, then changes will occur.

But many who work to produce lessons and recommendations, develop policy or

design training daily face the question: 'will this actually make a difference?'

Sandison's point that 'using evaluation is as much a people issue as a technical one'
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(Sandison, 2006) finds broader echoes across many different kinds of initiatives. The

recognition that organisations are not machines but groups of people, and that these

people do not operate as 'human machine parts', requires us to bring a variety of

other analytical approaches to bear on the understanding of what organisations are,
and of how they change.

These approaches come from disciplines traditionally concerned with how humans

and other naturally occurring entities organise themselves, perceive the world and

change their understandings and organisation over time. Insights from psychology,

educational science, anthropology; evolutionary biology; non-linear mathematics and

post-modern management practice have led to the creation of new metaphors for

organisations, and these metaphors underpin a number of different approaches to

organisational change.

There is great diversity among these approaches, but there are also some widely

shared ideas. For the purposes of understanding change in humanitarian

organisations, three related metaphors are of particular importance, which together

help build understanding of organisations as more complex, dynamic and
unpredictable than the machine metaphor allows.

1 Organisations as communities with distinct cultures By thinking of the

organisation as a community, with its own values and beliefs, practitioners have

been able to draw in perspectives from ethnography and cultural anthropology
to understand how organisations work.

2 Organisations as minds By thinking of the organisation as an intelligent,

reflective entity - by thinking of it as a mind - it is possible to see similarities

between how individuals and organisations understand changing

circumstances, respond to new stimuli, and learn. Using such approaches,

practitioners have been able to describe what happens when organisations

change in terms derived from Gestalt psychology (for example, Nevis, 1988) and

from psychological studies of responses to bereavement [Kubler Ross, 1969).

3 Organisations as complex adaptive systems By thinking of organisations as

complex systems and understanding their behaviour in terms of principles that

have been identified in other complex systems - such as the weather, the human

body or flocks of birds - change in organisations is understood as dynamic,

unpredictable and beyond the control of anyone individual or group.
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2.3.2 Organisations as communities

If we think of the organisation as a human society, it becomes easier to accept that

an organisation will inevitably have both a social structure and a culture, and that

any process of organisational change will involve changes in both of these areas. The

organisation's structure is tangible, and easily described. It is composed of a variety

of elements: a legal personality; an organisational design; written rules; identified

members and premises. But there is more to an organisation than this. To quote

Handy again:

'If organisations are communities ... rather than machines, then it is natural

to expect that each community will have its own taste and flavour, its own

way of doing things' (Handy, 1988).

This 'taste and flavour' is the culture of the organisation. Organisational culture is

often invisible and hard to define (Schein, 2000), but most definitions would agree

that culture is created by the members of the organisation and outlines a basic

understanding of how the world is and of how the organisation (and its members)

should be in the world. In understanding how the world is, people take complex

reality, select important elements of that reality, and configure them to create a

meaningful picture of the world. So the world within which humanitarian, and

indeed any, organisations work is as much one that they have created as one which

objectively exists. As Barnett and Finnemore (2004) note, international organisations

'help to define shared international tasks (like development) and create and define

categories of actor (like refugee)'. Kent (2004) suggests that these creations are vital

for the continued existence of organisations: 'assumptions about the outside world ...

help the organisation to structure and order ... inputs. Without them, organisations

would be paralysed or would succumb to bedlam.'

An organisation's culture - shared understandings of the world, of the place of the

organisation in the world, and of 'normal' behaviour around power, diversity and use

of time - are often so integrated into everyday life that they are taken for granted. Yet

they guide the behaviour of members of the organisation, and are a powerful factor

in how work gets done. Any significant change in any formal, visible element of the

organisation will need to be accompanied by changes in the 'shadow world' of the

organisation's culture.
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Much policy- or evaluation-driven change concentrates on changing the 'formal'

organisation, without addressing the worldview, beliefs and attitudes that underpin

this structure. Knowledge-management approaches tend to have an overt focus on

the formal world of documents and electronic information systems, and so fail to

engage with the informal, social world where much knowledge is tacitly held.

Training programmes, which mainly rely on changing people 'one by one', can

overlook the importance of a group culture in determining behaviour.

2.3.3 Organisations as minds

If we think of the organisation as a human mind, with emotional and reflective

capacities, we can begin to appreciate the role that emotion plays in making

decisions about organisational change. The metaphor is an interesting one as it helps

us to understand why change is often accompanied by powerful emotional

responses. These emotional responses can broadly be understood at two levels,

evoked by a perceived threat to the wellbeing of either the individual or the
organisation.

At the individual level, the people in an organisation have emotional needs for

control, inclusion and emotional closeness (Schutz, 1958). Not everyone needs the

same things to the same degree, and so these needs are constantly being negotiated

within teams and organisations. When the status quo of an organisation is

threatened, individuals feel confusion about whether these needs will be met in the

future. Organisational changes may lead to a gain or a loss of power (control) for

managers or units within the organisation, or may create the need to dissolve old

working relationships and create new ones, upsetting exisung groups and

relationships. Unsurprisingly, people may feel excited but also confused and
threatened under these circumstances.

At the organisational level, the emotional component is more profound. As we have

seen, people tend to invest their organisation with meaning: participation in an

organisation's culture means that individuals (when they are at work, at least)

internalise a specific way of seeing the world. This in turn creates a strong emotional

bond to the organisation. Any change in the organisation - even a fairly minor

change - can be interpreted as a threat to that worldview, and to the meaning of the

organisation. Such changes typically create emotional confusion and distress, and
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this, in turn, leads to resistance to the change. It is important to recognise that this
sort of resistance is a necessary and useful element of how organisations work. It
preserves the culture of the organisation, prevents bad ideas being implemented,
and allows the organisation to retain some stability and continuity in a changing
environment. In short, it is a natural mechanism that organisations have evolved in
order to make change difficult(Nevis,1988;Maurer 1996).

Anyone who has managed a change programme can attest to the strong emotional
responses that organisational change provokes. It can be easy to assume that
individuals are responding 'selfishly', because they wish to maintain their individual
status and influence. But,when we see the organisation as a community,we can also
recognise that the emotional response may be natural and largely 'disinterested' -
being in defence of the organisation itself.

These emotional responses manifest themselves in various ways. In some cases,
there may be overt defiance or argument, But, often, resistance to change is
unconscious and hard to identify.Weall resist change in our lives through a variety
of behaviours that prevent us from sitting down and focusing on the situation, and
on what might be done about it. These behaviours include: blaming oneself or
others for the 'problem', moving the focus of thought or conversation away from
the issue; and accepting 'wholesale' what we are told without personally engaging
with it.

'Traditional' approaches to change, which begin with the assumption of the
organisation as a machine, and which depend on assumptions of rationality,are not
designed with resistance in mind. Change programmes that are embedded in
rationality tend to ignore resistance, downplay it as a selfish, emotional response, or
attempt to engage with it through rational debate. As a result, they often end up as
victims of resistance: ignored, shelved or used selectively.

Thinking of the organisation as a mind opens one further important perspective.
While the human mind resists change - and particularly change which is externally
imposed - it can change itself through the process of learning. Writers such as Peter
Senge suggest that organisations, like people, can learn. Organisational learning
certainly requires that the members of the organisation learn, but 'individual
learning does not guarantee organisational learning' (Senge, 1990) - and other
conditions are also necessary. Senge argues that organisations learn when they
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become competent in five particular 'disciplines', and so can create a situation where

'new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured ... and where people are

continually learning to see the whole together' [Senge, 1990). This 'seeing the whole

together' - systems thinking - is, he argues, the key to becoming an organisation

which is able to change itself.

2.3.4 Organisations os complex, interconnected systems

Systems thinking suggests that, unlike machines, organisations are not composed of

a set of discrete components acting together in predetermined ways to create a

defined output, and closed off to the outside world. A more apt metaphor, and one

which may help to further understanding, may be to view them as open, dynamic

systems, akin to ecosystems. Such systems are made up of elements in constant

interaction with each other and their environment, reshaping themselves as they do

so (Mittleton-Kelly, 2003). Certain parts of organisations have multiple, far-reaching

relationships with other parts. Feedback processes mean that change in one aspect

of an organisation - say its size - have multiple effects on other aspects of the

organisation. As a result, the overall organisational properties may emerge in an

unpredictable and often uncontrollable way from the rules governing the behaviour

of the individual parts. From this perspective, the overall health and performance of

the whole organisation depends as much on how different elements interact with

each other as on how they work individually.

Seeing organisations from this 'complex-systems theory' perspective allows us to

challenge some basic assumptions that we often make about organisations. Seen

from this point of view, organisations are not externally designed from a set of

components to do a single job. They are organic and self-regulating: they create

themselves, and they can, under the right circumstances, recreate themselves from

within. At the same time, organisations are less monolithic than they may appear. At

any given time, different parts of the organisation will be moving in different

directions at different speeds: they will not be 'aligned', and will often disagree with

each other on specific ways of doing things, while operating within a larger cultural

whole. And finally, where an organisation is an organic whole, the relationships

between the parts of an organisation are often as important as the parts themselves.

Any humanitarian organisation (and indeed the entire humanitarian system) is

composed of an intricate web of interrelationships and so changes in one area will
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have effects - often unexpected effects - elsewhere. At the same time, because each

part has multiple relationships within the system, changes to any single part will

generally also require changes to the related parts ..

In complex organisations, transformational change ultimately involves the creation

of new organisational realities that can break the hold of dominant patterns in favour

of new ones, which are not fully within the control of anyone group or individual

[Ramalingam et aI, 2008). These new patterns cannot be precisely defined in advance

- it is possible only to nurture elements of the new reality, and create conditions

under which the new reality can arise. Of particular importance is the notion that

when existing patterns of action are particularly powerful, significant change may

not possible, because the organisation ends up trying to do new things in old ways.

The implications of the complex-systems approach for 'traditional' change strategies

are many and varied. Briefly, understanding organisations as living systems helps to

explain why evaluation results may not easily reach decision makers, why new

policies often encounter unexpected opposition from parts of the organisation at

several removes from the 'target' of the change, and why interventions concentrated

on one area [such as changing procedures or individual behaviour), without

considering how it relates to others, often fail.

2.3.5 Key points: the power of new perspectives

Organisations are not, of course, communities, tribes or nations. They are not minds

or ecosystems. But they are systems composed of people, and so organisational

metaphors based on humans, communities and complex organic systems may be

more useful than metaphors based on cogs, inanimate parts and machines. It is also

important to note, as Morgan (2006) does, that no one approach or way of looking at

organisations is the right one - all perspectives are necessarily partial.

But by rethinking what organisations are, and opening our minds to new

perspectives, we can become open to assimilating approaches to organisational

change that may be more effective than those we have used in the past. At the very

least, this would hopefully move us towards a situation where institutionalised

approaches for change - such as evaluations, knowledge and learning systems,

policy development and capacity-building and training - are used in ways which fit
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better with the realities of organisations, and can be used to initiate and support real

organisational change.

We have seen that using new metaphors can help to identify new and possibly more

effective approaches to changing organisations. How do we transform these ideas

into action? Again, we can look to the experience of the private and public sectors. A

variety of authorities, who have explicitly stated the need to move away from

mechanical ideas of organisations, have suggested specific approaches that can be

used to address change in an organiaation.ê There are differences between these

approaches, but also numerous common threads, and it is these which are

addressed here.

Given that the metaphors we have considered draw from the human, communal and

complex aspects of organisations, it is not surprising that many thinkers suggest that

change activities should focus not just on things (policies, structures) but on people

and on how people behave when they work together in groups. Change programmes
<,

which focus entirely on changing the formal and visible aspects of the organisation,

and which do not address the values and beliefs shared by those in an organisation,

the way the organisation thinks about and responds to these changes, and the

interconnected and interrelated nature of organisations are unlikely to be successful.

As Paseale (quoted in Cranier, 1996) puts it: 'organizations that churn through a

succession of doings ... without altering their underlying being often end up older ...

but rarely wiser. Transformation entails a shift in being - at the personal and

organizational level' (emphasis added).

What might a more realistic view of change look like? It would recognise that

different parts of the organisation are likely to resist changes in individual and group

roles and status. It would also recognise that members of the organisation will resist

changes that they see as being against the culture and meaning of the organisation.

It would welcome this resistance as a normal sign of a healthy organisation (it would

be more worrying if nobody cared that things are changing). To address this
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resistance, the group planning the change could provide adequate time and space for

personnel at all levels to discuss the changes, to identify what is, and what is not,

changing, and to explore the implications of these changes on their day-to-day work.

In addition, it may be helpful to clarify how the changes relate to the mission, culture

and meaning of the organisation (creating a 'vision') and to identify who within the

organisation believes that changes are required, and why they believe this, plus

what will happen to the organisation if the changes are not made (creating a

'business case'). Both vision and business case appeal simultaneously to the rational

and, importantly, the emotional needs of the organisation's members.

A 'complex-systems' perspective on organisations suggests that changes in one part

of the organisation will have effects on other parts of the organisation, and that it is

not effective to think about changes in one area in isolation from the rest of the

system. For this reason, change may be more effective where it is designed and led

by a broad representative group. In some cases, this can be achieved by 'getting the

whole system in the room' - using workshops where hundreds of people create a

common plan for making changes (Owen, 1997). In others, it might be achieved by

the creation of cross-functional project teams, who communicate with a wide variety

of groups across the organisation.

If we see the organisation as a complex system we can also expect that, as the

change progresses, different parts of the organisation will perceive it in different

ways, and disagree on how things are going. This might be addressed by investing in

internal communications mechanisms that allow the organisation to publicise

successes and failures and encourage different groups of staff members to discuss

the process as it unfolds. In addition, the uncertainty of the change process, and of

the new contexts to which the organisation is moving, requires leaders who are able

to encourage more open thinking about change, and provide legitimate ground for

new ideas and patterns to emerge (Ramalingam et al, 2008).

Compare the above reflections to the more orthodox view of change. There, the

context in which the change is required is understood through discussions between

a small number of senior executives who work using command-and-control

approaches to move the organisation towards a predictable new state. Decisions are

made at the top, policy is determined and then 'rolled out'. The day-to-day change is

supported by a range of training programmes to get the staff accustomed to new
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procedures and processes. External evaluations are used to determine the success
or failure of the effort.While none ofwhat has been suggested above in this chapter
is particularly revolutionary, it is in marked contrast to this more traditional
'command-and-control' approach to organisational change.

2.4.1 Key points: putting new perspectives to work

Writers who have considered organisations from a starting point of human and
organic metaphors agree in broad terms on how change can be most successfully
implemented. They suggest that the change process should focus on changes in
both the 'formal' and the 'informal' side of an organisation. In addressing the
informal side, they propose a variety of activities to create a clear direction for the
change process, increase organisational participation at all stages of the process, and
improve communication between the various parts of the organisation. These
approaches have important (and challenging) implications for how the organisation
is led, and how power is perceived and used within the organisation: power can help
processes occur, but it cannot - or should not - determine the outcome of these
processes. The implication of this is that many organisations may need to make
significantchanges before they are able to change.
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A broader and more inclusive approach to change takes longer, requires more
financial resources, and will generally feel more confused and less controlled than
the more traditional 'top-down' approach. Given the nature of humanitarian
organisations, such investments can only be morally justified if the likelihood of
success is high. As we have seen, much of the thinking on organisational change has
been developed in very different contexts: how well does it transfer to the
humanitarian sector?
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Humanitarian organisations have much in common with organisations in other

sectors. In their goals, and increasingly in their structures and management

mechanisms, they are similar to Northern welfare systems (Slim, 2006). Very often,

they work in the same situations - even in the same places - as military

organisations, and increasingly they might be carrying out similar tasks (Weiss and

Hoffman, 2007).

Former UK minister for international development, Hilary Benn has likened the

humanitarian sector to a global fire service. As was highlighted in the 2003 Review of

Humanitarian Action (Borton, 2004), there are even some parallels between

humanitarian organisations and the UK construction industry: both sectors are

highly fragmented; actors who are in competition with one another often work

together on specific projects; and labour turnover is high. However, while

humanitarian organisations share many attributes with organisations in these other

sectors, the specific mix of these attributes is unique to the humanitarian sector.

Further, this specific humanitarian mix creates very real constraints on

implementing the approaches to change outlined above - although, as we shall see,

many humanitarian organisations have found ways around these constraints.

No two 'humanitarian organisations' are alike. Many important humanitarian actors

are not independent organisations, but rather component parts of larger NGOs or

agencies. And, as we have suggested above, there are important differences between

the various actors who make up the humanitarian system: they have different

mandates, and work through different structures to fulfil different strategies aimed

at a variety of constituencies. As one interviewee put it: 'An NGO water engineer is

connecting a tap. But he is doing a fundamentally different job from a water engineer

in the UN or the Red Cross. The reasons for doing [the job] are very different'.

This section aims to identify organisational elements common to different

humanitarian actors, and which distinguish them from private- and public-sector

organisations. It does this by looking at five specific aspects of humanitarian

organisations: vision and strategy, business process, structure, staffing and

organisational culture. These five areas have been chosen not just because they are

'standard' elements of organisations often analysed in change programmes (for

example: Galbraith (1977), Warner Burke (1994)) but also because they are the

elements that create specific challenges for the implementation of the change

approaches outlined above. Most importantly, they were referred to time and again

by interviewees during the research for this chapter.
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2.5.1 Visionand strategy

As Hugo Slim points out in the previous ALNAP Review of Humanitarian Action

(Slim, 2006), there are a variety of visions of the end point of humanitarianism, which

spring from differing views of the nature of international society. Optimists expect

humanitarianism to lead ultimately to a system of global welfare. Pessimists believe

that 'the very idea of organised, impartial and effective humanitarian action is a very

high ideal never likely to be fulfilled.' As a result, 'there is no shared definition of the

humanitarian agenda' (Darcyand Hoffman, 2003), although there is broad

agreement around core elements and principles. There is diversity between

organisations as to the 'end point' of humanitarianism (Walker, 2007) and there is

also great diversity of opinion within many organisations: most humanitarian

organisations are culturally and linguistically diverse, and this diversity leads to

different assumptions about how the world works, and how the world should work.

These differences in what humanitarians are trying to achieve are mirrored by

differences of opinion on how humanitarian organisations should position

themselves to achieve these ends. One clear fault line, which is visible both between

and within many organisations, is that between 'traditional' humanitarian response -

the immediate and impartial provision of goods and services that allow survival -

and a broader view of humanitarianism, which concerns itself with areas such as
human rights and protection.

Several interviewees felt that this tension had increased over the last decade, as the

profile of humanitarian action increased, and agencies which had previously worked

predominantly in development attempted to bring developmental 'best practice' to

bear on their humanitarian work and to increase the linkages between humanitarian
and development action.

And these kinds of differences are passionately felt. However it is conceived, the

humanitarian endeavour is about saving lives - any decision about what an

organisation does, or how it does it, affects whether human beings live or not.

Humanitarian workers have often devoted a huge amount of themselves to their job

- living away from family, with limited possibilities to relax, in situations of some

hardship and insecurity. The people in humanitarian agencies have very high levels

of emotional attachment to their agency: interviewees talked about 'visceral

responses' to what were, on the surface, fairly simple technical changes.

4S



2 - ALNAP Review of Humanitarian Action

Results-based management was 'hated' by a good proportion of staff members in

one agency; in another, there was overt resistance to 'a different philosophy of what

the organisation is all about'. One staff member of a UN agency has noted: 'The

[change] agenda ... is not a noble one and ... it is almost the duty of staff to resist such

change' (Finger and Ruchat, 2003).

This has important implications for any change process. Humanitarians will strongly
resist change that threatens their idea of their organisation. And yet there may be

many ideas of the organisation held simultaneously, which makes the creation of a

common vision of change related to the essential meaning of the organisation much

more difficult - and also much more important. A second implication is that it can be

hard to create a compelling case for change. Where there is not a single, agreed

purpose for the work of an organisation, where 'doing good ...(is) seen to be enough'

(Goodhand, 2006), it is hard to demonstrate whether an organisation is succeeding

or not: 'without any definition of success, how can anyone ever look back on a week

or a year and say "that was well done"?' (Handy, 1988). And similarly, how can

anyone look back and say 'that was badly done - and we urgently need to improve'?

2.5.2 Business processes

When looking at organisations, many analysts give great weight to understanding

business processes, which are the mechanisms by which key inputs are

transformed into outputs in order to meet an organisation's goals. They are defined

by the organisation's strategy, and, in turn, should help define the organisation's

structure.

In many humanitarian organisations, the strategic tensions outlined above lead to

two core 'macro' business processes occurring at the same time. Typically, one

'macro-process' aims to change the context of humanitarian action. It has

traditionally faced North, and has been structured around the collection of

information as an input, the transformation of this information through analysis, and

the dissemination of campaigning and advocacy products to catalyse change. The

other 'macro-process' aims to change the situation for people caught up in

emergencies. It has traditionally faced South, and has been structured around the

collection of resources, the transformation of these resources into goods and

services needed by affected populations, and the effective distribution of these goods
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and services to people most in need. An increasing challenge for many agencies is to

merge these two processes into an effective single way of working. Multiple

processes can be inefficient. More importantly for this discussion they make change

harder, because staff can rapidly become concerned that any change is privileging

one process over another - which not only affects their individual status within the

organisation, but also their idea of what the organisation stands for.

A second, very visible aspect of the business process of many humanitarian

organisations - or at least of the second 'service-delivery' process - is that it is

largely a linear one-way flow from donor, via implementing agency, to recipient.

There are only very weak links between recipient and donor: 'In the market for

humanitarian relief, the consumer (i.e. the aid recipient) neither purchases nor pays

for the delivered service', and this leads to 'weak incentives on the part of the

humanitarian agencies to deliver good-quality services effectively' (Binder and Witte,

2007). This last example is a particular problem for the legitimacy of aid agencies. As

one recent review of international aid put it: 'improving the welfare of beneficiaries

is the ultimate goal of aid agencies ... [but] links between beneficiaries and a donor

are weak to non-existent ... Many activities do not focus on beneficiaries as much as
on policy goals' (Gibson et al, 2005).

This lack of feedback from beneficiary to donor, and the focus on policy goals, can

make changes that are driven by operational realities more difficult. Poor services in

other sectors would generally affect share price, or mean missed 'targets', and this

would have negative implications for the service provider. But in the humanitarian

sector, 'once they have reached a certain size, agencies usually go out of business

due to poor financial management and rarely if ever due to poor field performance'

(Telford and Cosgrave, 2006). It is hard to identify a compelling need for change

when funding is not linked to the experience of beneficiaries. This is doubly the case

if bringing 'failure' or 'problems' to light might jeopardise funding and future
organisational health.

However, donor attitudes and other financial pressures should not be used as an

excuse for preventing change. We have suggested above that humanitarian agencies

are not passive, but are capable of making choices about how they act in their

environment. UN agencies, the Red Cross and NGOs are all active in creating the

'rules of the game'. Meanwhile donors often have diverse views - as Freitas

demonstrates in her analysis of decision-making in UNHCR (Freitas, 2004), and as

do Graves et al (2007) in their analysis of the development of the cluster system -
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and this diversity expands agencies' room for action. Far from doing what the donors

say, agencies have, on occasion, collaborated with donors to create stories of crisis

that meet the needs of both parties (Darcyand Hoffman, 2003). Interviewees also

spoke of successfully engaging donors in robust debate - refusing funds for activity

in certain areas; broadening or changing their funding base to move to 'less

politicised' money; and even, in one case, favouring autonomy over growth. So while

'official donors clearly exert significant influence over both the size and shape of

humanitarian response' (Macrae, 2002), it is also true that: 'many NGOs continue to

operate a policy of self censorship in relation to official donor policy' (Macrae, 2002).

This sort of self-censorship - 'the donors would never agree' - can be a form of

resistance to change, blaming others for the avoidance of changes we are worried

about making ourselves.

2.5.3 Structure

The challenge for any organisational structure is to find the simplest possible way of

conducting the business process of an organisation. This requires balancing the

need for differentiation (between, for example, technical functions and geographical

locations) with the need for uniformity and coordination across the organisation.
/

In this respect, many humanitarian organisations face a challenge. They are by their

nature highly internally differentiated by location, with offices in many different

countries. In the last decade, with increased specialisation, they have also become

increasingly internally differentiated by function. At the same time, increased

interaction with governmental and - more recently - corporate donors, and with

other agencies has led in many cases to·an increase in the number of organisational

units which exist to interact with the external, organisational world. In the course of

this growth, structural distance, between policy and operational units, or between

evaluators and operational units, has grown.

So most humanitarian agencies, which were geographically differentiated to begin

with, have become more so - and many of their personnel are in inaccessible places.

This structural fact makes it difficult to use a broad and inclusive approach to

change programmes: it is harder to create opportunities for real discussion about

what is changing and why. It can also lead to a 'compartmentalised approach' to

change, where different units work on their own piece of the picture. This is in
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contrast to the complex-systems approach to change, which suggests that it is more

effective to bring different units and perspectives together to plan the change in a
multi-functional team.

Humanitarian organisations have had to decide how they are going to coordinate

their organisational structures, and the decisions that they have made have also had

implications for how easy it is to institute change. Broadly speaking, organisations

have placed themselves on a continuum. A very few, at one end, ensure uniformity

through the creation of centralised, tightly hierarchical structures, where most

decision-making power is concentrated close to the top. More commonly, they have

diffused power 'down and out', but ensured that uniformity is maintained by the use

of normative policies, standards and guidelines. At the other end of the spectrum,

some organisations have greatly increased the autonomy of individual units, and
provided very little in the way of normative guidance.

A system reliant on technical policies and guidelines for regulating activity and

ensuring uniformity has several inherent weaknesses. Firstly, skilled professionals

tend to resent guidelines (Williams, 1995), unless these guidelines are part of a larger

professional framework encompassing training, accreditation and reward. Secondly,

centralised guidelines are not flexible enough to allow for differences over time, or

between places. And finally, and perhaps most importantly, an organisation which

creates guidance and policy at the centre, particularly where the headquarters are at

some distance from 'the field', will tend to look inwards, to itself, and not outwards,

to the context in which it is working. As a result, decision-makers may remain

insulated from the need for change. This tendency to reserve key issues to central

managerial and policy functions may go some way towards explaining why

humanitarian organisations 'are not sensitive to patterns of change' (Kent, 2004),

why the leaders of humanitarian organisations give more credence to the opinions of

each other and of donors than to those of beneficiaries (Sandison, 2006), and, finally,

why many humanitarian organisations find it hard to innovate and implement radical
new ways of doing things.

For all these reasons, many thinkers (for example: Goodhand (2006), Handy (1988),

Handler Chayes et al (1997)) suggest that humanitarian agencies will be more

responsive to their external environment, more flexible, and more able to change

where they move authority closer to the field, and build shared meaning around core

organisational values, rather than around key organisational policies and rules.

r
\
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This 'approach certainly makes it easier for parts of an organisation to identify the

need for changes which meet field realities and which are simultaneously tied into

the core meaning of the organisation. But without very highly developed systems for

internal communication, and an acceptance on the part of the organisation of a

higher level of risk, these initiatives can become trapped in the office that produced

them, failing to break out and become 'mainstreamed'.

Wewill see, below, how humanitarian organisations have overcome these difficulties

to create real and lasting changes. For now it is enough to note the problem that Van

Brabant identified in his review of the introduction of new security measures in

humanitarian organisations: 'decentralised organisations risk losing overall

consistency', while centralised organisations tend to produce 'dead documents' (Van

Brabant, 2001).

2.5.4 Staffing

Two elements of the staffing of humanitarian organisations are notable for their

effects on change processes. The first, and most obvious, is the high level of

turnover of humanitarian staff. Given the long-term nature of many change

initiatives (in our interviews we discussed changes that had taken place over periods

of three to fifteen years), this discontinuity in staffing makes long-term participation

in change projects unrealistic. At the same time, as the interviews suggested, it also

offers opportunities to humanitarian organisations: new personnel, .with less

invested in an organisation, are less likely to find change threatening, and the

recruitment of new personnel provides an opportunity to select people with a profile

that fits the reformed organisation.

An ODI-HPN Network Paper (Loquercio et al, 2006) echoed this finding, suggesting

that most humanitarian agencies welcome a degree of staff turnover: it offers

flexibility in relocating personnel, brings in fresh analysis, and can be used as an

opportunity to develop staff members through progressively challenging

assignments. However, it was also found that unplanned staff turnover is

problematic and expensive, affecting learning and efficiency, and the capacity of

agencies to respond to new emergencies and to continue existing work.
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Regardless of how problematic turnover was seen to be, many organisations also see

turnover as beyond their control, seeing it as a result of short-term contracts which

are themselves a product of donor insistence on low overheads and short funding

cycles. This approach resonates with the point made above about the tendency to

use donor attitudes as a way of resisting change. While it is accepted that external

factors do to some extent shape the realities of the organisations, agencies should

acknowledge that they have a degree of responsibility for the current situation, and

could do a lot more to change it.

The second staffing issue that relates to change is the relative weakness of

performance-management systems in many organisations. This may be linked to the

lack of clarity in the humanitarian sector around objectives, responsibilities,

relationships and outcomes that was mentioned above. This reduces the possibility

of supporting new (changed) behaviour with explicit sanctions and rewards - a

mechanism which is often used to 'embed' changes in the private sector. In some

cases, sanctions such as disciplinary action have effectively been used to 'force'

behavioural change (VanBrabant, 2001). However, this runs counter to the culture of

many humanitarian organisations, where informants suggested that the most

effective rewards - and sanctions - are peer recognition and the feeling of a job weil

done. This highlights the importance of clarity around the shared values and

principles that guide the organisational mission.

2.5.5 Organisational culture

Given the difficulty of 'unearthing' culture in a single organisation, let alone the

diversity of cultures among all the organisations involved in the humanitarian sector,

any comments on organisational cultures within the humanitarian sector will be

both broad and conjectural. That said, there are some cultural themes that may

affect the ability of humanitarian organisations to conduct successful change
activities.

The first theme concerns how humanitarians think of time. Time, in many

humanitarian organisations, is a series of short, discrete cycles. Many agencies use

some form of 'project cycle' for operational planning. Funding periods and contracts
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are short. Each emergency is different in place, nature, scale and staffing and, when
the wheel has gone full circle from needs assessment to evaluation in one place, it
starts anew in another. When the world is perceived in short, unconnected cycles, it
makes it harder to see the need for reflection, learning and change: the next cycle
will, in any case, differ from this one, and we will deal with that when it occurs. It
also makes it harder to think in the longer timeframe that is often required for
change activities.

The second theme concerns how humanitarians think of effective human activity.
Humanitarian work - or at least the 'service-delivery' type ofwork, tends to respond
to massive problems by providing goods and services. Problems are acted on
effectivelyby the provision of food, medical care, shelter and so on. In responding to
internal 'problems' within humanitarian organisations, there seems to be a similar
tendency to create and deploy things: knowledge-management software, training
packages and guidelines on CD-ROMs. As was suggested above, a focus on
products, rather than on people, can make change activities less effective, because
such a focus leads to an emphasis on the technical nature of the change, to the
detriment of the community, culture, people and complex-systems elements.

The third and final theme concerns how humanitarians think of the correct way for
people to relate to one another. In general, there is a high level of respect for the
individual, a belief that consensus is the best possible decision-making option, and a
desire to prevent conflict where possible. This attitude can, paradoxically, prevent
open discussion: people avoid conflict, and so conversations with high emotional
charge are also avoided. This can prevent the sort of discussions that are often
necessary in a change process; significantly, several informants talked of the
importance of 'painful debates' in the success of change processes.

2.5.6 Key points: challenges to change in humanitcrien organisations

Humanitarian organisations are different from many of the organisations used as the
basis for developing organisational-change approaches and mechanisms. They face
a unique combination of challenges. Although some of the organisational aspects
identified here are shared by organisations in other sectors, only humanitarian
organisations possess this specific strategic, structural, process, staffingand cultural
profile. Seen in the light of the broader approaches to change outlined in Section 2.4
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above, the profile is problematic. Because of how they are put together, we can

expect that humanitarian organisations will: encounter very high levels of resistance

to change; find it difficult to create common visions of change processes which fit

with their understanding of their role in the world; find it extremely difficult to create

an urgent case for change; have difficulty in assembling cross-functional teams to

lead change efforts; struggle to create high levels of discussion across the

organisation; and will, generally, be unable to use rewards and sanctions to enforce
behaviour.

When we speak of high levels of resistance to change, it is important to emphasise

again that 'resistance' is a necessary and normal response to the threat of loss, and

that it is often not explicit or conscious. We also resist change by behaving in such a

way as to avoid becoming engaged with the change process. Resistance occurs in all

change processes, in all sectors. What is interesting here is that it seems to take

specific forms in the humanitarian sector. Three types of behaviour, in particular,
stand out.

1 Denying that planning for change is a priority when there are lives to be saved.

This could be seen as a result of the context in which humanitarian
organisations work, and the culture that this helps to form.

2 Denying that change is possible because of factors beyond the organisation's

control. This relates closely to the unusual funding and accountability

mechanisms found in the sector. (Often, the excuse is that donors won't accept
different ways of doing things.)

3 Concentration on 'cosmetic' changes that produce policies or packages, rather

than on work to address people's everyday behaviour. This may be a result of a
culture based on service delivery.

These resistance behaviours are powerful and effective, because they are partially

true. The priority is saving lives - although this should not prevent the organisation

also trying to get better at saving lives next year. It can be hard to change in the face

of donor opposition, although many organisations have been successful. Training

packages and new guidelines are important elements of many change projects,

although they are by no means the only elements. These responses to change occur

so often in the humanitarian sector that we should pay particular attention when we
find ourselves, or our colleagues, voicing them.
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Despite all of these challenges, change can and does happen in humanitarian

organisations. In the course of researching this chapter, one of our key informants

told this story:

at a meeting to review experiences, one agency discussed the introduction of

a new approach. They consulted widely, obtained CEO endorsement and

designed a nice flowchart which was given to every staff member - most

displayed it beside their desk and the new ways slipped into the DNA of the

organisation almost unnoticed. When the story was told by one of the

managers responsible, another senior manager from the same organisation

admitted that she'd forgotten that they ever worked in a different way.

What is interesting about this - apart from the techniques used to support the

change - is that the senior manager had forgotten that a change had taken place. It's

not an uncommon occurrence: a hallmark of successful change is that people often

forget that life was different before. Horror stories are told, and success stories often

forgotten. It is also important to highlight that change is easier when it doesn't

challenge existing power bases or status. Arguably, when change processes attempt

to challenge these important human elements they are certainly remembered!

This section analyses data gathered on 19 different change initiatives (from donor

organisations, NGOs, UN organisations and the Red Cross movement) in order to

highlight some of the practices that have supported successful change processes

within the humanitarian sector. While most of these were explored with interviews

alone, four of these change initiatives were approached as more detailed 'case

studies', which included document analysis, a series of interviews and/or

workshops, and detailed feedback from participants. These four case studies were

the UK Department For International Development (DFID) uptake of Good

Humanitarian Donorship (GHD)j ActionAid's move towards a rights-based approach

to humanitarian work, the World Food Programme (WFP) project to improve

capability in needs assessment. and the International Federation of the Red Cross

(IFRC) Consolidation Project. These are described in more detail in Box 2.4.
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DFID In 2003,. DFID, as part of a group of donor organisations, established the
GoodHumanitarian Donorship initiative (GHD).This initiative is based around 23

principles of good donorship, and signatories to these principles work together
and individually to implement the principles in their working practice. The case
study considered the approach that DFIDhas taken to integrating GHDprinciples
into its work. This integration has taken place within the larger context of
development of humanitarian principles and practice within DFID, and over a
period during-which DFID's internal capacity in humanitarian issues has grown
significantly.Four years aftel' signing Uptq $HD, the principles ïorrn a large part
of DFID's Humanitarian Policy,informing DFID's humanitarian work and leading
to visible changes in the speed of financial commitment and in the geographical
areas that receive funding.

ActionAid This case study considered approach taken by ActionAid to re-
orienting humanitarian operations around rights-based principles and
approaches. ActionAid's experience demonstrates the power of a field-based,
:la:rgelydecëQtr;.:tlisedapproach to change in humanitarian.em:ganisatiO)}s, ':Ep.e
,:,:,~r. '" ~~~fij't,"\ ' . _"::,'":'._ ", ,," T ; , ' '" ' , .>,- , _' ,", :""iii!'!:i?,j:
in~roduction ~1~;é.rights-based approach has been supported by ActionAidstaff
members, who feel that it gives ActionAid a distinctive role and profile.
Informants saw the response to the Indian Ocean tsunami, which included work

ensure communities knew oftheir entitlements and to:s.upport land rtgQts, as
"~;:' _, ':: __, .. "" _ _ ~~i-C, " , , ,~;~;~~'~'" _ - '~J1i~,

examplé'tqf what ·ActionAid can achieve in humarrttarian assistance by
'changing the Itow part'.

Strengthening Emergency Needs Assessment Capacity:(SENAC) at WfP The
- , ~

SENACprojelit was put in place in 200$ fdif~Wingan interrt$land externe! push
- . , , "-. ,~; ..- " . .
for strengthening needs assessments within WFP,so that their response would be
in accordance to the specific needs of beneficiaries. Drawing on outside expertise,
and using a mixture of direct policy change, capacity building and. senior
.J.Ilanagemennntervention,tb8" programm~~)1asled to a shift in tbe culture and
~,;i~'~~_", ,', --_-~~';_-":;" '",f!~~~~';, "";:._,, '",".' .-;'

. attitudes towards needs assessment. This is borne out by the data: In 2004, needs
! assessments for emergency operations and protracted relief and recovery
operations were documented in only 45 per cent of cases; in 2007, the
corresponding figure had risen to 95 per cent,

I@lliffi1!J]!J
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Consolidation Project at IFRCApproved by the Red Cross Geberal Assembly in
2005, the Consolidation Project was one element of a much broader change
process, which sought to decentralise the regional directors from Geneva HQ into
a series of Zonal Offices based in the region. The rationale was to make the
Secretariat more focused on the needs of the national societies, and to give them a
greater role in capacity building and strengthening operational responses. The
Zonal Officeswere created within the original timeframe, and senior personnel
are now in place, in line with the original goals.

There is a range of approaches that can help to understand the process of change
(Box2.5).Whichever model is used, the practical implications are the same: different
things will happen at different phases of the change process, and so those managing
the change will need to use different approaches to address the situation from one
phase to the next.

Many writers have observed that successful change processes go through a
series of stages.

The Gestalt school (exemplified by Nevis, 1988) sees change as a six-stage
cyclic process in which: people become aware of a situation that challenges
their previous understanding of the world; decide to devote energy to thinking
about the situation; break down their old perceptions; and create a new way
of being.

Kubler-Ross,whose work looks at the individual's response to change rather
than the change itself, identifies five stages, from denial to acceptance (Kubler
Ross, 1969).

Kurt Lewin, one of the most influential thinkers to consider change in
organisations, describes a three-phase model (Lewin, 1951): unfreezing,
where the organisation recognises that it needs to be different; transition,
where new ideas are created - typicallya period of insecurity and confusion;
and freezing, where the new ways ofworking are institutionalised within the
organisation.
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The experience of our informants suggested that organisational change programmes

did indeed move through a number of distinct phases - although reality was messier

than any model. Some phases took longer than others, phases overlapped, and

different parts of the organisation were often going through different phases at the

same time. Most of the change processes considered had, broadly, to:

1 create awareness of the need for change across the organisation

2 prepare for and plan the changes required

3 ensure that the changes were implemented

2.6.1 Creating awarenessof the need for change

All organisational change processes begin somewhere. At some point, someone

realises that there is a problem in conducting 'business as usual'. This realisation

may come to an individual or a group, and it may occur simultaneously in different
parts of the organisation, or even outside the organisation.

The case studies considered for this chapter show that this initial realisation can

happen almost anywhere. In IFRC, it crystallised among senior management at the

secretariat, and was the result of multiple reflection processes including an

environmental analysis and a visioning exercise. In ActionAid, there was a

recognition within the emergencies team that it was falling behind - a recognition

shared, to a degree, by country offices, but not initially seen as a priority by the

organisation's management. In WFP, a team with responsibility for needs assessment

had already been formed when key external donors raised concerns about needs

assessments; and in parallel leading thinkers outside WFP had been exploring the

issue of needs assessments in the humanitarian sector more generally.

In a number of cases, recognition of a problem was accompanied by a sense of

'threat': the situation was perceived to be bad enough to threaten the continued

existence of ActionAid's emergency team; the IFRC secretariat was concerned about

its continued relevance to the wider organisation; and the notion that the credibility

of WFP might be at stake gave a strong push to the SENAC change initiative. This

sense of threat was common to many change programmes. Informants said: 'we
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saw that this could be the breaking point'; 'Unless we reinvented ourselves, we

needed to end [the organisation)'; 'There was a threat to the existence of the

organisation itself'.

In other situations, change was galvanised by the perception of a powerful

opportunity. This was most often the case where the change would have direct

impact on the lives of beneficiaries. For example: DFID's engagement with GHD, and

the overall process of rethinking DFID's humanitarian policy, was largely the result

of the recognition that DFID was well placed to have real impact on the experience of

beneficiaries in situations of crisis. Elsewhere, the work to develop Community

Based Therapeutic Feeding started from the recognition that mortality rates in

emergencies could be decreased by such approaches.

If a change programme wishes to win the support of the organisation as a whole, the

first thing that it needs to do is to communicate - to the organisation as a whole - its

understanding of the situation and the threats or opportunities which lie behind this

situation. As we have seen, the nature of humanitarian organisations can make this

difficult. Organisations are highly differentiated, which often impedes internal

communication. The passion around humanitarian work, and the personal

investment that staff members have made in creating the organisation as it is, make

people unusually resistant to change. The fact that these organisations work in

crises every day can inure them to impending threats, and the lack of a clear

relationship between funding and results can often make it hard to demonstrate that

the organisation is threatened: if it does nothing, it may not lose funding, whereas if

it exposes its weaknesses, it might be penalised by donors and the public.

There are certain historical moments when it is relatively simple to build support for

the idea of change. One such moment occurred during and after the Rwanda crisis,

and was reprised with the publication of the Multi Agency Evaluation, in 1996. The

debates surrounding the failures in Rwanda were 'heated, widespread, and often

soul searching' [Buchanan-Smith, 2003). They were almost unavoidable for any

humanitarian - colleagues argued, families and friends outside the sector wanted to

know what had gone wrong. This widespread and public sense of failure 'was a

major factor in creating momentum for change' [Buchanan-Smith, 2003), launching

an 'accountability revolution'. It was in this atmosphere of 'ferment about how the

[humanitarian) system could be reformed' that DFID began the process of thought

that informed its adoption of the GHD principles.
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We must hope that such historical moments will be few and far between. However,

this leaves many evaluators, field managers and executives with a problem - how to

convince others of the opportunities or the threats that they see so clearly? The

experience of our informants suggests that the following approaches may be useful.

Bringing issues to the attention of the organisation's leaders

Where senior managers were not aware of a situation, or of its potential

implications, informants suggested that the first step was to gain their support.

Management support is a key ingredient of project success: in many cases, CEOs

ensured that change programmes received the resources and access that they

needed to succeed. In several cases, leaders created an environment where active

participation and honest debates were encouraged. They also sent out very powerful

signals that things in the organisation were changing by changing their own

behaviour. However, leadership support is not a given in many change programmes.

The leadership of any organisation has many claims upon its attention, and many

executives may be ambivalent about the change, particularly if they have been in the

organisation for some time and have been instrumental in creating the 'status quo'.

Our informants suggested several approaches to galvanising leadership behind a

change. In ActionAid, the head of the emergencies team, who had access to senior

management and to the governing body, lobbied relentlessly. In DFID, the head of

the humanitarian division worked closely with Secretaries of State Clare Short and

Hilary Berm to develop new ways of thinking about humanitarian action. The visit of

Hilary Benn to Sudan in 2004 catalysed support for new approaches - including

GHD - in DFID, and more widely in the sector. Another approach, which was used

successfully in some organisations, was simply to 'tell them like it is': stating the

(often uncomfortable) situation clearly, and clarifying the support required from

leadership to address the situation. This direct approach goes against the culture of

many organisations: it is, as Peter Block suggests in a guide to consulting for change

(Block, 1999), a 'high-risk/high-return' approach to work, but the returns can prove it
is worth doing.

Getting support from outside the organisation

In the SENAC project, a turning point occurred when the Director of ECHO, at a WFP

Executive Board meeting, said that WFP assessments were not believable, and
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offered to help to WFP build capacity in emergency needs assessments. The SENAC

project was also supported by an advisory body of 'all the gurus' from outside the

organisation, including several people who had been critical of WFP in the past.

Composed of respected external actors, the advisory body enabled WFP to receive

external critical advice that supported the 'case' for change.

Another way of bringing external pressure to bear on organisational thinking is to

use the media. To promote support for Community Based Therapeutic Feeding, Steve

Collins of VALID International produced an article for Lancet, and articles in Field

Exchange. This meant that the message reached a specific (medical) target audience

through media they trusted. A rather different use of external media to catalyse

urgency was the 'leak' about sexual abuse in west Africa, which simultaneously

caused internal reflection and raised the topic to the level of a serious threat to the

continued legitimacy of several humanitarian organisations.

Brtnging people together to identify riisks and epportunities

ActionAid and WFP needed, in the early stages of their programmes, to catalyse

management support. In IFRC, the problem was reversed: senior managers needed

to gain the support of middle management and of the organisation as a whole.

Looking back on the change process, IFRC informants felt that this area could have

received more attention. One effective approach was that taken by the management

of Islamic Relief, who convened strategy meetings for a cross-section of staff

members in the wake of the September 11 attacks on the USA. These meetings

allowed Islamic Relief personnel to build a common understanding of the situation

and potential consequences for Islamic Relief, and to generate Et common

commitment to address the situation.

Of course, it is not always feasible to bring large numbers of people together. To get

around this problem, Groupe URD use a facilitated audit, which allows country

teams to 'self-assess' their effectiveness before initiating change activities. Similarly,

Oxfam International developed a self-assessment tool that was used early in the

process of creating a more effective emergency response across the Oxfam family.

Save the Children (US) have found that peer assessments can also help to make

parts of the organisation aware of the need for change. What all of these approaches

have in common is that they allow staff members to become aware of the situation,

and of threats and opportunities, for themselves.
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Thinking of new ways to present an argument

In every discussion of the ActionAid case, the 'story of the school' emerged

unprompted: 'We realised that we were building great schools, and creating islands

of excellence - but when we left, things fell apart'. This simple story 'captured the

imagination of everybody in the organisation. It was close to the heart for

everybody.' Story-telling is increasingly recognised as a powerful tool to build

support for change across an organisation (Denning, 2001): stories spread in a way

that arguments don't. However, it is perhaps no coincidence that, at the time when

this story was being told, ActionAid was introducing a variety of new media for

transmitting information across the organisation (Owusu, 2004), and so people were

used to getting information through the medium of stories. In general, informants

suggested that it is helpful to present the case for change in a way that captures the

attention of the 'target audience'. As we have seen, senior managers are often

galvanised by articles in the news media. Many of us enjoy a good story. But for

Steve Collins and Valid International in their work on developing community-based

therapeutic feeding, the key in attempting to influence a medical audience was to

present quantitative, impact-related data. For this audience, as scientists, this was
the 'story' which best met their needs.

2.6.2 Preparing and planning for change

The second key phase in a change process is to decide on what the organisation

needs to do, and how it is going to do it. In many organisations, change planning is

the preserve of senior management. Where a change programme is seen as a

'strategic' initiative, it can be hard for the leadership of an organisation to let go of

control and allow the people who will implement the plan to have a hand in

designing it. On the other hand, where change programmes are designed in a

functional area of an organisation they can end up as one plan competing for

attention among many: an 'HR thing' or 'Field idea' which is easily marginalised and

forgotten. Wherever the plan is created, it is hard to include a broad range of

experience from across the organisation, and to meet the various emotional needs of
different parts of the organisation.

Traditional planning approaches also have the tendency to create 'paper products'

generated 'at predetermined times ... full blown, all ready for implementation'
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[Mintzberg, 1994). This sort of planning, which relies on assumptions of things in
the future being understood in the present, is particularly unsuitable for situations
of change.

These problems are not unique to humanitarian organisations. But, as ever, the
humanitarian context compounds and adds to them. Change plans often require
long timescales, which work against the 'cyclic' way in which time is perceived in
humanitarian organisations. They also require some degree of unanimity on the goal
and meaning of the organisation, which, as we have seen, can be disputed within
humanitarian organisations. As a result, the planning stage of any change in a
humanitarian organisation can be a period of real conflict.

Again, the experience of many humanitarian organisations suggests that these
problems can be overcome. Some of the approaches that have proved successful are
outlined below.

Bemg realistic about time

One informant, talking about the introduction of results-based management (RBM)
in a major agency, suggested that it was 'a marathon, not a sprint. A change like
this won't be quick and it won't be painless'. The experience of other organisations
bears this out. Most of the initiatives discussed here have been underway for three
years or more. In one case, the integration of a' rights-based approach to
humanitarian work took place over a period of 15 years. IFRC found that it was
unrealistic to expect that a major restructuring could be undertaken in two years,
and emphasised one very important fact: emergencies do not stop happening while
the organisation changes, and any change plan needs to include actions to
preserve business continuity.

Securmg adequate resources

The SENACproject at WFPwas made possible because ECHOand other donors 'put
their money where their mouth was' and gave significant financial support. DFID
also suggested that robust levels of funding had made it much easier for them to
introduce GHDprinciples into their work. Organisational change, particularly if it is
to involvebroad participation, can be a costly exercise - although these costs need to
be weighed against the costs of doing nothing. As with evaluation utilisation, the
costs of change are far from trivial (Sandison, 2006).
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Identifying the right people to plan the change

In general, the experience of most agencies has been that those people who have not

been involved in planning the change have tended to resist its implementation. To

varying degrees, DFID, IFRC, Oxfam International and the Emergency Capacity

Building project, among many others, found that centrally planned projects

encountered resistance when they were 'rolled out'. WFP and ActionAid have both

found that partner agencies not involved in the original design process can be

sceptical about changing their approaches later. This is probably unavoidable. For

agencies of any size, it is nearly impossible to have everybody equally involved in

planning a change process. But if it isn't possible to get everybody around the table,

it does seem important to get the right people around the table.

Several informants suggested that any parts of the organisation critical to the

success of the change should be involved in developing its direction. Often, they

achieved this through the creation of a multi-functional team to design and lead the

change effort. In DFID, this was made easier because operations, policy and finance

personnel worked together in the same organisational unit. In WFp' the initiative was

led by the ODAN unit, included numerous field personnel, and was supported by

staff members from operations, policy and evaluation departments. In ActionAid, a

group of peers from the field developed the emergency strategy. In ECB, teams

included representatives from HR, finance and IT, and were 'critically important'.

Informants felt that these groups: prevented the change programme from becoming

'owned' by one part of the organisation; helped the identification and coordination of

simultaneous activities across the organisation; and made better plans, with input
from a variety of specialist areas.

Clarifying what really needs to change

While it can be tempting to focus on the creation of tools and policies, many

organisations found that success came from concentrating on changing

behaviours. WFP realised early on that the SENAC project would be successful

only if it led to better humanitarian decision-making, and not just to better

assessment methodologies. ActionAid has created very little in terms of written

guidance, choosing instead to concentrate on what staff actually do in

emergencies: 'we don't have too much in the way of written materials. It's people
who carry the past to the present'.
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The overall GHD process initially concentrated on international promotion of GHD

principles rather than their practical application (GHD, 2007), and DFID's domestic

action plan for GHD implementation reflected this orientation with an emphasis on

research, publications and participation in external fora. However, much of this

work was done collaboratively by the people who would later be expected to work

according to GHD principles: one informant suggested that how these products

were created was as important as the products themselves. While several other

participants in the GHD process have found that 'consensus and buy-in needs to be

established' (Graves and Wheeler, 2006), and that 'progress at field level has been

slower than hoped' (GHD, 2007), DFID feels that the GHD principles are now

followed across DFID's humanitarian support system - which includes emergency

responses, regular core institutional support to UN agencies and Red Cross Red

Crescent, support to pooled funds, project funding and country level funding to

regular ongoing programmes. This is - in part, at least - because they were created

by'users'.

Encouraging energetic debate

Within the ActionAid planning team, 'there were lots of fights and heated debate'.

The SENAC team made a point of working in as transparent a fashion as possible,

and while there was a sense that this would be repeated, there was also a sense that

the change team 'got a hard time because of it'. Many informants felt that these

debates should be encouraged, because they allowed the honest expression of

frustration and concern, and allowed for better planning. They also suggested that it

helped to establish rules for argument, so that 'while they argued with one another,

they heard each other'. Oxfam International, for example, discussed how to have

disputes that 'separated content from personal relationships'. One informant went

further, and stressed the importance of actively searching out disagreements and

concerns that were not being expressed openly, so that the necessary arguments

could take place before the plan was implemented.

Belating change plans to the underlying values ot the organisation

Several organisations found that planning for change was easier when discussions

were anchored in the role and direction of the whole organisation, and related

changes to the values of the organisation. Changes aimed at direct results in the field

seem to have been more easily assimilated into humanitarian organisations than did

those with a more indirect effect. Humanitarian organisations exist to save the lives
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and improve the welfare of individuals, and those projects which could be seen to do

so - initiatives in therapeutic feeding, or in rights-based approaches, for ex~mple -

'struck a chord', and gained broad acceptance more easily.

In contrast, projects that focused on internal efficiency, and so were felt to be further

from the values of the organisation, found it harder to capture people's imagination.

Just as it was important to show how changes would support the core values of the

organisation, it also helped to demonstrate that changes did not conflict with existing

values. This prevented the 'either/or' or 'win/lose' attitude that can frustrate many
change efforts.

In ActionAid, staff stressed that a rights-based approach to humanitarian action was

not in opposition to service delivery, but rather expanded on the work that was

already being done. One informant felt that 'often ... change managers don't give

enough credit to things done well' and should take more time to recognise that the

change is a small part of the whole: a project was '95 per cent the same' when it was

working in the 'new' way. Successful change in one area often relies on continuity in

others: 'Theory would suggest that if fundamental- or even significant - change is to

occur ... some characteristics of the organisation must not change' (Goadstein and
Burke, 2000).

Concentrating on prdnciples, and allowing local adaptation

Where changes were related to new methodologies or approaches, many

organisations found that it was more successful to roll out key principles and allow.

local teams to plan their own way of implementing them, than to roll out detailed

guidelines. ActionAid sees its strategy as 'the base, not the limits', 'there is freedom

locally and flexibility to do it the way we want it'. Similarly, Oxfam International has

encouraged country teams to adapt approaches to their local environments, and

recognised that the final change 'won't look the same everywhere'. DFID

personnel in the field appreciate both the high degree of support that they receive

in implementing GHD, and the degree of autonomy in how they choose to

implement it.

Staying flexible

World Vision, in its implementation of the H Learn project, was clear that 'what

works, works. What doesn't work, we'll change'. This flexibility allows good ideas
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created in some parts of the organisation to be included in the change plan as it
develops. IFRC has found success through a similar approach, and concludes that
'we are slowly going in the right direction, and learning by doing'.

2.6.3 Implementing change programmes

After the thought, the planning, the unexpected opinions and passionate arguments,
comes implementation: actions are taken, results - both positive and negative - start
to become visible. It's often a slow and confusing process, and can sap the energy of
people involved in the change. This is particularly true when things don't work as
planned. Again, the humanitarian context creates specific difficulties. The short
timescales of humanitarian work often contribute to this problem, by making it
difficult to retain focus on a multi-year project; and this is exacerbated by the high
turnover of personnel in many agencies.

The relative weakness of performance-management systems in humanitarian
organisations, compared to the private sector, also robs managers of a tool which is
elsewhere used to reward changed behaviours: even where performance
management tools exist and are linked to the change programme, informants
suggested that the link is normally 'theoretical at best'. And yet change programmes
have to be planned with implementation in mind. It is the implementation, and not
the planning document, that creates real change. The experience of our informants
suggests that the following approaches can help to maintain organisational
-ownership and people's individual commitment to the change.

Tracking changes and publietsing success

In many of the organisations represented by the change programmes discussed,
there was a focus on continual feedback between those coordinating the change
process, the senior managers leading the change process, and those working to
implement the changes. This enabled adjustment of ongoing plans and could
significantly improve morale. The GHD group has ensured that it maintains a focus
on monitoring progress: this allows DFID staff and the other actors in the GHD
process to see hard, quantified results of how donor funding is being allocated.
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ActionAid has used a variety of media to demonstrate the real impact of its

approaches on beneficiaries and communities (Owusu, 2004). Several agencies saw

the benefits of publicising success. The ECB's knowledge fair, for example, allowed a

broad selection of stakeholders to understand and reflect on what had been achieved

in the first phase of the project, and raised interest and commitment within ECB
organisations.

Providing personal support

For many, this was the most important element in implementation. Building personal

relationships with people during the change, and giving encouragement throughout

the implementation period, allowed implementation to proceed successfully. In the

IFRC's consolidation project, one-to-one discussions allowed staff to 'engage

together as people', and helped them to think about the change from different
perspectives.

Using high nevens of turnover and mobility to support the change

IFRC has found that turnover among the change team has led to some confusion and

lack of continuity. But it has also been able to use competency-based recruitment to

ensure that newly hired staff members have the right profile to work in the revised

organisational structure. Staff turnover and mobility can be a two-edged sword

(Loquercio et aI, 2006), but in general, it appears to have benefited the change
initiatives that we studied.

One organisation hiring a new programme director, went 'looking for someone who

had the right mindset... (who) provided an umbrella for creative thinking'. ActionAid

found that its rights-based approach to humanitarian action was sufficiently

distinctive to attract new staff members who fitted with, and helped to develop, the

ideas. DFID staff members also feel that recruitment has been a tool that has allowed

them to build a team that supports the organisational direction. Both DFID and

ActionAid also noted the importance of staff mobility for spreading new ideas across
an organisation.
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Removing redundant policies and procedures

In general, change seemed to be easier to implement in organisations where there
was less 'organisational furniture' - old strategies and policies that got in the way.
Perhaps the best example of this was in DFID, where thinking around
humanitarian and GHDprinciples took place in an environment that was 'policy-
light' . While operating according to established humanitarian principles, the
organisation had little in the way of internal humanitarian policies. Under these
circumstances .staff members, rather then clinging to old ways of doing things,
were looking for new ways: it was less a programme of change than a creative
process. Most change initiatives will not have this advantage. When ICRC
implemented RBM, it addressed this problem by explicitly removing old
procedures as new ones were implemented. This ensured clarity, won support,
and ensured that no significant new work was created.

Building in systems that motivate change

Money may not motivate humanitarians as individuals (although several
humanitarian organisations are now considering performance-related pay) but
budgets certainly motivate countries and units. Tying change to budget allocations
was one particularly successful way of motivating people in humanitarian
organisations to experiment with changes. Similarly, tying change to oversight
mechanisms (particularly where these mechanisms influenced budgetary
allocations)was also a successful method ofmaintaining support for change. For this
reason, DFIDchose to include adherence to GHDprinciples in assessments by the
National Audit Office(Bourne, 2003),and included the assessment of humanitarian
work (and implicitlythe GHDprinciples) in the DACpeer review (OECD,2006).

2.6.4 Key points: experiences of humanitarian organisations

The experience of our informants suggests that there are many success stories to be
told about change in humanitarian organisations. It also suggests that where
programmes were successful (and, hearteningly, most of them were) they tended to
take similar approaches. Broadly speaking, these approaches mirrored those
considered in Section 2.4 above. They started with the end in mind. They placed a
premium on high levels of engagement from the outset, allowingpeople from across
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the organisation to understand the situation and recognise a need for change early in
the process. They welcomed, and listened to, opposing points of view. They put
thought into how to communicate ideas across the organisation. They looked at how
change would affect a wide variety of internal stakeholders, and left flexibility for
different parts of the organisation to plan how to make things work at their levels.
Finally,they recognised that the process would take time, resources and continual,
ongoing support. The experience of these organisations seems to show that, with
creativity,innovation, resilience and commitment, humanitarians can overcome the
constraints to change that exist in the humanitarian sector.
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2.7.1 Summary of findings

This chapter began by suggesting that humanitarian organisations, working as they
do in many different contexts, are particularly affected by changes happening in the
world around them. The speed and scale of changes in the external world force
humanitarian organisations to make continuous changes in order to remain effective
in fulfillingtheir mandates. In many cases, small-scale and incremental changes will

not be sufficient to adapt to the turbulent global environment: organisations will
need to radically transform elements of themselves. In transforming themselves,
they are not passive actors: organisations can make choices about their own future,
and these choices can affect the future of the humanitarian system.

Unfortunately, large-scale organisational changes are hard to make successfully.
Most analysts of change in the private and public sectors conclude that the majority
of planned change programmes fail to meet their stated objectives. The
'institutionalised' tools which humanitarian agencies have in the past used to adapt
and transform their work - evaluation, knowledge management, policies and
capacity development - have not always proved successful in catalysing change.
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Experience from beyond the humanitarian sector suggests that successful
organisational change projects often begin by re-evaluating the nature of
organisations themselves.

It is common to use the metaphor of a machine when thinking of an organisation,
but this perspective tends to lead to an engineered approach to change, where an
implicit analogy is made between the people of an organisation and machine parts,
and it is assumed that peoplewill respond in predetermined ways to external inputs.
By seeing organisations as human systems, with cultures of their own, we become
open to new possibilities for changing organisations. These approaches emphasise
communication and broad engagement as methods for addressing the natural
emotional discomfort that people feel in a situation of transition.

However, the specific nature of humanitarian organisations makes it challenging to
apply these approaches. Internal tensions around the vision and strategy of
humanitarian organisations, the lack of widely agreed and accepted performance
criteria with which to judge success or failure, multiple business processes, the use
of normative rules and guidelines to minimise internal diversity, high levels of staff
turnover and a cultural premium on rapid action allmilitate in various ways against
widespread organisational reflection and planning.

And yet, despite these constraints, many humanitarian organisations have been
reasonably successful in making changes to their structures, procedures and ways
of working. Organisational change in the humanitarian sector is a slow and often
difficult process. It is normally contested, sometimes confusing, often costly,
frequently incomplete, and can decrease capacity in the short term. It is almost
always an intense struggle for all of those involved. But, as the examples in this
chapter show, to varying extents, it is possible.

The change projects which were explored here appear to have followed a process
consisting of three distinct steps: the 'why', 'what', and 'how' of change. In most
cases, they started with a clear understanding ofwhy the change was required. They
possessed a clear idea of what needed to change, and of the combinations of
elements which needed to be addressed in the organisation to make this change
happen. And they adopted a coherent plan to make these changes.

Perhaps more importantly, the projects tended to approach these three steps from a
position placing people at the centre of the process of organisational change. The
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language that informants use to explain their experiences is telling here: it is striking

how many people talked of 'creating a cultural shift', 'getting new ideas into the

mindset of the organisation' and 'overcoming people's uncertainties and fears'. In all
these cases, there was recognition that sustainable change would be created only

through people, and that changing inanimate things - structures or documents - was
a means to this end, and not the end in itself.

While inanimate objects can be fundamentally changed by external forces, people

cannot. People can certainly be coerced, or made to comply, but they cannot be made

to change: where changes occur, it is because people have changed themselves.

Similarly, organisations, as groups of people, will change where they choose to

change themselves, and not when they are advised, told or restructured to do so.

The approaches taken by many of the projects discussed in this chapter recognised

this, and put this recognition into action by ensuring high degrees of internal debate
and communication.

The approaches taken in these projects do not preclude the use of the more

commonly used, institutionalised approaches to organisational change. In all cases,

there was an evaluative element to the change process - a method for understanding

the current state of organisational activities. In several of the projects, policy

formulation played an important role in catalysing change. Training and

mechanisms for disseminating 'tacit' knowledge through the organisation were often

central pillars of the change plan. What differed was the approach that organisations

took to these activities, which tended to be both more internal to the organisation

and more inclusive than is generally the case in current practice of evaluation and
policy and staff development.

2.7.2 Five suggestions

We would like to conclude with five suggestions, which build on the findings

presented above. The first of these suggestions concerns clarity of purpose. In this
chapter, we have suggested that successful change programmes benefit from a clear

vision of the future. This vision needs to describe what the organisation will do

differently in the 'outside world' (activities), and it needs to show how the organisation

will be different (culture and structures). A vision which concentrates exclusively on

what the organisation will do differently can lead to a situation where new processes
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are created, but are never fully implemented because the organisation hasn't
changed enough for new approaches to take root. On the other hand, a vision which
concentrates only on how the organisation will be different is seldom compelling: it
might outline the new organisational structure, but it doesn't show why this
structure is important or how it relates to the purpose and work of the organisation.

However, creating a clear vision which links internal changes to external impact can
be difficult, because there are often varied opinions of what the organisation's
purpose and intended impacts really are. One way through this might be to use
common criteria for assessing humanitarian action, such as those of the
Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation
and Development (Box 2.6). Such crieteria can be used to clarify what an
organisation aims to achieve, in humanitarian terms, by making organisational
changes. If a change initiative can be explained in terms of its hoped-for effects -
direct or indirect - on the relevance, appropriateness, coverage, connectedness,
coordination, efficiency, effectiveness of the organisation's relief work, then much of
the confusion around change initiatives can be minimised. These criteria may not be
perfect, and they may require adaptation, but as one commentator has suggested,
they are perhaps the best means the humanitarian sector has of knowing what it is
doing, and judging how well it is doing it. Such a mechanism also has scope to be
better used to address one of the key weaknesses of change initiatives - assessing
and evaluating them.

The second suggestion relates to motivation and incentives. As we have seen,
organisations, and the people who compose them, may not feel motivated to change
_ and where this is the case, there are few external incentives to spur them on.
Experience suggests that this situation can be addressed in four steps. Firstly, one
can consider what motivates the organisation, and the people in the organisation, to
work as they do. Secondly, one can ask how the proposed change will affect these
sources of motivation. Thirdly, one can see whether the change can be designed in
such a way as to strengthen this motivation. Finally, one can create incentives which
match what people in the organisation actually want.

For example, if we assume that humanitarian organisations are motivated by both
the humanitarian imperative and the need to obtain funding, then we can expect the
first suggestion above (tying change to OECD-DACcriteria) to support one strand of
this motivation, by showing how the change affects humanitarian work on the
ground. The suggestion may also serve as a basis for creating a powerful incentive
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Criterion Definition

Relevance/Appropriateness Relevance is concerned with assessing whether the
project is in line with local needs and priorities as well as donor policy.
Appropriateness is the tailoring of humanitarian activities to local needs -
increasing ownership, accountability and cost-effectiveness accordingly.Example
of change programme: SENACproject to improve needs assessments.

Connectedness Conneetedness refers to the need to ensure that activities of a
short-term emergency nature are carried out in a context that takes longer-term
and interconnected problems into account. Example of change programme:
rights-based approaches in ActionAid which broadened aid beyond immediate
delivery to approaches to decrease long-term vulnerability.

Coherence The need to assess security, developmental, trade and military
policies as well as humanitarian policies, to ensure that there is consistency and,
in particular, that all policies take into account humanitarian and human-rights
considerations. Example of change programme: introduction of humanitarian
programmes which use on-the-ground evidence to pressure for coherence in
donor policies: civil-militarycooperation programmes.

Coverage The need to reach major population groups facing life-threatening
suffering wherever they are. Example of change programme: GHD attempts to
improve the coverage of humanitarian aid provided by government donors.

Efficiency Efficiency measures the outputs - qualitative and quantitative -
achieved as a result of inputs. This generally requires comparing alternative
approaches to achieving an output, to see whether the most efficient approach
has been used. Example of change programme: Work by agencies to analyse and
improve the efficiencyof their supply- chains and logistics

Effectiveness Effectiveness measures the extent to which an activity achieves its
purpose, or whether this can be expected to happen on the basis of the outputs.
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ImPlicit ,within the criterion of eIfêctiven.t;!~~'f?,is tinxeliness. :I;\xampleof change
programme: Community-Based Therapeutic Feeding, which utilises community
capacities to deliver better Ilutrition .',
'.:' . c'~: ·':::!t c~"'"

Impact Impact looks at the wider effects of the project - social, economic,
'technical)l~nviron'inental-"M 'iri:~1~duals',,[~'~nder-{:indage-groups';eommutffbies
and institutions. Impacts can be intended and unintended, positive and negative,
w~cr'o [sector) <'lIldmi8~~;(hou~ehold). Exarn~le of .~~ange ~rogramme:
Introduction of Results-based management (RBM)approaches.

linked to the second strand of motivation: if the results of a change programme can
be measured, then resources might be allocated on the basis of these results.

At the individual level, the same principle applies: we should attempt to link
proposed changes and incentives to the things that make people come to work in
the morning. Humanitarians may be motivated by many things: the chance to
express personal values in their work; relatively high levels of autonomy within
the organisation; professional recognition; personal 'power' and influence; access
to a wide variety of professional opportunities; or financial reward. The 'mix' will
differ from person to person, and from one organisation to another. Spending some
time trying to understand the key motivating factors in any particular organisation
allows for the design of a change programme that meets these needs - or, at the
very least, which does not frustrate them. It also allows for the design of effective
incentives: if people are not motivated primarily by financial reward, for example,
then monetary incentives to reward 'new' behaviours will be of limited value,
whereas internal recognition, or increased professional mobility, might make
change more attractive.

Of course, some change programmes will inevitably cut across the things that
motivate people. This is particularly the case where a change will mean that certain
individuals or groups stand to lose power or influence - power, or at least status, is a
very important motivator for many people. Where a change is taking away things
which people hold to be important, this should be made explicit, however
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uncomfortable this may feel in the (at least superficially) egalitarian and consensual

world of the organisation. Ideally, those who are losing something should be given

an opportunity to ask for something in return: in effect, the 'unwritten contract'

between the individual and the organisation is being recreated, and it is likely to be a

more effective contract if it has been negotiated by both sides. When a change

programme goes on for any length of time (and most do), such re-negotiations may

have to occur at each stage of the process.

Seen from this perspective, a change process is more than a one-way

communication process - when it is successful, it is a powerful institutional

negotiation between what an organisation is and what it should become, between

what will be gained and what will be given up - and perhaps most importantly, by
whom, and for whom.

This takes us to the third suggestion, which focuses on leadership. Leadership is

being increasingly discussed in the humanitarian sector - most visibly in relation to

coordination efforts, reform initiatives and programme management. There is also a

growing debate on leadership in accountability efforts. Effective organisational

change invariably requires effective leaders - and these leaders are of a specific

type. Leaders who successfully navigate periods of change encourage and facilitate

difficult negotiations. They are prepared to disrupt existing patterns of organisational

behaviour, to create and highlight conflicts, and to challenge institutional taboos.

They also recognise their own role in creating and maintaining the status quo, and

so are prepared to accept a loss of control, and a measure of ambiguity about the

future, as the price for increasing innovation and engagement. This may mean

letting go of personal control over the hierarchy, or loosening the structures and

rules within the organisation that aim for consistency and uniformity."

The fourth suggestion is about system-wide, rather than organisation-specific,

reform and the potential of collective action in bringing about such change. There

are a number of well-recognised and entrenched features of the humanitarian

system which can impede effective humanitarian action, and which may be

amenable to collective-change efforts. To take four: that organisations greatly

overlap, and so are expected simultaneously to collaborate and compete; that

response-driven work creates a culture of reactivity, increasingly driven by media

profile; the structure of financing within the system; and that the formal 'Western'

system receives the lion's share of attention, but is, in fact, only part of a larger
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humanitarian system which also includes local action, market activity, remittances

and 'informal' assistance (Slim, 2006).

What can collective organisational-change efforts bring to such a system? Most of

the change initiatives analysed in this chapter are agency-specific. At the moment,

the system is still characterised by a high degree of independence between actors

operating at different levels. Initiatives which aim to change aspects of the

humanitarian system tend to be fewer in number than those which highlight specific

agencies or types of agencies. There are such cross-organisational change initiatives,

for example the Good Humanitarian Donorship Initiative and the Emergency

Capacity Building project, but - as these examples show - they still tend to focus on

specific actors. They also often coalesce around the creation of specific products, or

around addressing technical issues, which are easier to address collaboratively than

are changes in attitudes and behaviours. This is clearly an important gap.

Efforts for collective action might draw from a number of the principles outlined in

this chapter. They might attempt to create a shared vision of the future: as Graves

and Wheeler (2006) point out, one of the key gaps in the current humanitarian-

reform process is the lack of an overall strategic roadmap. They might look, in more

detail, at the rationale for systemic change: what happens if we do nothing to

improve the humanitarian system? They might pay more attention to ensuring that

the right people are involved in the why, what and how of changes, by including

'non-traditional' stakeholders. And they might focus on changing 'how we do things'

- structural issues, relational issues and power dynamics - rather than falling into

the trap of 'changing what we do' by making technical adjustments and creating

products, guides and systems.

Our fifth and final point is simply this: if an organisation wants to change, if it

wants to be different, it needs to work differently. It is hard to create change by

doing new things in old ways. As the tsunami evaluation found, 'agencies need to

pay as much attention to how they do things, as to what they actually do' (Telford

and Cosgrave, 2006).

This is challenging for anyone who believes that they see how things could be better

in an organisation, and wants to 'put them right'. The temptation is often to act on

the organisation, to try and push or pull it towards one's own way of thinking. This

approach fails to recognise that, wherever we stand in the organisation, our view is
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likely to be partial: there are other, important elements that we may not see or

understand. It also, critically, overlooks that fact that even if we want to change the

organisation or the system, we are a part of it - and this conditions how we

understand the problem and how we create solutions.

So the first and hardest step before acting on the organisation is to challenge our

own assumptions and to act on ourselves, to begin working in a way that exemplifies

how the organisation will be in the future, and not how it is now. To paraphase

Tolstoy: everybody thinks to change the world; nobody thinks to change themselves.
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3.1.1 Backgroundand purposeof the meta-evaluation

This is the sixth ALNAP meta-evaluation of evaluations of humanitarian action

(EHAs), continuing the series started in 2001. This longitudinal assessment of the

quality of EHA is perhaps the most detailed meta-evaluation in development

assistance to date. The overall aim of the me ta-evaluation is to improve evaluation

practice by identifying areas of weakness, that deserve attention, and examples of

good practice that can be built upon. There is qualitative evidence that this aim is

being met. Lipsey (2000) defines a meta-evaluation as 'meta-analysis and other forms

of systematic synthesis of evaluations providing the information resources for a

continuous improvement of evaluation practice'. The ALNAP approach is to review

periodically a sample of evaluation reports against a Quality Pro Forma that has been

developed according to accepted evaluation good practice. Systematic use of the Pro

Forma over a number of years has made it possible to identify trends in evaluation

quality over time.

3.1.2 The focusof this year's meta-evaluation: joint evaluations

For the last five meta-evaluations, the sample has been dominated by single-agency

evaluations, the most usual form in which EHAs are carried out. Tracking changes

in quality and approach over time has thrown up some interesting results. For

example, the use of DAG criteria in EHA has gradually strengthened in the last few

years, and consultation with primary stakeholders has improved in evaluation

methodology. There has been little or no improvement in other areas, however, such

as attention to the crosscutting issues of gender equality, protection and advocacy.

Where improvement in quality has been evident, the improvement has usually

happened quite gradually. This begged the question of whether another meta-

evaluation in 2007, again dominated by single-agency evaluations, would yield new

insights and contribute to improved evaluation practice.

Meanwhile, there has been a growing trend towards 'jointness' in the aid world, and

joint evaluations (JEs) of humanitarian action.' Originally championed by donor
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governments, joint evaluations have been the focus of recent and growing interest
and engagement from NGOs and UN agencies. In 2005/06 the second-ever system-
wide evaluation of humanitarian action took place, of the international response to
the Indian Ocean tsunami of 2004, through the Tsunami Evaluation Coalition(TEC).2
Some of the reasons for this growing interest in joint evaluations are explored below.
The sector is on a steep learning curve in terms of how to do joint evaluations,
including how best to manage and organise them, when the;yare appropriate, and
with whom. This is accompanied by an active debate about the pros and cons of joint
evaluations, and how they relate to single-agencyevaluations - for example, can they
replace them?

The current meta-evaluation provides a timely opportunity to focus on recent joint
evaluations of humanitarian action, and to contribute to debate and practice about
how to strengthen future joint evaluations. The specific objectives of this year's
meta-evaluation are:

1 to review the quality of joint-evaluation exercises, where possible comparing this
with the quality of past single-agency evaluations

2 to document in an accessible way some of the learning from the growing
experience of joint evaluations - especially examples of good practice - to feed
into future joint endeavours

3 and thus to make a significant contribution to the nascent but currently limited
body of knowledge about joint evaluations.

It is not intended to provide a guide on 'how to do joint evaluations'. There are a
number of other publications designed to achieve that purpose (see Section 3.2.3
below). For the purpose of this meta-evaluation, we have defined joint evaluations
as evaluations carried out by two or more agencies, evaluating the work of two or
more agencies.

3.1.3 Methodology and sample

The methodology used is similar to that of previous meta-evaluations, with some
minor adjustments to take account of the joint-evaluation focus. A sample of 18 joint
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evaluation reports was selected for this meta-evaluation, and is detailed in Annexe

3.5.3 The meta-evaluators" examined joint-evaluation quality through assessment

against the Pro Forma (slightly amended to ensure its relevance to joint evaluations),

and evaluation process through interviews with those involved in joint evaluations,

ensuring iteration between these two methods. The data from the assessment

against the Pro Forma were analysed and compared with results from previous

ALNAPmeta-evaluations, which have covered a total of 138 evaluations.

Interviews were held with 22 representatives from 15 different organisations: 5 UN

agencies, 5 NGOs (or NGO bodies), ECHO and the ALNAP Secretariat. The

interviews focused on the purpose, planning and management of the joint

evaluation, and on the post-evaluation process and utilisation. Six evaluators who

had led or been centrally involved in one or more of the joint evaluations in the

sample were also interviewed by telephone or in person. These interviews similarly

focused on the purpose and management of the evaluation and on the post-

evaluation process, but also explored evaluation methodology. The full methodology

for this me ta-evaluation IS described in Annexe 3.1, and the Pro Forma is presented

in Annexe 3.2. Annexe 3.3 lists all those interviewed for this meta-evaluation, and

Annexe 3.4 is the questionnaire used for agency interviews.

In order to guide our work in this meta-evaluation, a number of working hypotheses

were drawn up at the outset, to be tested and explored. These are presented in Box

3.1; our findings against these hypotheses are presented throughout the report, in

the sections indicated in Box 3.1.

1 The experience of joint evaluations helps to build trust and social capital

within the sector (Section 3.3.2).

2 Joint evaluations tend to be driven from the centre (ie headquarters) rather

than from the field (Section 3.3.3).

3 Involvement of the government of the area affected by the humanitarian crisis

is still weak in humanitarian joint evaluations (Section 3.3.3).

4 There is greater opportunity for beneficiaries to be consulted/surveyed in

joint evaluations than in single-agency evaluations (Section 3.4.1).
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5 Joint evaluations have more rigorous methodologies than do single-agency
evaluations+Section 3.4.2).

6 Joint evaluations pay more attention to international standards and guidelines'

than do, single-agency evaluations (Section 3.4.$J.

7 .:Joint evaluations.are.stronger than single~agency evaluations on crosscutting

issues such as gender and protection (Section$,3.45 and 3.[).5).
~:; ',,:. .. '. - .~, -_ " ." --,:. - - - " - - -.. ~_ ,,' ,;" ' ·"':;f~. -c, -.

8 The overallq).lality of.joint evaluations tergis to; becb.igh.eJ'than thatof singlet;,
""'ji;',;" ._. -"t",. "," "- ,-' ," ," ;' ;

agency evaluations (Section 3.4.6).
. ':';"'~ ~~ '"'7'~I,'" ~"

9 Joint evaluations are more likely than single-qgency evaluations to address
.-' 'l',",' - j_J':'" ,-~. %itI~~ '., ~t,- "~-d~' ., '_:, _"-, '

'both policy issues and programme performance (Section 3.5).
.~ ~ '~, ~

10 Joint evaluations pay attention to wider debates within the humanitarian
,<:; ;,,~ ',', ~,, '"": ~.'". ";I',,' __ ,~,~_ ,.~4:Jt ,'1llii"" 01;";.'- <~',." ,', _ ';~i,- -':",-,',

'sector, and situate their findings áccorél.ingly (Section 3.5).

It could be argued that a sample of 18 joint evaluations is rather small as a basis

from which to draw conclusions about the 'state of the art'. However, only 25 joint-

evaluation reports were provided to the ALNAP Evaluations Report Database (ERD)

for 2005-2007 (see below), and our sample is representative of the system and in

particular its main joint-evaluation initiatives over the last three years; it also allowed

us to assess the key issue of evaluation process." Rather than providing the last

word on joint evaluations, this me ta-evaluation is intended to take stock, at a key

moment when interest and investment in joint evaluations appears to be on the rise,

and there is a hunger for learning and guidance on what is working, how they

compare in quality with other types of evaluation, and especially how they can be

improved. This context emerged strongly in many of the agency interviews. And of

course a sample of 18 joint evaluations can provide much greater coverage of both

agencies and programmes than a sample of 30 single-agency evaluations, precisely

because a number of agencies have come together in each evaluation exercise.

Perhaps more challenging has been the attempt to include both real-time evaluations

(RTEs) and ex-post evaluations in one meta-evaluation exercise. As noted below,

these can differ quite substantially in approach and output, which raises a question

about whether the current Quality Pro Forma, as used for the meta-evaluation, is
appropriate for RTEs.
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The decision to omit certain evaluation reports in selecting the sample was guided by

the following three considerations.

1 As in previous meta-evaluations, evaluation reports that deal overwhelmingly

with institutional issues were omitted, as the Pro Forma has been designed to

assess evaluation reports dealing with humariitarian responses. Thus, the UN

Pro-Cap evaluation was omitted."

2 Although a small part of the sample consists of joint RTEs, these are rather

different from ex-post joint evaluations and may therefore be best assessed

against an adapted Pro Forma in a future meta-evaluation. Four reports Gust over

20 per cent of the sample) are RTEs, and at least two joint RTEs on ALNAP's

database were omitted.

3 While the second-ever system-wide joint evaluation - the TEC - deserved

prominence in this meta-evaluation, it was agreed that only four of the six TEC

reports should be included, to avoid undue skewing of the sample towards the

TEC. The four TEC reports included therefore also represent just over 20 per

cent of the sample.

The breakdown of the sample according to different rypes of agency is presented in

Figure 3.1. Joint evaluations initiated by UN agencies and NGOs clearly dominate. As

explained in more detail below (Section 3.2.2), there has been growing interest in

joint evaluations in both of these camps. In this meta-evaluation we have paid

particular attention to a new NGO initiative around joint evaluations, as part of the

Emergency Capacity Building Project (ECB), also explained below, and the sample

includes all five of this project's joint evaluations. In short, we have evaluations from

four main sources: the Interagency Health Evaluation initiative (IHE), the TEC, ECB

and the Inter Agency Standing Committee (IASC). All of these are rich experiences

that offer valuable learning for the future of joint evaluations.

It is striking that so few donor agencies have been the initiators of joint evaluations

in the last couple of years, despite being the early champions of joint evaluations.

Several donor agencies have, however, played a prominent role in the TEC. In

previous meta-evaluations the European Community Humanitarian Office (ECHO)

has been heavily represented (Wiles, 2005). However, ECHO is a relative newcomer

to joint evaluation, and contributes just one evaluation to this set. The absence of the
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Red Cross Movement from the sample is also striking; it has not lodged any joint
evaluations on ALNAP'sERD for the period under review. (As noted in previous
meta-evaluations, the decision to submit evaluation reports to ALNAP'sERDis an
entirely voluntary one. Thus, the composition of the ERDmay be indicative of EHA
output in the sector, but it is not exhaustive. For example, contributions from
national governments and national NGOs rarely appear.)

Over 80 per cent of reports in the sample are joint evaluations of responses to
natural disasters, and especially sudden-onset disasters. This is not surprising
considering that 2005-2007, the period in question, was dominated by the massive
international response to the Indian Ocean tsunami, in turn generating a lot of
evaluation activity. Almost half of the natural-disaster evaluation reports in the
sample are to do with the tsunami response. Joint evaluations can be demanding
exercises to get off the ground and to implement, especially if there are many
different agendas to be considered and harmonised. This begs the question about
whether it is easier to reach agreement to undertake a joint evaluation after a natural
disaster, rather than in relation to a conflict in which political agendas may be
stronger and more sensitive. (However, the distinction between natural disaster and
complex emergency is not always easy to make, as illustrated by conflict in tsunami-
affectedparts ofAceh and Sri Lanka.)

Figure 3.1 Breakdown of meta-evaluation sample according to origin of report
(number of reports)

8

Origin of evaluation reports according to type of agency

6
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3.1.4 A guide to this chapter

Section 3.2 begins with a brief review of the history of joint evaluations, exploring

the motivations for the growing number of joint evaluations of humanitarian action

in the last few years. On this basis a typology for joint evaluations is proposed,

closely related to the purpose of joint evaluations. Section 3.3 considers the different

aspects of setting up and managing a joint evaluation, ranging from negotiating and

drawing up the terms of reference (ToR), to management roles and responsibilities

and selecting the evaluation team. Section 3.4 assesses the quality of joint

evaluations, against the Quality Pro Forma. Sections 3.3 and 3.4 present most of the

data analysis for this year's meta-evaluation, where possible making comparisons

with the results of previous meta-evaluations.

Section 3.5 investigates the extent to which joint evaluations situate their findings in

wider policy debates, helping to move those debates forward. Section 3.6 explores

the post-evaluation process, looking at the accessibility of evaluation reports, their

conclusions and recommendations, and follow-up mechanisms. Section 3.7 provides

a concluding analysis of the quality of joint evaluations, summarises some of the

main learning about doing them, and proposes a future agenda for joint evaluations

of humanitarian action. Because of the importance of the TEC, we have included a

separate item (Box 3.2) on the strengths and weaknesses of this joint evaluation.

This section looks at the origins and early development of joint evaluations, and

includes a note on the existing literature on joint evaluations. Different types of joint

evaluations are discussed, and an expanded typology is presented, which may be

useful in the process of planning joint evaluations. Finally, the purpose - or purposes

- of joint evaluations are considered. These are typically 'learning' and/or

'accountability'. Findings from analysis of the meta-evaluation sample are presented

here, illustrating the range of different purposes found within the sample.
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3.2.1 The origins of joint evaluations in the development sector

Joint evaluations have a longer history in development than in the humanitarian

sector. They were originally pioneered by donor governments coming together

through the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), with the somewhat narrow

administrative focus of improving understanding of different donors' procedures

and agendas (DAC, 2005a). However, this aim has broadened over the years as the

dominant mode of aid assistance has shifted to budget support and sector-wide

approaches, usually through multi-donor programming, clearly strengthening the

rationale for doing joint evaluations. The importance of involving aid recipients in a

joint evaluation has long been recognised, but their role appears to be shifting in the

development sector from fairly passive to more pro-active, as the emphasis switches

from 'multi-donor' to 'multi-partner'. The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness

reinforces this shift, although there is still a long way to go before recipient

governments are truly partners (DAC, 2005b).

3.2.2 Evolution of joint evaluations in the humanitarian sector

Widespread interest in joint evaluations in the humanitarian sector is much more

recent. The first significant experiment in a joint evaluation in the humanitarian

sector was the seminal multi-agency Rwanda evaluation in 1996 (Borton et al, 1996).

This experience was well-documented? and has continued to inform debate and

practice on joint evaluations as well as boosting interest in programme evaluations.

In the following years, most examples of joint evaluations arose through donor

governments coming together to evaluate: humanitarian action in a particular

country (for example five donors evaluating humanitarian assistance and

reconstruction in Afghanistan in 2005); the performance of a particular agency or

group of agencies (for example the Dutch and British governments evaluating

WFP's programme in Sudan in 1999); or a thematic issue (for example a number of

donors coming together to evaluate humanitarian assistance to internally displaced

persons in 2005). The Nordic governments have been the main pioneers in many

of these cases."
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During the last decade there has been a growing trend of UN agencies coming

together to carry out joint evaluations of their combined work in a particular country

or region. To some extent donors have encouraged this, but the motivation has also

come from within the UN system. In 2001, for example, WFP and UNHCR came

together to evaluate 'protracted relief and recovery operations' in Sudan, in which

the two agencies had been cooperating closely under an MoU. In 2005/06, the two

agencies came together again to evaluate pilot food-distribution projects in five

countries in which WFP had taken over responsibility from UNHCR for food

distribution to refugees and internally displaced persons (IDPs). (A report of this

evaluation is included in the meta-evaluation sample.)

At a different level, and with different motivations, WHO and UNHCR took the

initiative in 2003 to launch inter-agency health evaluations (IHEs), bringing in a

number of other actors including NGOs and academic institutions. The motivation

here was to capture what was happening sectorally, in terms of the bigger picture, as

it was accepted that this could not be addressed in single-agency evaluations but is

an important contribution to learning, especially at the policy level.

Joint RTEs are an even more recent phenomenon in the UN system. One of the first

was the 'Inter-Agency Real Time Evaluation of the Humanitarian Response to the

Darfur Crisis', commissioned by the UN Emergency Relief Coordinator and Under-

Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs in 2004, and published in 2006. Aware of

the criticism that the humanitarian response had been 'woefully inadequate', the

motivation was to benefit from external guidance in order to improve the operational

response in real time, and to identify broader lessons applicable elsewhere.

The approach was groundbreaking in that it was the first attempt to

comprehensively evaluate an ongoing crisis across all sectors and functions

using a participatory approach involving all key stakeholders while the

response was still underway. (Broughton and Maguire, 2006, p 1)

The !ASC has continued to pilot inter-agency RTEs, three of which are in our sample.

A more recent motivation is to monitor the progress and impact of the UN-led

humanitarian reform programme on the ground: what difference is it making? The

UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) has been charged

with managing these RTEs. As noted by an OCHA staff member, this throws up the

challenge of pioneering two new approaches to evaluation - real-time and joint - at
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the same time. Meanwhile the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) is giving

renewed emphasis to joint evaluations on the development side, as part of the

'delivering as one UN' agenda (UNEG, 2005).

Until recently the Disasters Emergency Committee (DEC) in the UK had been the

main pioneer of joint evaluations in the NGO sector, evaluating the use of appeal

funds raised collectively by the (currently 13) member NGOs. These joint evaluations

have been ongoing for about a decade, and have been cited as examples of good

practice in previous meta-evaluations, for example the 2004 meta-evaluation, for

their clear and comprehensive terms of reference, and their ability to weave together

principles such as The Red Cross/Red Crescent Code of Conduct with the DAC

criteria (Wiles, 2005). However, it is unlikely that these joint evaluations will continue

as the DEC develops a new accountability framework which will probably no longer

include joint evaluations, favouring instead collective monitoring missions, for

learning rather than accountability purposes.

Meanwhile, the joint-evaluation baton has been picked up by a group of seven

international NGOs - members of the Interagency Working Group - that created the

Emergency Capacity Building (ECB) project beginning in 2005.9 Early in the project

they pioneered a number of joint evaluations, starting with evaluations of their

response to the Indian Ocean tsunami. Joint evaluations have been a prominent

element of this first phase of the ECB project, and a total of five have now been

completed, in Asia, Africa and Central America (all included in our sample). There

appear to have been a number of motivations for launching joint evaluations within

the ECB project. To some extent it was seen as a way of avoiding a plethora of

different evaluation processes, especially when the international response to the

tsunami had been so crowded; it was also a way of making good use of scarce

evaluation resources. A second motivation was to strengthen accountability, with a

strong emphasis on downward accountability and the importance of capturing the

views and perspectives of local affected people. The capacity-building element of the

ECB project highlighted learning, both peer learning programmatically across

agencies and also learning about doing joint evaluations and in the process building

the evaluation capacity of ECB member agencies.

The European Commission is no newcomer to joint evaluations: a joint EU

evaluation of programme food aid was commissioned as long ago as 1993. But joint

evaluations are a new phenomenon for ECHO, which until recently favoured single-
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agency and single-programme evaluations. This is beginning to change. ECHO's

evaluation department sees joint evaluations as the trend for the future, with partner

agencies it is funding (eg UN agencies) and increasingly with member states. The

new 'European Consensus on Humanitarian Aid', recently signed by the Presidents

of the European Commission, Council and European Parliament in December 2007,

specifically promotes 'joint approaches' to evaluations by donor governments (EU,

2007, P 10). In 2006 ECHO launched a series of joint real-time evaluations with WHO

and some donors (and one report of one of these is included in this meta-evaluation

sample). Similar to the IASC experience, this is pioneering both real-time and joint

approaches in one exercise. The joint nature of the evaluations is providing valuable

learning opportunities across participating agencies, while the real-time element is

becoming popular with operational departments because of the immediate feedback

it provides.

After the demanding but much-feted sector-wide Rwanda evaluation, it is interesting

to note that it took a further ten years before another system-wide evaluation was

launched - by the Tsunami Evaluation Coalition. On at least a couple of occasions

the idea of launching a system-wide evaluation had been discussed, usually among

the ALNAP membership, for example to evaluate the response to Hurricane Mitch in

late 1998. There was an expectation that as a natural disaster this would be easier

and less sensitive than the Rwanda crisis, but no donor agency was prepared to take

the lead role that Danida had played in the Rwanda evaluation. The prospect of a

system-wide evaluation was raised again within ALNAP in relation to the Kosovo

crisis, but on this occasion the political and military sensitivities meant that donor

governments were reluctant to take it on. The enormity of the tasks of launching and

leading a system-wide evaluation also appear to have been intimidating factors.'?

Eventually it took the tsunami disaster, and the unprecedented scale of the response

and funding, to trigger the second system-wide evaluation. In the words of one

interviewee: 'there was a sense that it was high time to launch another system-wide

joint evaluation'.

Thus, in the mid-2000s, there is a growing momentum behind the joint-evaluation

approach. To some extent this is to do with a change in how the sector is operating,

with greater emphasis on working together. Strikingly, most parts of the

humanitarian sector are now engaged: donors, UN agencies and NGOs. The most

obvious gap is recipient governments, national NGOs and research institutions

(discussed below). But there is a sense that the commitment to joint evaluations is

still quite fragile, apparent at the workshop on joint evaluations at the 20th ALNAP
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biannual meeting in Rome in December 2006. There is clearly a commitment and

interest in moving the agenda forward, as frequently expressed by interviewees for

this meta-evaluation. However, attempts to institutionalise joint evaluations have

been mixed. On the one hand, the DEe and IHE are letting them go; on the other

hand the NGOs engaged in the EeB project still seem committed, pending funding

for the second phase of this project, as does the !ASe for its joint RTEs. Generating

and maintaining interest in joint evaluations institutionally has usually required

persuasive and influential champions.

3.2.3 The literature on joint evaluations

The literature on joint evaluations is still sparse, reflecting the relative infancy of this

approach. Not surprisingly, the DAe has published the most comprehensive

documentation on joint evaluations, although most of this is to do with government

participation, whether donor or recipient governments; there is little mention of

NGOs or UN agencies. A few articles and papers for conferences have been written

on individual joint-evaluation experiences.v' and there are also a number of 'how to'

guides on joint evaluations, produced by donor, UN and NGO agencies

respecuvely.v Much of this literature is preoccupied with experiences and learning

about the management of joint evaluations, reflecting the complexities and

difficulties of management as a joint process (as discussed in Section 3.2 below). In

comparison, there is little on evaluation methods.

Almost every document written on joint evaluations rehearses the arguments for

and against, often at some length." There is a preoccupation with the questions, 'Are

they worth it?' and 'When are they appropriate?'. The useful DAe publication taking

stock of joint evaluations (DAe, 200Sa) groups the reasons for doing joint

evaluations into five categories.

1 Overarching policy reasons: the benefit that a joint evaluation provides in 'seeing

the big picture', and evaluating the programme or range of interventions against

this big picture is frequently mentioned in much of the literature.

2 Evaluation strategy motives: for example, to do with the increased credibility and

legitimacy that joint evaluations can provide, which can be useful in advocating

for change, especially if there are sensitive issues to be covered.
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3 Learning motives: so partners understand each other's approaches and
exchange good practice.

4 Managerial, administrative and financial motives: for example, sharing funds if
evaluation resources are scarce, or redressing a lack of sufficient evaluation
capacity within an agency.

5 Developmental motives: for example, reducing transaction costs for developing
countries, and building ownership and participation of developing countries
(although this latter point has been a stronger motivation in the development
than the humanitarian sector so far).

The reasons against doing joint evaluations are often to do with the complexity of the
process and of the subject, which can result in a time-consuming and expensive
project, not least in transaction costs.v' involving complicated management
structures.

3.2.4 Categorising joint evaluations

There are many different ways to classify joint evaluations. The DAGreview (2005a,
p 16) proposes a simple typology in the hope that this will contribute to greater
analytical rigour, and avoid confusion and misunderstanding when partners work
together. The DAGtypology is:

1 classic multi-partner - participation open to all stakeholders

2 qualified multi-partner - participation open to those who qualify as part of a
particular group

3 hybrid multi-partner - reflecting more complex ways of working, eg with some
partners taking a less-active role.

Some of the most useful ways of categorising joint evaluations seem to be around
two criteria: purpose and scope of the evaluation, and how actors work together=
(as captured in the DAG typology). Building on the DAG typology, we developed a
categorisation to fit the humanitarian sector, and have plotted the 2006/07 meta-
evaluation sample against this typology (Table 3.1).
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Table 3.1 Proposed typology for joint evaluations in the humanitarian sector (with
examples from the meta-evaluation sample)

FOCUS OR SCOPE OF EVALUATIONHOW AaORS WORK TOGETHER

'PARTNERSHIP' Donor & recipient agencies evaluate together as equal partners

ECHO/WHO/DFID

JE:WHO emergency

response, Pakistan

'LIKE-MINDED AGENCIES' (OR QUALIFIED) Agencies with similar characteristics coming together

WFP/UNHCR pilot All ECB evaluations

food distribution (groups of NGOs);

(UN agencies DEC evaluations

operating to a (groups of NGOs);

MoU) IASC RTEs (UN

agencies)

'HYBRID MULTIPARTNER' Disparate actors coming together, playing variable roles (eg, active/passive)

IHE evaluations

(comprising UN

agencies, NGOs,

academics, recipient

government, ete)

'SYSTEM-WIDE' Open to all actors in the system

TEC evaluation
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What emerges is that most joint evaluations of humanitarian action (at least in the

2006/07 sample) are multi-seotoral, focused on a particular humanitarian crisis.

However, there are different ways in which agencies have come together to carry

out these evaluations, the most popular configuration is that of 'like-minded

agencies', whereby agencies with similar characteristics/background come together,

in this case a grouping of international NGOs, or a grouping of UN agencies. All

other evaluations in the sample are sectoral or thematic. It is also interesting to note

the blank columns in the Table 3.1. There may have been institutional joint

evaluations carried out in the last couple of years that have not been shared with the

ALNAP ERD.18But to the authors' knowledge there have been no joint evaluations

looking at global policy issues (the final column of Table 3.1). It may be that this is

seen as the domain of research rather than jointly undertaken evaluations.

With reference to the rows in the table - how actors work together - it seems

reasonable to expect that the joint evaluation will be increasingly complex to manage

as one moves down the spectrum from 'partnership' to 'system-wide'. Thus, one

would expect that a system-wide, multi-sectoral joint evaluation like the TEC would

be considerably more challenging than a 'like-minded agencies', multi-sectoral joint

evaluation such as one of the ECB evaluations. The most challenging joint

evaluations are likely to be those in the bottom right-hand corner of the table, with a

broad multi-sectoral or global focus and open to all actors in the system. When

agencies are considering embarking on a joint evaluation, this categorisation, which

relates to complexity, may be a useful reference in deciding what type of joint

evaluation to choose.

3.2.5 The purposeof joint evaluations

Accountability and/or lesson-learning are the most commonly stated purposes of

evaluations. The tension in trying to achieve both in one exercise has long been

recognised: 'For the most part, it is regarded as a creative tension that contributes to

the uniqueness and potential value of the evaluation process' (ALNAP'2001, P 23). In

practice, what frequently happens is that one purpose dominates, even if the

evaluation is supposed to give equal weight to both. The results from this meta-

evaluation mostly confirm this pattern.
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The terms of reference (ToR) for most of the joint evaluations in the sample

emphasise both accountability and learning. Most of the EeB evaluations are

particularly clear on this. The only evaluations that give a strong steer towards

learning (and not accountability) are the four real-time evaluations and the IHE

evaluations. The TEe evaluations, however, are surprisingly inconsistent in their

stated purpose. The coordination study emphasises learning with no mention of

accountability; the local and national capacities study mentions both learning and

accountability; the ToR for linking relief, rehabilitation and development stress

learning as the key purpose although acknowledging the accountability purpose of

the whole exercise; but the ToR for the synthesis report emphasise learning with no
explicit mention of accountability.

In practice, learning seems to have won through as the dominant purpose of several

of the joint evaluations reviewed, and this was confirmed in many of the agency

interviews. This was especially evident for the TEe. Dropping the proposed thematic

study on impact of the international response to the tsunami disaster was a major

blow to achieving real accountability.t? In addition, as one respondent noted, when

the TEe budget had to be cut, it was translation and field-level workshops that were

sacrificed. Interestingly, when a survey was carried out among TEe stakeholders

after the evaluations had been completed, the results showed very clearly that

learning was their first-ranked motive for being involved in the TEe (as cited by 92

per cent of survey respondents); in contrast, accountability ranked fifth (cited by 48

per cent of survey respondents) (TEe, 2007). The usefulness of joint evaluations for

learning is a theme in much of the literature, ranging from learning about partners'

approaches, to sharing good practice, to learning about the programme or initiative

being evaluated.w Both the TEe and EeB clearly identified another learning purpose:
to learn from the process of implementing a joint evaluation.

It is much more likely that reports from joint evaluations will end up in the public

domain, compared with single-agency evaluations, thus fulfilling at least one

accountability criterion. This was the case for all the EeB evaluations, even though

some EeB member agencies did not follow this practice for their own individual-

agency evaluations. Indeed, all evaluation reports in the sample, with the exception

of the DEe reports, are publicly available, usually on the Internet. Although the DEe

used to put its full evaluations in the public domain, it now releases a much shorter

summary version and the fuil version is treated as a confidential internal document,

which may have implications for its accountability to the public and donors.
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Another way in which joint evaluations achieve accountability is through peer

accountability, 'especially for joint evaluations between 'like-minded agencies'. The

benefits of this were stressed by NGOs participating in the ECB. This is also a

feature of joint evaluations by different UN agencies (as described in Section 3.4).

Working together requires a level of transparency that is not guaranteed in single-

agency evaluations. However,. attribution of failure or incompetence to a named

agency was not a strong feature of any of the reports in the me ta-evaluation set;

usually, only success or good practice were specifically attributed. To some extent

this limits the accountability function, and is an interesting difference from Study 3·

of the joint evaluation of emergency assistance to Rwanda, which was remarkably

direct in pointing out incompetence and naming agencies (Borton et al, 1996). But

even in that case, there was an interesting discussion about the extent to which it

was accountability-oriented in terms of attributing blame to a particular organisation

for failure to prevent the very high mortality rates among the refugee population in

Goma (Borton, 2001). In the end, the Rwanda study stopped short of this, instead

commenting on poor performance, thus indicating the practical limits that joint

evaluations are likely to face in meeting accountability objectives.

Some other purposes of joint evaluations have emerged during the process rather

than being identified at the outset. This was the case with the ECB. An evolving

purpose has been to build evaluation capacity, especially of ECB members that had

weak evaluation cultures and were able to learn from more experienced peers. Staff

members within these agencies also used the joint-evaluation experience to lobby

internally for the evaluation function to be taken more seriously. One reason why

this was possible in the ECB was because of the institutionalised nature of the

relationship, which meant that a number of joint evaluations were carried out over a

two-year period; thus, a longer-term institutional purpose could be realised. A

longer-term institutional framework is also a feature of the IHE and rASC joint-

evaluation experiments.

Some ECB-agency staff members have emphasised the relationship-building aspect

of doing joint evaluations together. This has encouraged a joint approach in other

areas as well, for example in risk-reduction work and in carrying out needs

assessments.
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3.3 Findingson ioint evaluation set-up and management

This section presents findings related to joint-evaluation process and management.

It is based on assessment of the sample joint evaluations against the ALNAP Quality

Pro Forma, agency and evaluator interviews, and document review.

3.3.1 Quality and negotiation of the terms of reference

Developing clear, usable terms of reference (ToR) is a key step in any evaluation.

Doing this for joint evaluations offers particular challenges, because the ToR have to

be negotiated among multiple parties, some of whom may have conflicting interests.

Findings on the quality of joint-evaluation ToR, and comparison to the 2004 meta-

evaluation, can be found in Table 3.2.19 The results show considerably improved

practice in 2006/07, perhaps a result of the multi-agency review process. Guidance

on developing ToR for joint evaluations is available in DAC (2006) and ECB (2007),

and several evaluations referred to the ALNAP Pro Forma, which has supported
improved ToR quality.

Table 3.2 Pro Forma area 1.1, The terms of reference (%)

2004 2006/07
Good
Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory
Poor

12

34
25
29

38

50

6

6

Other key points on ToR are as follows.

There was strong emphasis on community consultation, for example in the ECB

evaluations, the WHO/UNHCR Liberia evaluation, and the WFP/UNHCR food-aid

pilot evaluation. This community involvement in developing ToR seems likely to

have supported improved community consultation during the evaluation (see
Section 3.7 below).
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An emphasis on confidentiality and dignity of respondents was evident in the

ECB evaluations, which is unusual and can be considered good practice.

As in previous meta-evaluations.ê? we found inadequate attention to

identification of use and users. Only 6 of the 18 evaluations in the 2006/07

sample fully identified use and users.

The TEC 2005 After Action Review (AAR)found establishing ToR for this large joint

evaluation challenging:

Time was not found, or taken, to coordinate the ToR of the different studies. The

result of this has been a lack of collective ownership of the ToR. There should have

been established early on a tighter strategic policy with each theme taking shape

around agreed parameters. ToR should have been tighter, and more tightly bound

together by referencing each other."

3.3.2 Management of joint evaluations

Our literature review suggested several management areas for exploration, and we

identified four key measures against which to assess our sample.

Time and scheduling

The joint-evaluation literature (eg DAC, 2005a; World Bank, 2005; ECB, 2007)

suggests that more time is needed for joint evaluations than single-agency

evaluations, because of their broader scope and greater transaction costs. IHE (2007)

and ECB (2007) refer to the need for a 30-day evaluation, with the former including a

pre-visit for evaluators. Our impression was that more time is not necessarily being

allocated for joint evaluations than single-agency evaluations, and that agencies are

underestimating the time needed for joint evaluations, both for the evaluation

process and for setting up the joint evaluation. For example, a period of 30 days was

allocated for the TEC synthesis report, despite its scope, an underestimation that

proved problematic. Of the 14 evaluations in our sample that noted constraints, 5

included time as a major constraint. Having said this, there may be a tension

between the longer timeframe required for joint evaluations and the difficulties of

engaging personnel from agencies, national government and local institutions over

an extended duration.
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Management lbodies and leadership

The DAe (2005) workshop on joint evaluations in development concluded that

multi-agency joint evaluations should include a larger steering group, a smaller

management group, and involve participation from host countnes.w Dabelstein .

(1996) distinguishes between a one-tier management system (with a management

committee and contracting delegated to one agency) and a two-tier management

system (with steering committee and management committee, for example the

joint Rwanda evaluationj.ê" A variety of management structures were established

for the joint evaluations in our sample (as detailed in Annexe 3.8). Almost all of

these evaluations were guided by either an HQ or country-based steering
committee, or both.

As well as a core management group in Geneva, the IHE evaluations created a

steering group in country, to create ownership, with responsibility for drafting the

ToR, managing the evaluation on the ground and devising/implementing a follow-up

action plan. Host-country involvement in the steering group was planned, but

whether this happened depended upon the national level of involvement in existing

health coordination mechanisms. The second !ASe Pakistan RTE established an in-

country steering committee in order to attempt to overcome some of the resistance

to the first Pakistan RTE, a strategy that was partly successful. The TEe experience

demonstrated that getting the management structure right is key to supporting a

positive evaluation process and results; lack of an adequate management structure
would appear to ensure problematic joint evaluations.

Recruiting the evaluation team

The difficulty of recruiting qualified evaluators was a recurring theme in our

interviews, as it was in previous me ta-evaluations related to single-agency

evaluations. High-quality evaluations require high-quality evaluators. There are too

few experienced evaluators available to conduct joint evaluations, let alone real-time

joint evaluations. The skills required for joint evaluations and single-agency

evaluations are not identical. The joint-evaluation team leader needs to have both

management and evaluation skills, and be capable of dealing with the politically

sensitive issues that taking a broader perspective requires - in other words, to have

a combination of technical, political and inter-personal skills. Team members need to

look beyond the single-agency issues to which they are accustomed, and take a

sector-wide approach. Having said this, the results on joint-evaluation quality
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(discussed in Section 3.4 below) demonstrate that agencies are accessing good-

quality evaluators. However, respondents stressed repeatedly the constraints of the

current market situation where there is competition for these evaluators.

The TEC lesson-learning exercise in February 2006 commented (p 2):

staffing evaluation teams with consultants remains a difficult challenge.

Often the selection of consultants for evaluation teams is based on who is

available, rather than who might be best for the job. Senior consultants have

enormous amounts of experience, but are booked in advance, often in

predictable patterns around the calendar year. It is recommended to select

consultants early.24

Three respondents noted that the joint-evaluation focus could depend on the team

leader's interests. In the IHE case there was a tension within the core group

directing these joint evaluations, between those who wanted the IHE to be policy-

oriented, and those who wanted it to be more operationally or programme-focused.

What actually happened depended on the profile and inclination of the evaluators.

For the 2007 IASC Pakistan RTE a decision was made to appoint a team leader who

could deal with the political sensitivities of the response, rather than someone with

an evaluation background. UN respondents also noted that finding evaluators with

the skills to assess humanitarian reform has been problematic.

The make-up of the evaluation team in terms of gender balance, geographical and

institutional representation, and sectoral expertise, was another area on the minds

of respondents. One noted that where agency personnel are brought in from

outside the affected country to be part of the evaluation team, it is important that

they are sufficiently senior and experienced; otherwise they are 'excess baggage'.

Several respondents commented on the importance of having a national consultant

on the team, to increase contextual understanding and national-level buy-in. In our

joint-evaluation sample, 11 evaluations were carried out by mixed (international/

national) teams, 6 by international teams, and 1 by a national evaluator. Using a

rough calculation." we can conclude that the quality of the mixed-team evaluations

was higher. This corroborates findings from earlier meta-evaluations which

indicating that a mixed team brought additional skills that may not be found in

international teams.
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The TEC (2006) lessons-learning exercise concluded:

In the context the number of experts from Asia on the various TEC

evaluation teams would also be a matter of concern since many of the

affected countries have high levels of expertise. Multi-agency evaluations

can be an opportunity to develop capacities in evaluation and development

research, but it requires proactive invitations to institutions, and academics

from the affected regions to participate.

The TEC capacities evaluation included a breakdown of expenses (Annex 8), and

appears to be representative of the TEC reliance on international consultants. Of

the total cost of some US$393,OOO, approximately 1.4 per cent was disbursed on

national consultant fees, with 70 per cent disbursed on international consultant

fees and travel.

Process and partnership

One of the most important benefits of joint evaluations emphasised by respondents

was the way in which they support the building of trust and social capital- a classic

case of process being as important as product. As the ECB joint-evaluation guide

comments: 'it's important to recognise that you are managing not just an evaluation

but also a collaboration' (ECB, 2007, P 12). Similarly, the IHE joint evaluation guide

notes: 'decision-making is as much a political process as it is a technical one' (IHE,

2007, P 3). ECB respondents reported that joint evaluations have led to strengthened

partnerships in programming, for example in Niger and Java. Country offices

reported that joint evaluations have opened up space for increased collaboration

between agencies.

All respondents noted that relationship-building is an aspect of joint evaluations

that is difficult to measure but should not be ignored. As one said, where the

evaluation process itself works well, the uptake of findings is usually good. ECB

agencies also stressed the area of mutual accountability. This led to a focus on

consultation with the affected population (see Section 3.4.1), and greater attention

to recommendations.

The 2007 survey of those involved in the TEC also noted, 'Particularly appreciated

was the transparency of the process and the strong focus on information sharing

that was put in place from the early stages. [It was a] very inclusive, open coalition,
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allowing at various levels and throughout the process for wide consultation' (p 2).

This is perhaps reflected in the finding that 80 per cent of respondents felt that they

were able to input into the TEe process at times when they wanted to.26

3.3.3 lnvelvement of government and agency stakeholders

In this section we discuss our second two hypotheses: that joint evaluations tend to

be driven from the centre (ie, headquarters) rather than from the field, and that the

involvement of national government in joint evaluations is weak. We found

involvement of the national offices of international agencies in some cases, but less

inclusion of national governments and other national institutions.

In-country agency limy-in

All the joint evaluations in our sample were HQ-initiated - and perhaps this is not

surprising given their complexity and politically sensitive nature, and the often

limited evaluation capacity at country level. Samoff (2005) has emphasised the

importance of linking centrally initiated evaluations to locally expressed demand and

ensuring that national/local reference groups have real authority, including a direct

role in reporting and approval. Otherwise, joint evaluations may receive

unenthusiastic cooperation from the field. Several of our joint evaluations did not

establish sufficient rapport with country offices at the outset, which made the

process problematic and hindered follow-up to recommendations. Interviewees

stressed the importance of making clear the added value of a joint evaluation to

country offices, and involving them in the development of ToR.

The case of the two IASe RTEs in Pakistan is instructive. In the first RTE in 2006,

after the Kashmir earthquake, the evaluation team arrived without prior in-country

preparation. In the case of the second RTE in 2007~ after flooding and cyclone

Yemyin, the evaluation manager went to Pakistan to negotiate the ToR and set up

what turned out to be an effective local steering committee. While the evaluation

process in the latter case was far from smooth, partly because of political

sensitivities, the inclusive approach paved the way for greater agency buy-in within

Pakistan. In further contrast, the in-country steering committee set up to guide the

!ASe Mozambique RTEwas less successful, because its ToRwere not clear.
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The ECB guide to joint evaluation notes the differing cases of the Guatemala and

Indonesia joint evaluations:

The idea and the objectives for the ECB-supported Guatemala evaluation

came from headquarters. The team in Guatemala felt that this was another

HQ-driven initiative, so their participation in steering committee meetings

was reluctant or non-existent. Turnover was high. The agencies on the

ground tried to customize the objectives, but in retrospect believe it would

have been better if they had started from scratch. This negatively impacted

the evaluation process and thus the usage of the findings. In contrast, the

idea for the ECB-supported joint evaluation in Jogyakarta also came from

headquarters. However, the participating agencies on the ground took the

lead on defining their objectives, with advice from headquarters. This helped

ensure the partners were more engaged and in control of the evaluation

process. (ECB, 2007, P 10)

There appears to be a pattern emerging: joint-evaluation experiments with a

longer-term perspective, in particular ECB and IHE, have learnt from earlier

experiences and realised the importance of facilitating in-country buy-in. The ECB

Indonesia evaluation built on the earlier ECB experience in this respect, as did the

second IASC evaluation in Pakistan. The challenge is not to lose this learning in

future joint evaluations.

National government limy-in

Our hypothesis that involvement of the national government is weak in joint

evaluations was found to hold. Government participation and ownership was

problematic, and identified by several respondents as a future key challenge for joint

evaluations. The constraints to achieving such buy-in should not be underestimated.

In general, involvement in joint evaluations of government and national institutions

may be no better than for single-agency evaluations. This was despite many of the

evaluations being carried out in countries with reasonable or good government

capacity - in particular India, Sri Lanka and Indonesia. It was also despite the fact

that our sample mainly deals with natural disasters, where issues of government

independence and neutrality are likely to be less acute than in conflict-related

situations - although the conflicts and political sensitivities around areas affected by

natural disasters in Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Indonesia should be noted. How far the
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government is involved will depend partly on the level of joint programming;

however, several of the joint evaluations in our sample reviewed government as well

as agency performance. The main form of government interaction would appear to

be through debriefings on evaluation results. Paradoxically, some of the few

examples of inclusion of government were in conflict-related joint evaluations - the
!HEs in Chad and Liberia.

The OECD-DAC guide to managing joint evaluations [DAC, 2006) notes that one of

the reasons for carrying out a joint evaluation in the development context is to

reduce transaction costs for national governments, a point also made more

forcefully by Feinstein and Ingram (2003). Humanitarian joint evaluations seem to

take their impetus more from the needs of humanitarian agencies, perhaps reflecting
differences in aid modalities.

Respondents noted some of the constraints to establishing host-country buy-in:

suspicion and lack of trust between international agencies and governments; the

perceived need for independent reviews; lack of government capacity in

particular in complex emergencies; and the focus of much EHA on international

agency performance. There is a trade-off here between independence and

government participation to promote utilisation. One interviewee commented, in
relation to the TEC:

After the evaluation got underway, it was recognised that there should have been

greater country engagement. But this would have taken considerable time to

achieve. For example TRIAMS achieved country level buy-in, but it has taken 2.5
years to reach that point.

There is a question mark as to how open affected governments would have been

to the TEC. The desire to have governments involved was a spin-off from the

Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, but it was still too early to make this a
reality.

DAC [2005a) suggests that national-government involvement has also been

problematic in joint evaluations in the area of development, and that there is a:

strong feeling of frustration with the present state of affairs, especially as

regards the level of partner-country participation in evaluation work
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growing awareness among developing-country representatives of the need for

them to play a proactive role in setting and implementing the evaluation agenda

in their countries

clear understanding of the opportunities and benefits, as weil as of the problems

and challenges, of evaluation work and of carrying it out jointly with donors

clear interest in learning from evaluation models and success stories in other

developing countries.

In contrast, a 2006 single-agency WFP evaluation of its country programme in India

(WFP,2007) included an evaluation team member from the Indian planning body, the

National Planning Commission, as weil as the former head of the National Planning

Commission, in order to promote government buy-in, participation and utilisation,

while using an international consultant as the evaluation team leader. The Indian

mission in Rome also attended pre- and post-evaluation briefings. This level of

national involvement is unusual, however.

The impression from our review is that agencies proposing joint evaluations could

be more creative in attempts to involve government and local institutions, especially

for natural disasters, whether this is on steering committees, as peer reviewers, or

as evaluation team members. Having said that, we recognise many of the difficulties

in involving governments where there may be limited capacity, or where joint

programming has not taken place. This suggests that small, manageable initiatives,

such as briefings for governments, including pre-evaluation briefings on focus,

methodology and evaluation-team composition, would be a sensible start. In
addition, if joint evaluations are directed conceptually by utilisation-focused
approaches, there is greater likelihood of more government engagement.ê?

One of our meta-evaluation hypotheses was that the overall quality of joint

evaluations would be higher than that of single-agency evaluations. In particular, we
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anticipated that methodologies would be more rigorous, and the crosscutting themes

of gender, protection and advocacy would be better covered. We hypothesised this

because, in comparison to single-agency evaluations, joint evaluations are likely to:

examine broader policy issues; allow access to a wider pool of evaluators; draw on

multiple-agency evaluation experience; and be better resourced. In this section, we

examine six areas of the Pro Forma in which longitudinal analysis was possible, to

determine whether our hypotheses hold, and integrate this analysis with findings

from agency and evaluator interviews. Sections 3.5 and 3.6 below cover other areas

of the Pro Forma. For the sake of brevity, we have not included all areas of the Pro

Forma in the analysis below, and the results on areas not covered in detail here can

be found in Annexe 3.6.

3.4.1 Primary-stakeholder consultationand participation

We hypothesised that there is greater opportunity for primary stakeholders (ie, the

affected population) to be consulted/surveyed in joint evaluations than in single-

agency evaluations. As can be seen from Table 3.3, the performance of joint

evaluations in this respect is considerably better than that of single-agency

evaluations. Even so, only 47 per cent of evaluations were rated satisfactory or good

in this area. In contrast, 80 per cent of evaluations were rated as satisfactory or good

in terms of consultation with key stakeholders such as agency and government staff.

As noted in previous meta-evaluations, this low rating is partly a result of some

evaluations not making transparent the scope of affected-population consultation

where this had clearly taken place.

Table 3.3 Pro Forma area 2.4, Consultation with and participation by primary

stakeholders (%)

Rotin 2001-04 a re ate 2006/07
Good
Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory
Poor

8

19
39
34

31

16
37
16

As detailed above (Section 3.1.3), evaluations from the UN system made up 33 per

cent of the meta-evaluation sample, with 36 per cent from NGOs. NGO evaluations
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achieved better ratings in this Pro Forma area than did UN evaluations, with 58 per

cent rated as good and 8 per cent as satisfactory for the former, as opposed to 20 per

cent rated good and 10 per cent as satisfactory for the latter.

During interviews respondents consistently noted the importance of proactive

attention to consulting with the affected population. One respondent commented:

Strengthening downwards accountability has been key. The way the ECB

evaluations have been structured was important to achieve this. In each ECB

evaluation, the team leader was asked to focus particularly on ensuring that

primary stakeholders are heard. The extent to which this was achieved

partly depended on the skills of the team leader. ECB HQ staff kept pushing

that focus, with country programmes, in the ToR and with the evaluators. It

required someone senior to set it as a priority and to maintain that focus.

Details of five evaluations that noted the numbers of the affected population

consulted are presented in Table 3.4. This wide range suggests that evaluators are

usually left to themselves concerning the scale of consultation. Attempts are made

to take a roughly representative and random sample; however, no statistical

analysis is included in any joint evaluation reviewed, and there does not appear to

be any clear rationale as to the numbers consulted, ie consideration of the

advantages of consulting with 500 as opposed to 400 people. Further guidance in

this area is needed.

Table 3.4 Numbers of affected population consulted

Evaluation Number of affected 0 ulation consulted
ECB Guatemala 124

ECB Java 318
IASC Mozambique 400
DEC tsunami 500
TEC capacities 2,055

Consultation in our sample takes a standard approach - usually one-time focus-

group discussions supplemented by individual interviews - but the balance chosen

between these two methods is rarely explained. An opportunity was lost with the

TEC to carry out more rigorous surveys focusing on results from the perspective of

the affected population, which would have required an intensive longitudinal

111



3 - AlNAP Review of Humonitarian Acrton

approach.ê" This is not usually feasible in single-agency evaluations, where setting

up quasi-research projects can rarely be justified. In the case of the TEC, however, it

would have been appropriate and feasible - given the level of resources and regional

social-science expertise available, as well as funding in excess of US$13 billion for

the response. Instead the TEC relied on the 'tested but tired' EHA approaches -

dispatching small teams of expatriates for short periods of time, although these

teams nevertheless made their best attempts at community consultation within the

constraints imposed.

The importance of including the affected population in the evaluation process was

also recognised, for example in discussion with evaluation managers from the Inter

Agency Health Evaluations, who suggested that representatives from the affected

population should be included on the evaluation steering committee, but also noted

that they had not found an effective way of realising this. Only the ECB evaluation in

Indonesia included the affected population as active participants in the evaluation

(rather than only as participants in focus-group discussions), and invited them to the

discussions of evaluation findings. This is an example of good practice.

3.4.2 Evaluationmethods

We hypothesised also that joint evaluations would have more rigorous

methodologies than single-agency evaluations, which in turn would lead to higher-

quality evaluations. Table 3.5 illustrates that this was the case.29 Between 2004 and

2006/07, there was no significant difference in the percentage of evaluations rated as

satisfactory or better (59 per cent in 2004, and 67 per cent in 2006/07). But the

percentage of joint evaluations rated good increased significantly (from 11 per cent

in 2004, to 25 per cent in 2006/07).

Table 3.5 Pro Forma area 2.3, Appropriateness of the overall evaluation methods (%)
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As Annexe 3.8 illustrates, almost all of the joint evaluations used familiar EHA

techniques, varying mixes of document review and interviews with key stakeholders

and affected population, usually stating that triangulation would take place, but less
often comparing different data sources.

Samoff (2005), commenting on the basic-education joint evaluation, sees joint

evaluation as an opportunity to innovate, to go beyond constraints of risk-averse

single agencies, for example using new combinations of standard methodologies, He

also notes that innovation is likely to drop off as the joint evaluation proceeds, when

compromises and lowest-common-denominator solutions start to dominate to keep

it on track. There was limited methodological innovation found in our sample.

Respondents also noted that data analysis was often problematic, even given the

normal constraints around data collection and analysis in the evaluation of

humanitarian action: too much data were collected and could not be analysed, or

data-analysis skills were weak, or the basis for conclusions was not clear.

In the evaluations rated as good in this area, there was much evidence of good

practice, and two evaluations stood out. In the ECB evaluation of tsunami operations

in Indonesia and Thailand evaluation, special efforts were made to reach local

people inland, who had not necessarily benefited from the tsunami response. In the

IASe Mozambique evaluation, despite it being a real-time evaluation:

constraints and limitations are clearly set out

the evaluation team accessed 700 relevant documents, which were indexed and

provided with a search engine; and a summary of lessons learned from previous
evaluations was made

focus-group meetings with over 400 members of the affected population were

held, in 16 sites, using male and female interviewers so men and women could
be interviewed separately if needed

semi-structured interviews were held with a further 95 key informants

there was triangulation between the different data sources.

We found that a higher-quality methodology fed into a higher-quality evaluation

report. The 13 joint evaluations rated as good or satisfactory on quality of

methodology achieved a 70 rating on a composite index of evaluation quality, while

the 5 joint evaluations rating unsatisfactory and poor achieved a composite index of
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49.30 While this is indicative only, given the small size of the sample, it suggests that

improving methods will feed into higher-quality evaluation.

3.4.3 Useof international standards

We hypothesised that joint evaluations are likely to pay greater attention to

international standards and guidelines than are single-agency evaluations. The

standards joint evaluations were expected to assess interventions against included

international humanitarian and human rights law, the Red Cross/NGO Code of

Conduct, Sphere, and Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement.

Table 3.6 Pro Forma area 2.5, Use of and adherence to international standards and

guidelines (%)

Rotin 2002-04 a re ate 2006/07

Good
Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory
Poor

6

14

23

57

47

26

18

9

Past ALNAP meta-evaluations have criticised agencies for failure to assess

performance against standards to which they are signatories. This is shown in Table

3.6, where 80 per cent of evaluations for 2002-04 rated unsatisfactory or poor in this

area, including 57 per cent rated as poor. Joint evaluations of 2006/07 performed

considerably better, suggesting that joint evaluations are more likely to pay attention

to inter-agency standards.

For the 13 evaluations in the 2006/07 sample that included satisfactory or better

attention to standards, 10 included assessment against Sphere, 2 against the Red

Cross/NGO Code of Conduct, and 2 jointly used Sphere and the Red Cross/NGO

Code of Conduct. All ECB evaluations were rated as good on this Pro Forma area.

NGO evaluations achieved considerably better ratings than UN evaluations in this

area, with 92 per cent rated as good and 8 per cent rated as satisfactory for the

former, and 20 per cent rated as good and 30 per cent rated as satisfactory for the

latter. Part of the reason for this result is the consistent use of Sphere standards by

NGO evaluation teams.
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3.4.4 Use of the DACcriteria

Most evaluation of humanitarian action is organised around the DAG criteria, and

agencies have performed relatively well in their use. Use of these criteria has

consistently improved during the period covered by ALNAP me ta-evaluations to date

(Figure 3.2).31Table 3.7 illustrates aggregate performance of joint evaluations' use of

the DAG criteria, as opposed to single-agency evaluations. Given the improvement of

single-agency evaluations over time, an additional column for results for 2004 only
has been included in the table.

Figure 3.2 Longitudinal assessment of the use of DAG criteria

Table 3.7 Pro Forma area 4.3, Application of ERA criteria (%)

Rotin 2002-04 a re ate 2004 2006/07

70%
Good PoorSatisfactory Unsatisfactory

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Good 11 13 34
Satisfactory 42 53 34
Unsatisfactory 32 26 20
Poor 15 8 12
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Compared to the 2002-04 aggregate, joint evaluations can be seen to perform

considerably better, but only marginally better compared to the sample in the 2004

meta-evaluation. The main difference is the increased number of evaluations rated

good as opposed to satisfactory in 2006/07.32

Table 3.8 Pro Forma areas 4.3i-vii, Individual DACcriteria [%)

Efficienc 2002-04 a re ate 2006/07

Good
Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory

Poor

10

34

35

21

20

27

23

30

Effectiveness
Good
Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory

Poor

12

66

20

2

47

39
14

Im act
Good
Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory
Poor

19
62

19

7

40

37

16

Relevance/a ro roateriess
Good
Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory
Poor

19
56

19
5

47

36

11

6

(onnectedness 2002-04 a re ate 2006/07

Good 16 62

Satisfactory 60 32

Unsatisfactory 18 6

Poor 6

(overa e
Good
Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory

Poor

12

39
34

15

29

41

21

9
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Table 3.8 Pro Forma areas 4.3i-vii, Individual DAG criteria (%) continued

I~
lQ()_O_d~~cc_
I Satisfactory
I~-'-u';s~ti~f~~t~ry-
,.....-=------=-~_._--;::-_._- -::;::'.-
i Poor

3
28

3

9

47

4140

Disaggregated performance on individual criteria is illustrated in Table 3.8 for 2002-

04, and 2006/07. Joint-evaluation performance is higher in all areas except for

coherence (discussed further in Section 5.4 below). In 2006/07, there is a higher

percentage of good/satisfactory ratings, as well as a higher percentage of evaluations

rated as good. Of note is the considerably better performance on the impact and

connectedness criteria, suggesting that joint evaluations have been able to analyse

longer-term issues and recovery more fully. This may also relate to 70 per cent of

our sample evaluating responses to sudden-onset natural disasters, in which the

immediate relief phase is often quite short and attention shifts quickly to recovery.

Assessment of efficiency is only marginally better for joint evaluations than single-

agency evaluations, with the majority of the 2006/07 sample (53 per cent) receiving

ratings of unsatisfactory or poor. As noted in previous meta-evaluations, efficiency is

one of the least-understood of the DAG criteria, and requires specific evaluation
skills not always available.ê''

3.4.5 Genderequality

Table 3.9 demonstrates that our hypothesis that joint evaluations are stronger than

single-agency evaluations on crosscutting issues such as gender equality did not

hold. Results for 2006/07 are similar to those of the 2004 me ta-evaluation, with

gender analysis rated as satisfactory or good in 59 per cent and 58 per cent of the

evaluations, respectively. However, no joint evaluations assessed the intervention

against the agency's gender policy. Given that most agencies now have a gender

policy, this is a serious gap, and demonstrates that joint evaluations are not more
likely to deal with policy issues in this area.
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70%

Table 309 Pro Forma area 4.4.ii, Gender equality (%)

Ratin 2004 2006/07

Good
Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory
Poor

5

53

35

7

9

50
26

15

Figure 303 Selected Pro Forma ratings, 2002-04 and 2006/07

Good Satisfactory

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Note The numbers on the horizontal axis refers to the Pro Forma sections,
as follows:

101 Terms of reference
203 Appropriateness of the overall evaluation methods
204 Consultation with and participation by primary stakeholders
205 The use of and adherence to international standards and guidelines
403 OECD-DACcriteria - aggregate
404.ii Gender equality
404.iii Protection
404.iv Advocacy
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3.4.6 Summary

Figure 3.3 highlights overall performance of joint evaluations in eight Pro Forma

areas, in comparison to single-agency evaluations. For the six areas covered in this

section, the average proportion of joint evaluations rated good was 27 per cent, as

against 9 per cent for single-agency evaluations; and the average percentage for joint

evaluations rated satisfactory was 40 per cent, as opposed to 34 per cent for single-

agency evaluations. We can conclude that joint evaluations are of considerably
higher quality than single-agency evaluanons.>

Given the significance of the tsunami evaluation as the first system-wide joint

evaluation since the Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda,

published in 1996, the authors of this meta-evaluation were asked to include a

consideration of the TEe process and quality, in terms of strengths and

weaknesses. Table 3.10 shows performance of the four TEe reports assessed
against select areas in the Pro Forma.

Table 3.10 TEe evaluation reports rated against select areas of the Pro Forma
(percentage of evaluations)

Pro formo oren Good Solisfoclor Unsolisfoclor Poor
2.3 Appropriateness of the overall
evaluation methods 25 75
2.4 Consultation with and participation
by primary stakeholders 17 50 17 16
2.5 The use of and adherence to
international standards and guidelines 37 63
4.1.ii The agency's management and
human resources 63 37
4.2.i The needs and livelihoods assess-
ments that informed the intervention 25 75
4.3 Application of EHA criteria (aggregate) 31 44 19 6
4.4.ii Gender equality 25 75
4.4.iii Protection 75 12.5 12.5
4.4.iv Advocacy 25 25 50
5.1.iiiRecommendations 12.5 12.5 75

aeWiiI!iU,j
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continued

The TEC evaluations rated highly on almost all sections of the Pro Forma, and
were overall of good quality.This is a significant achievement, and credit should
go to the many people committed to the TEC.Development of evaluationmethods,
review of needs and livelihoods assessments, and attention to gender equality,
were all particular strengths. The exceptions were the Pro Forma areas of
advocacy and recommendations. Greater attention could have been paid to issues
of identification and lobbying for marginalized groups, and advocacy around
buffer zones.

The authors of this meta-evaluation anticipated clearer direction of
recommendations to particular users, and greater specificity, than was found in
the TEC recommendations. The TEC reports also repeated recommendations
that have been made a number of times in other reports over the last several
years. As one respondent noted, repeating past recommendations that have not
been followed suggests that the TEC was making the wrong kinds of
recommendations, or at least did not adequately explore past constraints to

follow-up and thus ensure that the recommendations had a better chance of
being implemented.

Interview findings
The TEC process was complex, and at times problematic - this is perhaps not
surprising given the magnitude of the disaster, the level of funding and number of
agencies involved, and that this was the first joint evaluation the system had
attempted in ten years. In interviews, a number of issues were raised which
corroborate findings from the TECAfterActionReviews.

The TEe Secretariat coordinated the evaluation effectively. Using ALNAPto
host the Secretariat allowed fast start-up, and initial seed funding. The Secretariat
was effective in keeping a wide range of stakeholders informed. It also managed
part of the funding to ensure successful completion and launch of reports.
Because of this effective coordination there is now a budget line in ALNAPfor
starting-up system-wide joint evaluations if required in future.
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Several respondents noted the lack of an overall conceptual framework as a
core issue that impacted negatively throughout the evaluation. Without this, the
TEe faced some of the constraints that have challenged much EBA, whether joint
or single-agency evaluation - for example lack of attention to utilisation, and
failure to engage adequately with national capacity. As one respondent noted:

The idea of working to a common framework fell through. Partly, as a
result, we ended up with a thematic model. But it didn't really work. In

retrospect we should have had an outputvimpact-oriented approach, with
a number of different evaluations in different Countries using a common
framework for comparative purposes.

Roles and responslbtlittes could have been more clearly defined. Roles and
responsibilities of the Core Management Group (eMG), evaluation team leader
and evaluation, team ,members were inadequately defined, leading' to some
confusion and tension during the TEe process, Different agencies were delegated
to lead the thematic evaluations, but in the absence of a common framework and
with iriadequate coordination, negatively impacting on the jointnëss and
coherence of the whole exercisé. Respondents noted that thé eMG and TEe
structure was symbolic of.a top-downand centralised approach that dominates
the sector. 'It was axerynorthern~basedinitiqtive"ftha~.we,did not do enough to

mitigate', one respondent noted.

TBe After Action Review35 noteá the con~traints fad~dby the TECin tying in
to national capacity, thereby mirroring some of the problems of the response.
Although effortswere made to include regional actors, ,!fspeciallyon Peer Review
Group8.and as key panel members at all the la}lnclles, a number ofJesppndents
felt that more could have been done to involve governments in the region and to

have given them more of a voice in -responding to the reports. This is a clear
lesson emerging from the TEe.

Lost opportunities to consult with the affected population: as noted, in more
detail in Section 3.4.1, the TEe missed the opportunity to develop longitudinal
assessments which would have supported downward accountability, for example
through repeat surveys or focus groups over the period of a year.
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continued

Limited assessment of impact and policy. One participant in a TEe lessons-

learning exercise in February 2006 (TEe, 2006, p 2) noted:

there was insufficient consideration of impact in the TEe .... Process

(coordination, needs assessment, funding, etc.) is important, but

what matters is outcomes ... I have never come across an evaluation

where so much has been spent, so much discussed, and so many

conclusions drawn with so little reference to, or evidence on, impact and

outcomes.

The TEe did not achieve its planned policy focus. As one respondent noted:

'Despite a desire to be so, in the end the TEe wasn't that policy-focused.

Evaluators write evaluations. Ifwe wanted policy-focused outputs we should have

gone to policy analysts.'

Recommendations and follow-up: TEe recommendations were of mixed quality

in different reports, with some at a very general level (eg in the LRRD report) and

others more clearly targeted (eg in the synthesis). Although follow-up was poorly

planned at the outset, this was addressed later on. There were two international

launches, a considerable amount of media work immediately after the release of

the reports, and a part of ALNAP's biannual meeting in Rome in December 2006

was dedicated to discussing the TEe findings and implications for the system.

With a longer-term focus, an OeHA-led Tsunami Advisory Group was set up to

follow up on the findings and recommendations.
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3.5.1 lnnodudicn

One of the frequently cited benefits of joint evaluations, and therefore one of the

reasons for doing them, is that they are able to look at the big picture and evaluate

collective action within the wider context (eg EeB, 2007). They can also tackle

questions that cannot be addressed by anyone agency, for example on

coordination and coherence of the response: how agencies relate to each other and

also to government authorities (DAe, 2006). Thus, joint evaluations should be well-

placed to engage with and to influence policy. This is captured in two of our

working hypotheses, that joint evaluations are more likely than single-agency

evaluations to address policy issues (as well as programme performance), and that

joint evaluations situate their findings within wider debates within the

humanitarian sector. Referring back to the typology in Table 3.1, the level at which

the evaluation engages with policy depends upon the scope of the evaluation and

which actors are involved. In a multi-sectoral joint evaluation carried out by 'like-

minded agencies', it is most likely to influence the individual and collective policies

of that group of actors, but in a system-wide multi-sectoral joint evaluation, one

would expect higher-level engagement with policies that affect the whole
international humanitarian system.

This section explores the extent to which joint evaluations in our sample have

engaged with policy, first by reviewing the terms of reference of the evaluations and

then looking at three areas of enquiry from the Quality Pro Forma. Those three areas

are: the quality of the contextual analysis (important for placing the evaluation

findings in the bigger picture); the extent to which coordination and coherence have

been evaluated as part of the DAe criteria; and how well two of the crosscutting

issues, protection and advocacy, have been addressed.

3.5.2 What do the commissioning agendes wont?

To what extent do commissioning agencies actually want a bigger-picture/policy

focus, and how explicit is this in the ToR? The ToR for the !ASe RTEs are among the
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most policy-oriented of the set, making direct reference to the UN-led humanitarian

reform process. OCRA interviewees for the me ta-evaluation confirmed that these

exercises had really helped the agencies involved to see the big picture in terms of

how everyone responded (not just the UN country team but also NGOs and other

agencies). One observed, 'We were forced to step back and take a broader view and

look at humanitarian reform, in particular coordination'. The IRE initiative is also

explicit in terms of its focus on policy-level analysis, demonstrating clearly how this

differs from single-project evaluations and how policy-evaluation techniques must be

used in sector-wide evaluations, although still combined with some project-level

evaluation techniques (IRE, 2007).

Despite the disparate ToR for the TEC studies, contributing to improved policy is

clear in most of them. But the outcome has been disappointing in terms of meeting

these expectations, and the TEC has engaged less at policy level than anticipated,

for example rather little with the UN humanitarian reform process (see also Box

3.2 above).

In contrast, the ECB ToR have tended to be more operational and programme-

focused, although most do refer explicitly to the importance of evaluating

coordination and coherence between agencies. Almost all those interviewed for this

meta-evaluation from the ECB NGOs stressed the benefit of 'stepping back from the

operational detail of individual agencies to see the bigger picture', in the words of

one ECB advisor. Interestingly, at least three agency staff interviewed for this meta-

evaluation have commented that, no matter what the ToR say about a policy focus,

what happens in practice depends upon the interest and bias of the evaluation team

selected, and especially the team leader.

3.5.3 Contextual analysis

Table 3.11 Pro Forma area 3.1, Contextual analysis (%)

[]fufuIDL ------------------_J~~O~I'L--~~~II~I~I~~
I Good 20 47I S~ti~f~~t~~;= 45
Fcuis~tisfact;..y- - - -- - - -=-- 28
r ..... -.- - --- .. .'

I Poor 7

29
21
3
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Good contextual analysis is important for any evaluation, but it is essential for a

policy-focused evaluation in order to draw policy-level conclusions. The Pro Forma

results show that contextual analysis is stronger for joint evaluations - almost half

rate as 'good' - than for the sample of 30 evaluations in 2004 [Table 3.11). The

benefits of a good contextual analysis were particularly apparent in the ECB Niger

evaluation. This provided a very strong analysis of what had been described by

agencies and the media as 'famine' in Niger, paying attention to the economic and

historic determinants of the crisis and challenging agency perceptions of famine as

well as how the international response may have exacerbated the crisis.

A number of joint-evaluation reports have included chronologies, usually in an

annexe. Two of the ECB reports are models of good practice: the Thailand and

Indonesia tsunami evaluation, and the Niger evaluation. The format is simple but

effective in each, plotting key events [including political events) that have influenced

the crisis against the timings and process of the humanitarian response. Yet one

evaluator interviewed for this meta-evaluation described how they had to fight to

include the chronology, and especially the political analysis, albeit with an agency

that was at that time less familiar with joint evaluations.

3.5.4 Coordinationand coherence

Almost all of the joint evaluations paid attention to coordination: 81 per cent rated

good against this area of enquiry in the Pro Forma and 9 per cent rated satisfactory

- a considerable achievement. There was some difference in how well coordination

was covered according to the origin of the report: reports commissioned by UN

agencies were strongest as a group on this topic. There are a number of examples

of good practice, including the ECB evaluation of the tsunami response in India and

Sri Lanka, unusual because it includes an in-depth analysis of the role of
government in coordination.

Surprisingly, this pattern is not repeated for 'coherence'. As Table 3.12 shows, this

year's sample of joint evaluations performs substantially worse against this criterion

than did the 2002-05 aggregate. Only one evaluation from the 2006/07 sample, the

TEC LRRD evaluation, was assessed as 'good' in this area because it included a

comparative analysis of government and international-agency LRRD policies.
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Table 3.12 Pro Forma area 4.3.vii, Coherence [%)

[Jiiïli ~ ~'-----~..EUW~II~,~I:.!L____J° I
l~~o~~__~~__~ 3 3
[~~~i~!~C!~I'i~~ 28 9

[Hj.~ii_s!i~i~~_~
[!~~~_~__~__~ 40 41

Interpreting coherence is a problem that has been highlighted in previous meta-

evaluations [Wiles, 2005, p 159). In the ALNAP ERA guide it is defined as: 'the need

to assess security, developmental, trade and military policies, as well as

humanitarian policies, to ensure that there is consistency and, in particular, that all

policies take into account humanitarian and human-rights considerations' [Beck,

2006, p 21). While this may be relevant to humanitarian action by donor

governments, it is hard to apply to NGO or UN humanitarian programmes. For the

purposes of this meta-evaluation, we interpreted coherence as policy coherence

between international humanitarian agencies, and coherence with national

government policy.

In practice, coordination and coherence were frequently dealt with in the same

section in evaluation reports; this usually meant that coherence was overlooked and

the entire section was devoted to coordination. How far the international agencies'

response was coherent with the policies of the national government was an

unexpected gap in most reports, especially for some of the tsunami evaluations [with

the one exception noted above). Analysing the extent to which agency policies were

coherent with one another was a glaring gap, surprisingly so when the work of a

number of agencies was being evaluated together.

3.5.5 Policy-related crosswtting issues: protection and odvococy36

As explained above [at the beginning of Section 3.4), we had expected the joint

evaluations to be strong on crosscutting issues. However, we found that this was not

the case with either protection or advocacy, as demonstrated in Tables 3.13 and 3.14.

It is striking that the majority of joint evaluations were unsatisfactory or poor in their

coverage of protection, and that so few rated 'good', especially as this has been

highlighted as part of humanitarian action in recent years.
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Where protection issues were raised, it was often in relation to women and sexual

and gender-based violence (SGBV), or in relation to land rights in some of the

tsunami-related evaluations. One of the reasons why protection is so poorly covered

may be to do with the skewing of the sample towards natural disasters: protection

may be seen as a low priority in these contexts. But as some of the more policy-

oriented tsunami evaluations reminded us, natural disasters do not occur in

isolation from political context. Protecting land rights was a relevant issue, and some

of the areas worst affected by the tsunami had also suffered years of conflict

(notably, Aceh and parts of Sri Lanka). No examples of good practice have emerged

in the area of protection.

Table 3.13 Pro Forma area, 4.4.iii, Protection (%)

Ratin 2001-04 a re ate 2006/07
Good
Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory
Poor

14

15
22

48

3

33

20

43

Only one report in the whole sample has a section dedicated to advocacy - the TEC

evaluation report on coordination. Some others mention advocacy, but the majority

ignore it completely or make passing mention. Once again, is this because most

evaluations were to do with natural disasters, and advocacy is regarded as less

relevant here than in conflict-related humanitarian crises? But if protection issues

are pertinent in so-called natural disasters, then advocacy must be as well: for

example, through lobbying duty-bearers (often governments) to protect the rights

of the vulnerable who may be subject to abuse or exploitation. It is notable that the

TEC synthesis report was rated as unsatisfactory for coverage of both protection
and advocacy.

Table 3.14 Pro Forma area 4.4.iv, Advocacy (%)

Ratin 2002-04 a re ate 2006/07
Good
Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory
Poor

8

20

40
32

6

19
31
44
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3.5.6 Summary

The joint evaluations have generally done well in placing their findings in the wider

context, in painting the bigger picture. But their engagement with policy issues and

their ability to move policy debates forward are not as strong as expected. Although

one respondent commented, 'JEs are the best way of figuring out what is happening

in the sector as a whole', this potential does not seem to have been fully realised.

The IASG RTEs have perhaps made greatest progress in this respect, in relation to

the UN-led humanitarian reform process. The health sector joint evaluations carried

out by the IHE have also engaged at the policy level.

The TEG evaluations, however, have a mixed record. A number of respondents were

disappointed that they were not more policy-focused, drawing comparisons with the

last system-wide Rwanda evaluation, which did have a strong policy focus even if the

impact on improved practice has been less positive.v Time will tell if the TEG is able

to have a greater impact on improved practice than the Rwanda joint evaluation. On

the crosscutting issues of protection and advocacy, joint evaluations have a long way

to go and do not seem to be of superior quality to other evaluations of humanitarian

action. One respondent suggested that these issues should be specifically mentioned

in the ToR to ensure that they are addressed; this had rarely been the case in the

joint evaluations reviewed.

3.6. ] lnfredudien

ALNAP's review of the utilisation of evaluations of humanitarian action opens:

Although evaluations are generally successful in identifying lessons and

building institutional memory, only a minority of evaluations are effective at

introducing evident changes or improvements in performance. If this

continues, there is a danger that continued poor utilisation will undermine
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the credibility of evaluation as a tool for accountability and learning in the
humanitarian sector. [Sandison, 2006, p 90)

There is an urgent need to pay attention to utilisation. How can this be done better
and what can be learned from examples of good practice?

More specifically, how do joint evaluations fare in terms of follow-up and utilisation?

This section goes as far as possible in answering that question. It assesses the

quality of evaluation reports in terms of overall accessibility for their intended users,

the clarity and logic of their conclusions, and the quality of their recommendations. It

then reviews follow-up mechanisms to joint evaluations, most of which we have

heard about in agency interviews. However, we stop short of assessing the impact.

Not only would this require a separate investigation, but also in many cases it is too

early to assess the impact of evaluations that have been completed so recently,
including the TEe evaluations.

3.6.2 Evaluation reports: accessibility, conclusions and recommendations

The quality of joint evaluation reports in terms of accessibility is markedly higher

than as found in the results of previous mew-evaluations [Table 3.15). Over half of

the 2006/07 sample rate as good, compared with only 12 per cent from previous

years. This is an encouraging result as the readership of joint evaluations is, by
definition, much larger.

Authors of joint-evaluation reports are often under pressure to produce concise

reports, yet they also often have to distil much larger amounts of material, both from

documentation reviews and from fieldwork, than in single-agency evaluations. The

way that many have dealt with this is to have quite detailed annexes and to write the

main report more as a synthesis. Our sample reports demonstrate a number of

different approaches: the EeB Yogyakarta earthquake report presents its findings

per agency in the annexes; the TEe capacities evaluation presents its findings per

country in the annexes; a number of others pick out particularly pertinent issues

and address them at greater length in the annexes [eg land rights in the case of the

EeB Thailand and Indonesia tsunami evaluation; SGBVin the case of the !HE Liberia

evaluation). The lASe's RTE in Mozambique departs from the usual presentation of
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pages of text, to include photographs, maps and 'call-cuts' in sidebars, all of which

help to improve its readability.

The reasons for such readable and accessible joint evaluation reports may be partly

to do with a higher skill set demanded of evaluation team leaders in joint

evaluations. But for some of the higher-profile joint evaluations, the commissioning

agencies have employed the services of a professional editor. This was the case with

the TEC.

Table 3.15 Pro Forma area S.2.ii, Accessibility of the report (%)

Rotin 2001-04 a re ate 2006/07

Good 12 58

Satisfactory 35 39

Unsatisfactory 17 3

Poor 37 0

Overall, the quality of the conclusions in joint-evaluation reports is slightly stronger

than for evaluations in previous years, but they are mostly 'satisfactory' rather than

'good' (Table 3.16). We noted an interesting contrast between the RTEs and ex-post

evaluations: two of the four RTEs had no final concluding section, and a third

presented very brief conclusions without any supporting evidence. The speed at

which these RTEs have to be completed may be the reason for this, but the lack of a

conclusion does weaken the accessibility of a report.

Table 3.16 Pro Forma area S.1.ii, Quality of conclusions

Rotin 2001-04 a re ate 2006/07

Good
Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory

Poor

21

46

22

10

15

68

12

6

There is relatively little difference in terms of overall quality of recommendations

between the joint evaluations and earlier meta-evaluations, although a quarter of

the joint-evaluation reports scored 'good' in terms of recommendations. As

inadequately targeted recommendations are one of the criticisms of joint
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evaluations.ê" this is an encouraging result. The strongest sets of

recommendations were those targeted to individual agencies or where

responsibility was clearly indicated, for example in the ECB India and Sri Lanka

tsunami evaluation. Developing clear, specific and targeted recommendations is

most challenging for a system-wide joint evaluation, and the TEC reports had a

mixed record in achieving this. Not surprisingly, the RTEs reviewed produced

some of the most specific recommendations and some indicated where

responsibility should lie. But they, too, suffered from a common problem of

producing too many recommendations, which can dilute their overall impact: the

IASC RTE in Mozambique contains over 30 recommendations. Agency

interviewees confirmed that too many recommendations can be overwhelming,
and may just 'disappear'.

Where recommendations in the joint evaluations reviewed were weak, this was

primarily because they were pitched at too general a level without clearly indicating

responsibility, or because they were too numerous and poorly orgamsed.w Few

recommendations indicated any time frame or prioritisation for implementation.

These are well-known problems that have been recorded in previous meta-

evaluations (for example, Wiles, 2005), implying that this message is not reaching
evaluators, or they are not heeding it.

Table 3.17 Pro Forma area 5.i.iii, Quality of recommendations

Rotin 2001-04 a re ate 2006/07
Good 8 26
Satisfactory 42 32
Unsatisfactory 29 38
Poor 22 3

3.6.3 Follow-up mechanisms

The literature on utilisation stresses that how an evaluation is going to be used must

be addressed from the outset, not least in terms of identifying and involving the

target audience and agreeing a budget for follow-up and dissemination. This is more

challenging for joint evaluations than for single-agency evaluations because of the

larger range of stakeholders with different needs, creating a demanding burden in
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terms of coordination and negotiation. [The improved results of joint evaluations

presented in Table 3.17 should be read in this light, meaning that the achievement

involved is considerable.)

Even on a relatively small scale, the varying needs of different stakeholders are

evident from the DEC's experience. While chief executives of DEC member agencies

are most concerned with information that helps to meet public-accountability

requirements and with issues relating to their agencies' public profile, the

humanitarian directors of the same agencies are interested in a deeper operational

analysis that helps them locate their agency's response in the bigger picture, and

enables learning from peers. How much greater is the challenge of adopting a

utilisation focus in the case of a system-wide evaluation like the TEC, especially with

the inclusion of a wider stakeholders such as national NGOs and governments of

affected countries? By the admission of members of the TEC Core Management

Group, a utilisation focus was overlooked at the outset of the TEC, in the rush to set

it up and get buy-in. Although this was picked up half-way through the TEC process

[and, encouragingly, this was the best-attended TEC meeting), in the words of one

respondent: 'we chronically underestimated the need for follow-up'.

Being utilisation-focused directly relates to country buy-in. As one of the ECB agency

respondents put it: 'the best use of an evaluation is made where the country team

really has ownership .... And where the process for the evaluation itself has worked

well, the uptake of findings is usually good'. The ECB Yogyakarta earthquake

evaluation set out to be consciously utilisation-focused from the outset and offers an

interesting example of good practice [Box 3.3).

Key to the process was the decision by CRS, the lead agency, to adopt a utilisation-

focused approach. CRS at all levels - headquarters, national and local - willingly

endorsed this process, encouraging a high level of engagement by other

participating NGOs. Although generic ToR were used, the agencies in-country

were asked to be really specific about what they wanted from the evaluation, and

particularly from the 'big' questions, before the evaluation began. Thus, dialogue

between the evaluation team leader and in-country steering committee started

before the team leader arrived in country. I(@iilii!j.,

132



Joint evaluations coming of age? The quality and future scope of joint evaluations - 3

On arrival in country, the evaluation team developed its methodology with the
steering committee, in particular discussing the most appropriate interpretation of
the DAGcriteria ..('Connectedness"thus evolved into issues about recovery.) Once
stakeholder consultations and document review were completed, the evaluation
team presented summary findings to the steering committee and field staff from
the four agencies, Participants wonked with evaluation team members to draw
conclusions and recommendations. Participants were encouraged to prioriuse
only a few recommendations, to increase the likelihood of implementation.

At t~e end of the evaluaa~~n, a final meeting was held wit~~;iheevaluation team,
steering committee members, government officers and some local people. The
steering committee members presented the initial conclusions, and asked
pardcipants to·review ana·:·amendthem and make il .fewre6~inmendaEo~s. This
process generated a richer set of conclusions and recommendations with a much
greater sense of ownership.

The DAC study on joint evaluations identifies follow-up as a 'weak link in the
chain ... and suggests that there is no common agreement yet on the kind of follow-
up suitable and appropriate for JEs' (DAC,2005a, p 67). It notes that bilateral donors
tend to treat follow-up as they would for a single-agency evaluation, in other words
with a management response. This pattern was repeated by some agencies
participating in joint evaluations in our sample, for example CAREresponds to the
ECB joint evaluations with a management response in country, just as they would
for a single-agency evaluation. The value of this is that it helps to avoid the pitfall
identified by one respondent: 'the recommendations in a JE are often generic and
not specific to anyone agency. Agencies can end up picking the ones they like, but in
single-agency evaluations they do not have this option.'

A couple of respondents gave examples of how critical findings from a joint
evaluation can provoke a more defensive response than in a single-agency
evaluation, often accompanied by a discrediting of the evaluation team and/or their
methodology, especially if the agency concerned played little or no role in selecting
the team.w At worst this can result in disengagement and no chance of
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recommendations being taken up. This response is less feasible to a single-agency

evaluation where the team was directly hired by the agency and, in the words of one

interviewee, 'there is nowhere to hide'.

One of the more impressive examples of follow-up from our set of joint evaluations

comes from the IHE initiative. With learning from early joint-evaluation experiences,

the importance of buy-in at country level quickly became apparent, as did how to

achieve this through an in-country steering committee and a pre-visit by members of

the IHE core working group to help set up the evaluation." A later innovation was to

schedule an action-planning workshop, in country and ideally less than a year after

the evaluation was completed. The steering group led this workshop, to discuss

follow-up with all stakeholders. the evaluators returned for the workshop.

The IHE experience is a reminder that follow-up is usually easier and more likely

to happen when the joint evaluation is part of a wider institutional framework.

This has been the case with Health Action in Crisis, of which the ECHO/WHO/

DFID RTE was a part. Its steering committee meets every six months, providing a

natural venue for discussion of the recommendations that have come out of the

(now nine) different RTE exercises. A similar process appears to be developing

slowly around the IASC RTEs, where recommendations are increasingly discussed

in different IASC fora. The UN's Emergency Relief Coordinator Office is

apparently monitoring implementation of the Mozambique RTE recommendations

on a three-monthly basis.

This kind of institutional follow-up has not yet happened regularly in the ECB

project, although one of the ECB agency respondents thought this could be the next

step in developing peer accountability. But the ECB joint evaluations do demonstrate

interesting examples of positive outcomes from the joint process of the evaluation.

One of the most powerful examples comes from Niger:

Having gained a common understanding of the Niger crisis and established

working relationships the partner agencies continued to meet long after the

evaluation team had left Niger. They formed an NGO coordination forum,

called the GDCI and invited other agencies to join ... They ... successfully

lobbied the World Food Program for blanket-feeding in vulnerable areas in

early 2006. (ECB, 2007, P 23)
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This kind of institutional follow-up is a challenge for one-off exercises, in particular

system-wide evaluations. But there is a tested model from the multi-agency Rwanda

evaluation. A formal follow-up group - the Joint Evaluation Follow-up, Monitoring

and Facilitation Network (JEFF) - was established, to continue disseminating the

findings and recommendations and to monitor follow-up (JEFF, 1997). Ten years

later, Danida took the unusual but important step of reviewing the longer-term

impact and influence of the Rwanda evaluation (Barton and Eriksson, 2004).

Some interview respondents emphasised the importance of straightforward

dissemination to target audiences, especially where learning is the overall purpose of

an evaluation. This is not just about disseminating the report, but generating

discussion. As an OCRA respondent said in relation to RTEs: 'workshops are more

important than reading the report'. In the two most recent IASC RTEs in 2007, the

report was written in country and discussed in a workshop before the evaluation

team left. This creates a demanding schedule for the RTE team, but such immediate

feedback and discussion has many benefits if the team can manage it. Involving

senior managers in dissemination fora was also emphasised, especially in the UN

system. For example, after the IASC RTE in Pakistan in 2007, the evaluation team

leader met with the UN senior management team in New York, and 'had them
focused for an hour'.

When we talk about use of an evaluation there is a tendency to focus just on the

direct use of findings and recommendations, thus failing to recognise the indirect

uses and benefits." In joint evaluations where the process of bringing together

different actors is a defining feature, the indirect uses can be very important. ECHO

and WHO staff members emphasise and value the improved understanding and

trust between them as a result of the Health Action in Crisis RTE initiative. Some of

the ECB joint evaluations have a legacy of encouraging agencies in the field to work

together more closely, with knock-on benefits. And one of the indirect benefits of the

TEC has been to build the social capital of agencies involved, in terms of new skills
and new partnerships (Houghton, 2006).
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3.7.1 Conclusions

The rich array of different experiments in joint evaluations of humanitarian action is

encouraging. This is no longer the domain solely of donor governments, the early

champions of joint evaluations. UN agencies and some NGOs are now fully engaged.

But it is still early days, and some efforts to promote and institutionalise a joint-

evaluation approach have come and gone, for example the IHE initiative, despite

evidence that joint evaluations help to build trust and social capital among

participating organisations (our Hypothesis 1 - see Box 3.1). Reflecting the set-up of

international humanitarian agencies, joint evaluations have so far been Northern

and headquarters-driven (Hypothesis 2). The challenging next step is to make real

progress in fully involving national stakeholders who have been poorly represented

- this includes national NGOs and other organisations, and governments

(Hypothesis 3). Involving the latter will be easier in natural disasters than in conflict-

related humanitarian crises, especially if a government is an active party in the

conflict. But there may be important learning for the humanitarian sector from joint

evaluations in development, from work done by DAC to strengthen developing-

country participation and from the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness."

One of our objectives in this meta-evaluation is to review the quality of joint

evaluations of humanitarian action, comparing this with the quality of evaluations

in the sector more generally. Our findings provide conclusive evidence that

joint evaluations are overall of higher quality than single-agency evaluations

(Hypothesis 8):

their terms of reference are generally clearer and more usable

consultation with local populations and beneficiaries is stronger (Hypothesis 4)

more attention is paid to international standards (Hypothesis 6)

the EHA criteria are more rigorously used.

Our working hypothesis that joint evaluations have more rigorous methodologies

than single-agency evaluations (Hypothesis 5) is proven, but not across the board.
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There are striking gaps and weaknesses in the joint evaluations reviewed, especially

their attention to crosscutting issues such as gender equality, protection and

advocacy (Hypothesis 7).

Our hypotheses that joint evaluations are more likely to address policy issues and

locate their findings in the context of wider debates within the sector (Hypotheses 9

and 10) met with a mixed response. There is some evidence of this, for example in

relation to UN-led humanitarian reform processes. But there were also missed

opportunities which implied that a number of joint evaluations in our sample had not

fulfilled this potential, despite the generally high quality of the evaluation reports.

The debate about whether joint evaluations replace or reduce the need for single-

agency evaluations is an active but distracting one. In the words of one of our

respondents, 'they are very different animals', and have different purposes. Joint

evaluations can fulfil accountability purposes - and their better use of EHNDAC

criteria, revealed in this meta-evaluation, supports this role - but this may be at a

different level from the accountability needs of a single agency. Accountability to

peers, and to some extent to beneficiaries, through stronger consultation, featured in

a number of the joint evaluations in our set. But if individual agencies need to be

accountable to their funders in any detail, a joint evaluation may not fulfil this need.

Joint evaluations clearly complement single-agency evaluations by placing the

response in the wider context, exploring how agencies work together, and

addressing wider policy issues. One of the few occasions when a joint evaluation

might reduce the need for single-agency evaluations is when a group of like-minded

agencies come together to evaluate their work in a particular area, as the ECB and

some UN agencies have done. In these examples, reducing the number of evaluation

teams on the ground asking very similar questions of local communities,

government officers and others is clearly a good thing. Fewer but more considered

joint evaluations of this type might facilitate follow-up by reducing the overload on

the humanitarian sector (see Sandison, 2006, p 141).

The value of joint evaluations for peer learning comes through strongly, from what

has been written about them but also from agency interviews. If more joint

evaluations had a deliberate utilisation focus, then their contribution here could be

even greater. However, when deciding if it is appropriate to launch a joint evaluation,

it is important to remember that evaluation is just one of a number of different
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vehicles for promoting learning. The questions to be asked in making this decision,

in order, include:

1 What is the scope and purpose of the exercise?

2 What are the key questions to be addressed?

3 What is the most appropriate methodology? Is a joint/collaborative approach
appropriate?

Our sample for this meta-evaluation is dominated by joint evaluations of natural

disasters, which are usually easier to negotiate because they are less 'political'.

Learning from these experiences can play a useful role in preparing for future joint

evaluations in more complex and sensitive conflict-related humanitarian crises.

However, it may also be time to consider joint evaluations in some thematic and

policy areas in the humanitarian sector that are relatively new and/or challenging to

the international system (thus moving into some of the boxes in our typology table

that are still blank). Possible candidates might include protection as part of

humanitarian action, or livelihood support in the midst of a humanitarian crisis.

3.7.2 Learning points for use in future joint evaluations

The analysis in this meta-evaluation generates specific points of learning for

application in joint evaluations of humanitarian action in the future.

The time it takes to do a joint evaluation is constantly underestimated. Joint

evaluations do take considerably more time than single-agency evaluations:

in setting up and negotiation, especially for a utilisation-focused evaluation

for actually doing the work, especially the field work, as the scope of a joint

evaluation is, by definition, greater than that of a single-agency evaluation.

Early pressures to get a quick result often prove to be false pressures, especially if

the joint evaluation is intended to be policy-focused.

In-country buy-in is essential to the success of a joint evaluation, and should

be central to a utilisation focus. Positive examples are emerging of how to do this
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well, including pre-visits to set up the evaluation, early involvement of in-country

decision-makers and in-country steering committees.

Negotiating the terms of reference can be time-consuming, but is worthwhile

in terms of achieving good-quality ToR. Areas that still require strengthening are

clearly identifying users, and being clear about the purpose of the evaluation (eg the

intended balance between learning and accountability).

The pool of sufficiently skilled evaluators for joint evaluations is small

compared with demand; this shortage could get worse if more joint evaluations are

launched, implying a need to invest in evaluator capacity, especially in affected

countries. For policy-focused evaluations, experience indicates the benefits of hiring

policy analysts as team leaders or as team members.

Crosscutting issues of gender, protection and advocacy are poorly covered in

joint evaluations. Attention given to protection and advocacy in humanitarian

action is relatively new, but it is perplexing that gender is still poorly covered. There

may be a need to provide some evaluation guidance in each of these areas.

A joint evaluation that is part of a wider institutional framework or
relationship tends to benefit from better-established mechanisms for discussion

and follow-up of recommendations. The implications of this are worth considering at

the outset when agencies are considering joint evaluations in the future.

3.7.3 A future agenda

This meta-evaluation is the first stocktaking of joint evaluations in the humanitarian

sector. The trend towards joint evaluations is expected to gather pace. ALNAP has

been at the centre of much of the debate around joint evaluations, not least since it

hosted the TEG Secretariat. It is the natural forum for continued exchange of

experience around joint evaluations and for monitoring (and perhaps even

coordinating) continued joint-evaluation activity. In short, ALNAP is well placed to

provide ongoing leadership on joint evaluations in the humanitarian sector. The

practical effects of this could include: ongoing facilitation of inter-agency learning

around joint evaluations; guidance on joint evaluations of humanitarian action;

dedicating a section of the ALNAP web site to joint evaluations; tracking joint-
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evaluation activity; and disaggregating the ERD into single-agency and
joint evaluations".

Launching the TEC as the second-ever system-wide evaluation was timely, but also

brave in the context of an increasingly complex international humanitarian system.

Learning from the experience is considerable and should be written up to contribute
to the growing body of knowledge on joint evaluations.

We recommend that a third system-wide humanitarian evaluation be considered in

the next 18 months, this time focused on a significant but relatively 'forgotten'/

under-evaluated humanitarian crisis, for example in eastern DRC. This geographical

focus would help to address international commitments to provide assistance

according to need. This is an area in which the sector has much to learn; yet there

would be less pressure to act fast, at the expense of process, compared with other

high-profile humanitarian crises. It would provide an opportunity to apply the

learning from the TEC immediately, while it is still fresh, for example on how to

include local and national stakeholders, the early implications of being utilisation-

focused, and taking steps to ensure greater policy focus. And it is a step towards

system-wide humanitarian evaluations becoming a more regular feature of the

landscape. We recommend that this proposal be discussed by the ALNAP

membership. Along similar lines, there is potential value in a JE on a global

humanitarian policy issue such as protection or livelihoods in conflict. This should
also be considered by the ALNAP membership.

Joint evaluations are generally better at beneficiary consultation than other

evaluations. They offer a valuable opportunity for exploring different and creative

ways of consulting beneficiaries, comparing different approaches and capturing

good practice. This should be the subject of an action-research project.

Many different management structures for joint evaluations in the humanitarian

sector have now been tried and tested; this meta-evaluation has started to explore

some of them. This challenging aspect of running a joint evaluation deserves more

attention in future. A particularly important element of this relates to the structures

and follow-up processes to ensure utilisation of the recommendations. We

recommend a project that describes and analyses the pros and cons of different

management structures, in relation to the typology of joint evaluations presented, to

guide decision-makers in future in their choice of management structure.
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Finally, our work suggests that JEs should be explicitly considered in agency

evaluation strategies and policies, supported by an articulation of their relative

strengths and constraints in relation to single agency evaluations. This can

contribute to building awareness and understanding of the value of JEs within

agencies, and to the institutionalisation of JEs.
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on Kosovo. These, too, can engage with
the bigger picture and place the
humanitarian response in context.

Notes

1 This trend was noted in the 2005 meta-
evaluation, which included 6 joint-
evaluation reports in its overall sample
of 30 reports.

2 The first system-wide evaluation had
been carried out a decade earlier,
evaluating the international response to
the Rwanda crisis in 1996. The TEC was
established in February 2005 as a multi-
agency learning and accountability
initiative in the humanitarian sector. It
was managed by a Core Management
Group of 14 organisations, and TEC staff
members were hosted by the ALNAP
Secretariat.

3 The sample is smaller than for previous
meta-evaluations, reflecting a shift in
emphasis in methodology to include a
review of the literature, and also
because most joint-evaluation reports
are longer than other evaluation reports.

4 The two meta-evaluators are the authors
of this chapter. Each has over 15 years
of evaluation experience. One of the
meta-evaluators also participated in the
first four ALNAP meta-evaluations.
which has ensured consistency of
analysis and interpretation. Annexe 3.7
provides more background on the meta-
evaluators.

5 Around 12 per cent of the evaluation
reports lodged on ALNAP's ERD for
2005 to 2007 are for joint evaluations.

6 Darcy, J et al (2007) External Evaluation
of the Protection Capacity Standby Project
(mimeo).

7 See, for example, Dabelstein (1996) and
Borton (2001).

8 The role of independently commissioned
reports in the humanitarian sector
should be noted, although they are not
strictly evaluations - for example, the
Kosovo Report produced by the
Independent International Commission

9 CARE International, OXfam GB,World
Vision, IRC, Catholic Relief Services,
Mercy Corps and Save the Children are
all members of the Interagency Working
Group, an informal grouping of large
INGOs. The ECB is a project created by
that group, funded by the Gates
Foundation, which has provided space
for such joint exercises to take place.

10 Information on the reluctance to engage
in system-wide evaluations based on
personal communication with John
Borton, ALNAP Coordinator at the time.

11 See for example, Samoff (2005).

12 See, for example, DAC (2006), ECB
(2007) and IHE (2007).

13 For example, DAC (2005a), DAC (2006),
ECB (2007), Buchanan-Smith (2007).

14 By transaction costs, we mean the costs
of engaging with a consortium of
agencies, such as increased staff time
and travel costs.

15 'How actors work together', represented
by the rows in Table 2.2, could continue
to be developed as new forms of
working together evolve in the
humanitarian sector, for example around
joint funding arrangements and pooled
funds.

16 For example, the DFID-UNICEF
evaluation of a programme of
cooperation to strengthen UNICEF
programming in humanitarian response
in 2005.

17 Instead, the Tsunami Recovery Impact
Assessment and Monitoring System
(TRIAMS)was set up, but did not report
on impact until after the TEC had been
completed (http://www.ifrc.orgldocs/
pubs/updates/triams-presentation.pdf).

18 See DAC (2005a), which cites feedback
from stakeholders interviewed for the
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study. This also comes through in SIDA's
evaluation manual.

19 Changes to the Pro Forma over the
period of its use made comparison to
mete-evaluations other than that of 2004
in this area difficult. However, results for
the 2001-2003 meta-evaluations are
similar to those for 2004. Percentage
results are calculated on the incidence
of ratings; where there was a disparate
rating (eg one meta-evaluator rated good
and the other satisfactory), the rating
was divided between these two
categories.

20 The 2005 meta-evaluation rated 60 per
cent of evaluations as unsatisfactory or
poor in this area.

21 Notes from an 'After Action Review' of
the Tsunami Evaluation Coalition: Core
Management Group (CMG) meeting,
Geneva, 9 September 2005 (http://
www.tsunami-evaluation.orgINR/
rdonlyres/887 A28AO-52C5-44AF-8376-
01FB0260EFCE/0/tec _cmg_ aar_
050909.pdf).

22 DAC (2005b) sets out a preferred
division of responsibility in joint
evaluations.

23 Presentation at ALNAP December 2006
Biannual (http://www.alnap.orgl
meetings/dec06/
Jointevaluationsworkshop2. pdf).

24 http://www.tsunami-evaluation.orgINR/
rdonlyres/9DBB5423- E2EF-43AB-B6D2-
2F5237342949/0/tec _lessonslearned
_ver2 _march06 _final.pdf

25 A composite index of evaluation quality
was developed using the following Pro
Forma areas: DAC criteria, participation
of beneficiaries, gender, protection and
advocacy. The percentage of evaluations
by mixed and international teams that
achieved a good/satisfactory rating on
this composite index was calculated.
The former achieved 68 per cent, and
the latter 58 per cent.

26 http://www.tsunami-evaluation.orgINR/
rdonlyres/BC705D46-41B3-45 21-B856-
1D6D2EC2A38C/0/TECSurvey.pdf

27 Our own review of joint evaluations also
falls into a similar pattern of focusing on
international agencies, with no
government interviews carried out or
reports reviewed.

28 It is also interesting to note that two
anthropologists familiar with the area
were included in the team for Study 3
of the multi-donor Rwanda evaluation.

29 Comparison is made only between 2004
and 2006/07 because of changes in the
Pro Forma in this area in 2004.

30 For calculation methods, see note 25
above.

31 The criterion 'coordination', which was
introduced for this year's meta-
evaluation, has been removed from
these calculations.

32 ALNAP produced a guide to the DAC
criteria in 2006, which was used by
some joint-evaluation managers, so this
may have contributed to improved
results for joint evaluations (see http://
www.alnap.orglpublications/eha_dac/
index.htm).

33 The interpretation of the OECD-DAC
criteria might be different in system-/
sector-wide evaluations, as they were
originally designed for project level. For
example, there is a difference between
evaluating efficiency at the project level
and in relation to a system-wide process
of policy formulation.

34 One peer reviewer noted that part of the
reason for higher quality of jamt
evaluations might be that there is an
experimental effect at play - that is, the
current spotlight on joint evaluations
might have led to agencies being more
diligent in their approach and practice
regarding joint evaluations.

35 Notes from an 'After Action Review' held
at the Tsunami Evaluation Coalition
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The me ta-evaluation started with a literature review on joint evaluations, covering

academic literature and UNFPA and UNICEF meta-evaluation methodologies and

findings. A sample of 18 reports of joint evaluation exercises were then selected

from ALNAP's Evaluation Reports Database (ERD), including four real-time

evaluations (RTEs).

The ALNAP Pro Forma was amended this year: a) to make it slightly shorter and

more accessible; and b) to ensure its relevance to joint evaluations. Thus, for

example, 'an analysis of the extent to which agency policies and principles were

applied' was omitted, as it is not always clear which policies are applicable to the

programme being evaluated if more than one agency is being evaluated.

'Coordination' was inserted as a separate and additional criterion in the Pro Forma as

this is often a particular focus in joint evaluations; subsuming it under the DAC

criterion of 'effectiveness' did not do justice to this area.

The 18 evaluation reports in the sample were read and analysed against the Pro

Forma by two independent assessors. As in previous years the assessors worked

separately and then discussed together major differences in ratings. At the end of

this iterative process, there was 94 per cent agreement between the assessors,

with 90 per cent being viewed as an acceptable figure in meta-evaluation

exercises.' In order to guide this meta-evaluation, a number of working hypotheses

were drawn up at the outset to be tested and explored - as presented in the main

text of this chapter.

The data emerging from this assessment were then analysed, including comparing

the results of this meta-evaluation with results from previous meta-evaluations, and

where possible with the quality of single-agency evaluations in the past. Longitudinal

analysis has been carried out in 12 areas of the Pro Forma. In nine of these areas,

comparisons have been made with the 138 evaluations included in the 2002-2004

ALNAP meta-evaluations. In the other three areas - contextual analysis, gender

equality and appropriateness of overall evaluation methods - comparison was made

only to the 2004 meta-evaluation results, because changes to the Pro Forma in these

three areas in 2004 meant that results previous to that year were not comparable.
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Follow-up interviews (in person or by telephone) were organised with 22

representatives (usually evaluation managers, or those with responsibility for a joint

evaluation that had been included in the sample) from 15 different organisations: 5

UN agencies, 5 NGOs (or NGO bodies), ECHO and the ALNAP Secretariat. The

interviews focused on the purpose, planning and management of the joint
evaluation, and on the post-evaluation process and utilisation.

Five evaluators who had led or been centrally involved in one or more of the joint

evaluations in the sample were also interviewed by telephone or in person. These

interviews similarly focused on the purpose and management of the evaluation and

on the post-evaluation process, but also explored evaluation methodology. Annexe 3
below lists all of the agency and evaluator interviewees.

1 Agreement means that the assessments were not more than one rating different, and did
not cross the boundary between satisfactory and unsatisfactory.
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1 Background

ALNAP developed this Quality Pro Forma in 2000/01 as a way of assessing

humanitarian evaluation reports, drawing on current thinking and good practice in

the evaluation of humanitarian action.s

The overall aim of the Quality Pro Forma is to improve the quality of humanitarian

evaluation practice. It does this by:

1 Providing an assessment tool for ALNAP's annual me ta-evaluation of

humanitarian evaluation reports as part of its Review of Humanitarian Action

series. The meta-evaluation seeks to identify trends in the quality of

humanitarian evaluations, identifying both good and weak practices."

2 Providing a checklist for evaluation managers and evaluators.

The Quality Pro Forma has undergone refinements during its application in six

ALNAP Reviews between 2001 and 2007, in order to strengthen consistency in

interpretation and usage and reflect developments in current thinking in the

evaluation of humanitarian action. This version of the 'Pro Forma has undergone a

further process of simplification of the criteria and updating of definitions. It also

indicates which criteria are not relevant to joint evaluations, the focus of the 2007

meta-evaluation.

2 Meta-evaluation process

Each evaluation report included in ALNAP's meta-evaluation is rated against the

Quality Pro Forma by two assessors working independently. For each report, every

area of the 'criteria is given a comment and a rating. The ratings are then used to

assess strengths and weaknesses of the set as a whole.

Since 2003/04, the draft findings of the Quality Pro Forma assessments have been

discussed with a selection of the commissioning agencies in order to better

understand the background to the evaluation process, gather information that may

not show up in the written report, and stimulate agency involvement and interest.

The outcome of these discussions may lead to revisions of the final assessments.

In 2007, this consultation with agencies has also included discussions about the
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management and dissemination of the joint evaluations in which they have been

involved. Since 2005, selected evaluators have also been consulted on the
evaluation processes.

3 Using the ALNAPQuality Pro Forma

The development of the Pro Forma is linked to ALNAP's definition of the evaluation

of humanitarian action (EHA) given below. The Pro Forma is intended to be used for

reports dealing with natural disasters and complex political emergencies. It should

also be of value for other types of evaluative exercises in the humanitarian context.

Although originally designed with programme evaluations in mind, the Pro Forma

can also be used to review evaluations of such activities as humanitarian

management processes, funding partnerships and sectoral approaches. In these

cases, some questions in the Pro Forma may be noted as not relevant.

ALNAP definition of the evaluation of humanitarian action (EHA)
'A systematic and impartial examination of humanitarian action intended to

draw lessons to improve policy and practice, and enhance accountability.

EHA:

(i) is commissioned by or in cooperation with the organisation(s) whose
performance is being evaluated

(ii) is undertaken either by a team of non-employees (external) or by a

mixed team of non-employees (external) and employees (internal) from

the commissioning organisation and/or the organisation being evaluated

(iii) assesses policy and/or practice against recognised criteria (e.g. the DAG
criteria)

(iv) articulates findings, draws conclusions and makes recommendations.'

Source: Beck, T (2006) Evaluating Humanitarian Action using the OECD-DAC
Criteria. An ALNAP Guide for Humanitarian Agencies. London: OD!.

2 Sources used in the development of the Pro Forma are listed at the end of this annexe.

3 Two assessors are used for the me ta-evaluation exercise, to mitigate potential assessor bias.
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The Quality Pro Forma is divided

into six sections:

Each section has four column

headings:

1 assessing the terms of 1 area of enquiry (subject matter);
reference; 2 guidance notes (guidance on

2 assessing evaluation methods, what is deemed 'satisfactory', to
practice and constraints; ensure a degree of consistency

3 assessing contextual analysis; of interpretation);

4 assessing the intervention; 3· comments (to include a brief

5 assessing the report;
reason for the rating given);

6 overall comments.
4· the rating.

The rating system used for the meta-evaluation is as follows:

A = Good

B = Satisfactory

C = Unsatisfactory

D = Poor

Z = Not applicable. (Where an area of enquiry is deemed not applicable, reasons
should be given in the 'Comments' column. The Proforma user's judgement
remains a central factor in the rating exercise.)

Where the guidance note lists a number of areas that should be covered for an
Area of Enquiry, a 'B' (Satisfactory) rating will normally be given only if the report
is judged to be satisfactory in all those areas.

In some cases, the assessors may note in the comments section that the rating is
borderline, indicating that it is a matter of fine judgement as to whether the rating
falls into one category or another. This most often happens when the assessors
are deciding between B or C ratings.

The glossary on page 159 defines many of the terms used in this Pro Forma.

• For the purposes of this book, columns 3 and 4 have been omitted.
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4 Assessing the quality of humanitarian evaluations:
The ALNAPQuality Pro Forma 2007 (V. 24/10/07)

NCY

OF ASSESSOR

ENT

RVIEW (if held)

of reference

EVALUATION TITLE

COMMISSIONING AGE

DATE OF REPORT

NAME AND POSITION

REASON FOR ASSESSM

DATE OF ASSESSMENT

DATE OF AGENCY INTE

Terms
Area of Enquiry
1.1 The terms of reference (ToR)

Guidance Nates
The ToR should clearly describe:
0) The work to be evaluated, including its objectives and key stakeholders.
b) The purpose, objectives and focus of the evaluation.
IPurpose might be donor requirement, accountability, lesson learning, community
empowerment. Focus might be on partner performance, programme, proiect, policy,
institutional analysis, sertor, coordination.)
c) The intended use and users of the evoluotion outputs and the individual or
deportment responsible for follow·up.
d) The desired report framework. lA sample framework is available on request from
ALNAP.)
e) The rationale for the timing of the evaluation.
Il Expectation of good humanitarian evaluation process.
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Assessing evoluotion methods, proctice ond constroints
Area of Enquiry
2.1 Nature, make-up and

appropriateness and biases of the
evaluation team

2.2 levels of involvement/consultation
of diRerent stakeholders throvghout
the evaluation process

2.3 Appropriateness of the overall
evaluation methods

2.4 Consultatioll with and participation
by primary stakeholders

2.5 TIle Ise of alld adllerllKe to
intemational standards and
guidelines

2.6 Evaluation constraints

Guidance Notes
0) The report should outline the nature (eg external or mixed) and make-up of the
team (eg sectorol expertise, local knowledge, gender balance) and its
appropriateness for the evaluation.
b) The evaluation report should outline the evaluator(s)' biases that might have
affected the evaluation and how these have been counteracted.

Based on the stakehalder analysis, to what extent hove key stake holders (especially
those at whom the evaluation has been targeted) been consulted in the evaluation
process? (For joint evaluations, relevant stakeholders are likely to include
representatives of donor and recipient governments, international and national
NGOs, ete.)

The evaluation methods should be clearly outlined in the report, and their
appropriateness, relative to the evaluation's primary purpose, focus and users,
should be explained, pointing out the strengths and weaknesses of the methods.

The evaluation report should outline the nature and scope of consultation with, and
participation by, beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries within the affected population
in the evaluation process. (A satisfactory or higher rating should be given only
where evidence is presented of adequate consultation and participation of primary
stakehalders in the evaluation process, or where, in the assessor's view, it has been
successfully argued as inappropriate due to security or other reasons.)

The evaluation report should assess the intervention against appropriate
international standards and gUidelines (eg international humanitarian and human
rights law; the Red Cross/NGD Code of Conduct, Sphere, Guiding Principles on
Internal Displacement). (Evaluations should show evidence of referring to such
frameworks and guideline.)

The evaluation report should outline key constraints to carrying out the evaluation
(eg lock of time, difficult travelling conditions, lock of baseline data, poor agency
monitoring systems, lock of access to key information sources, difficulties sening up
control groups, use of translators), and the effect of these constraints.
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Area of Enquiry
3.1 Analys!s ohontext and of the trisis

to which the intervention is
responding

resources

4.2 Needs ass_~ssllient,- objectives,
planning i.n;d[ifupi~inentation

4.2.i -Jhe~llea5c~iid livelihoeds assessments
thannform~d the intervention

Guidance Notes
(a) The evaluation report should provide analysis of the affected area and
population (including relevant historical, sarial, economic, political and cultural
factors) to inform the evaluation and draw on this information in the text to support
the analysis of the intervention.
(b) The evaluation report should provide a clear analysis of the crisis, including key
events (and ° chronology where appropriate).

The evaluation report should provide an analysis of the extent to which agency
policies and principles were applied, and their relevance to and effect on the
intervention. NOT RELEVANT FOR JOINT EVALUATIONS.

The evaluation report should provide an analysis of the agency's management and
human-resource procedures and practices os applied, and their effect on the
intervention. (This might include: level of experience/expertise of field stoff; use of
national and expotriate staff; staff turnover; field/HQ communications & relations;
briefing and debriefing procedures; training and learning practices; security.)

The evaluation report should provide analysis of the needs and livelihoods
assessment practices that informed the intervention, and their effect an the

The evaluation report should provide analysis of the following processes and their
effect on the intervention:
(a) planning;
(b) implementation;
(c) monitoring and/or real-time evaluative mechcinisms;
(d) interventicn expenditure,
((onsideration in this analysis should be given to locol capacities; primary
stakeholder consultation and partiCipation; local and national partnerships.)
NOT RElEVANT FOR JOINT EVALUATIONS.
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, ~ Assessingthe intervention continued I
Area of Enquiry
4.3 Application of EHA criteria

Guidance Notes

THE EVALUATIONREPORTSHOULD PROVIDEEVIDENCEOF AN ADEQUATEAPPLICATIONOF STANDARDEVALUATIONOF HUMANITARIAN
AGlON CRITERIAAS PERTHEOECD/DAC DEFINITIONSGIVENBELOW.'

4.3.i Efficiency !including cost·effectiveness) Efficiency measures outputs - qualitative and quantitative - in relation to inputs.
This generally requires comparing alternative approaches to achieving the same
outputs, to see whether the most efficient process has been used. Cost·effectiveness
looks beyond how inputs were converted into outputs, to whether different outputs
could have been produced that would have had a greater impact in achieving the
project purpose.
Effectiveness measures the extent to which the activity achieves its purpose, or
whether this can be expected to happen on the basis of the outputs. Implicit within
the criterion of effectiveness is timeliness. (Although coordination is not a formal
criterion, the OECD/DACGuidance suggests that, given its importance, it should be
considered under this criterion.)
'The systematic use of policy instruments to deliver humanitarian assistance in a
cohesive and effective manner. Such instruments include strategic planning,
gathering data and managing information, mobilising resources and ensuring
accountability, orchestrating a functional division of labour, negotiating and
maintaining a serviceable framework with host political authorities and providing
leadership_'s
Impact looks at the wider effects of the project - social, economic, technical,
environmental- on individuals, gender, age·groups, communities, and institutions.
Impacts can be intended and unintended, positive and negative, macro (sector) and
micro (household).
Relevance is concerned with assessing whether the project is in line with local needs
and priorities (as well as donor policy). It refers to the overall goal and purpose of a
programme. Appropriateness is the tailoring of humanitarian activities to local
needs, increasing ownership, accountability and cost·effectiveness accordingly. It is
more focused on the activities and inputs.6

Connecteness refers to the need to ensure that activities of a short-term, emergency
nature are carried aut in a context that takes longer·term and inter·connected
problems into account.
The need to reach major population groups facing life·threatening risk, wherever
they are.
The need to assess security, developmental, trade and military policies, as well as
humanitarian policies, to ensure that there is consistency and, in particular, that all
policies take into account humanitarian and humee- rights considerations.

4.3.ii Effectiveness (including timeliness)

II
4.3.iia Coordination

4.3.iii Impact

4.3.iv Relevance/appropriateness

4.3.v Connectedness

4.3.vi Coverage

4.3. vii Coherence
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Assessing the intervention continued
Area of Enquiry
4.4 Consideration given to cross-cutting

issues
4.4.ii Gender equality

4.4.iii Protection

4.4.v Advocacy

Assessing the report

Area of Enquiry
5.1 Findings, conclusions and

recommendations
5.I.i Secondary sources

5.I.ii Condusions

5.I.iii Recommendations

5.2 Report coverage, legibility and
accessibUity

5.2.i Coverage of the evaluation report

5.2.ii Accessibility of the report

5.2.lv Executive summary

Guidance Notes

The evaluation report should analyse consideration given to gender equality
throughout the intervention, and the effect on the intervention. (Was gender
equality taken into consideration in all relevant areas? Did the intervention conform
to the implementing organisation's gender-equality policy? It should be noted if
there is no gender equality policy.)
The evaluation report should analyse the consideration given to protection
throughout the intervention cyde, and the effect on the intervention.---The evaluation report should analyse consideration given to advocacy, and the effect
on the intervention (eg attempts to influence donors, partners, government,
concerning their policies or actions).

Guidante Notes

The evaluation report should use and refer to relevant secondary sources to support
its findings, condusions and recommendations. (A satisfactory or higher rating
should be given only where a reference list of secondary sources is included as part
of the re:!.p:;_ort:.:!.)__
The report's condusions should flow logically from, and reflect, the report's central
findings. The report should provide 0 dear and defensible basis for value

___ _l!!!gements in each case.
(0) Recommendations should be specific, constructive, relevant and feasible.
(b) The evaluation report should suggest 0 timeframe for implementation of
recommendations, and where responsibility for follow-up should lie if that is not
indicated in the ToR (adopted from Sondison, 2006).

The evaluation report should adequately cover 011 areas specified in the ToR, and
additional factors that affected the performance of the intervention.
The evaluation report should cater for the intended readership and users. (In
general, reports should: use language dearly; be succinct; be clearly laid out, eg
with different information levels and appropriate visual aids. Some organisations
have their own style guides.)

The executive summary should reflect the format of the main text, and dearly
outline key evaluation condusions and recommendations.
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1""f:IUIifilIl Overall comments (for information purpo_se_s_an_á_n_ot_r_ot_eá_J ----11
Area of Enquiry
6.i Comments on issues not coyered

aboye

Guidance Notes
This is an opportunity for comment on any issues not covered by the areas of
enquiry.

6.8 Oyerall comments on the report This is on opportunity to make on overall comment on the report, including its
strengths and weaknesses.

4 From Beck, T (2006) Evaluating Humanitarian Action using the OECD-DAC Criteria.An ALNAP
Guide for Humanitarian Agencies. London: ODI.

5 Minear, L, U Chelliah, J Crisp, J Mackinlay and T Weiss (1992) UN Coordination of the
International Humanitarian Response to the Gulf Crisis 1990-1992'. Providence: Thomas J
Watson Institute for International Studies, Occasional Paper 13, quoted in Beck, 2006.

6 Minear, L (1994) The International Relief System: A Critical Review. Paper presented to the
Parallel National Intelligence Estimate on Global National Emergencies, Meridian
International Centre, Washington DC, September 2002.
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ALNAP Quality Proforma Glossary
Accountability Accountability is the

means by which individuals and
organisations report to a recognised
authority, or authorities, and are held
responsible for their actions (Edwards
and Hulrne, 1995).

Advocacy Advocacy refers in a broad sense
to efforts to promote, in the domain of
humanitarian aid, respect for
humanitarian principles and law with a
view to influencing the relevant political
authorities, whether recognised
governments, insurgent groups or other
non-state actors." One could add
'international, national and local
assistance agencies'.

Appropriateness The need to 'tailor
humanitarian activities to local needs,
increasing ownership, accountability,
and cost-effectiveness accordingly' is
more focused on the activities and
inputs" (ALNAP,2003).

Coherence Refers to the policy coherence
and the need to assess security,
developmental, trade and military
policies to ensure that there is
consistency and, in particular, that all
policies take into account humanitarian
and human rights considerations (Beck,
2006).

Complex political emergency A situation
with complex social, political and
economic origins that involves the
breakdown of state structures, the
disputed legitimacy of host authorities,
the abuse of human rights and possibly
armed conflict - that creates
humanitarian needs. The term is
generally used to differentiate
humanitarian needs arising from conflict
and instability from those that arise from
natural disasters (ALNAPAnnual Review
Glossary 2003).

Conclusions Conclusions point out the
factors of success and failure of the
evaluated intervention, with special
attention paid to the intended and

unintended results and impacts, and,
more generally, to any other strength or
weakness. A conclusion draws on data
collection and analyses undertaken
through a transparent chain of
arguments (OECD/DAC Glossary of Key
Terms in Evaluation and Results-Based
Management, 2002].

Context (of an evaluation) The
combination of factors accompanying
the study that may have influenced its
results, including geographic location,
timing, political and social climate,
economic conditions, and other relevant
professional activities in progress at the
same time (Programme Policy and
Procedures Manual, UNICEF, May 2003).

Cost-effectiveness analysis (see also
4.3.i above) Cost-effectiveness analysis
entails comparing costs across different
strategies for achieving a given
outcome, with a view to determining the
lowest-cost approach. For example,
cost-effectiveness analysis might
explore three different approaches to
getting girls working in the informal
sector back into school. As compared to
cost-efficiency analysis, it is wider in
scope, looking beyond outputs to
outcomes (M&E Training Resources,
UNICEF, 2004)

Coverage The need to reach major
population groups facing life-threatening
suffering wherever they are, providing
them with assistance and protection
proportionate to their need, and devoid
of extraneous political agendas (DAC
Evaluation Criteria).

Effectiveness Effectiveness measures the
extent to which the activity achieves its
purpose, or whether this can be expected
to happen on the basis of the outputs.
Implicit within the criteria of
effectiveness is timeliness of the
response. Although coordination is not a
formal criterion, the OECD/DAC guidance
suggests that, given its importance, it
should be considered under this criterion
(DACEvaluation Criteria).
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applying descriptive information and
judgmental information - about the
utility, feasibility, propriety and accuracy
of an evaluation and its systematic
nature, competent conduct, integrity/
honesty, respectfulness and social
responsibility - to guide the evaluation
and/or report its strengths and
weaknesses (Stufflebeam).

Humanitarian action Assistance,
protection and advocacy actions
undertaken on an impartial basis in
response to human needs resulting from
complex political emergencies and
natural hazards (ALNAPAnnual Review
Glossary 2003).

Impact Impact looks at the wider effects of
the project - social, economic, technical,
environmental - on individuals, gender,
age-groups, communities and
institutions (DACEvaluation Criteria).

Impartiality An approach to the provision
of humanitarian assistance and services
that is non-discriminatory, proportionate
to needs and free of subjective
distinction. Impartiality is a guiding
principle of organisations claiming to be
humanitarian (ALNAPAnnual Review
Glossary 2003).

Outcome The intended or achieved short-
term and medium-term effects of an
intervention's outputs, usually requiring
the collective effort of partners.
Outcomes represent changes in
conditions that occur between the
completion of outputs and the
achievement of impact (OECD/DAC
Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and
Results-Based Management Proposed
Harmonized Terminology, 2002).

Output The products and services that
result from the completion of activities
within an intervention (OECD/DAC
Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and
Results-Based Management Proposed
Harmonized Terminology, 2002).

Protection Activities aimed at obtaining full
respect for the rights of the individual in
accordance with the letter and the spirit
of the relevant bodies of law (ie human
rights, humanitarian and refugee law),
which are conducted impartially and not
on the basis of race, national or ethnic
origin, language or gender (ALNAP
Annual Review Glossary 2003).

Input The financial, human, material,
technological and information resources
used for an intervention (OECD/DAC
Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and
Results-Based Management Proposed
Harmonized Terminology, 2002).

Lesson learned Conclusions that can be
generalised beyond the specific case.
This could include lessons that are of
relevance more broadly within the
country situation, or globally, to an
organisation or the broader international
community (Programme Policy and
Procedures Manual, UNICEF, May 2003).

Lesson-learning study A study initiated by
an organisation with the explicit
objective of lesson-learning within that
organisation, but that falls outside the
full evaluation definition. A process that
may be facilitated by external
consultants but is generally an internal
process (ALNAPAnnual Review
Glossary 2003).

Relevance Relevance is concerned with
assessing whether the project is in line
with local needs and priorities (as well
as donor policy), and refers to the
overall goal and purpose of a
programme (DAC Evaluation Criteria).
Retrospectively, the question of
relevance often relates to whether the
objectives of an intervention or its
design are still appropriate given
changed circumstances (OECD/DAC
Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and
Results-Based Management, 2002).

Meta-evaluation Simply stated, meta-
evaluation is the evaluation of an
evaluation, evaluation system or
evaluation device (Hummel, 2003).
A process of delineating, obtaining, and
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Stakeholder All those - from agencies
to individuals - who have a direct or
indirect interest in the humanitarian
intervention, or who affect or are
affected by the implementation and
outcome of it. (ALNAPAnnual Review
Glossary 2003). Within the context of
the Quality Pro Forma, primary
stakeholders refers to both
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
within the affected population.

Sustainability Sustainability 'is concerned
with measuring whether an activity or
an impact is likely to continue after
donor funding has been withdrawn ...
many humanitarian interventions, in
contrast to development projects, are not
designed to be sustainable. They still
need assessing, however, in regard to
whether, in responding to acute and
immediate needs, they take the longer
term into account' (DAC Evaluation
Criteria). Minear has referred to this as
connectedness: the need 'to assure that
activities of a short-term emergency
nature are carried out in a context which
takes longer-term and inter-connected
problems into account' (Minear, 1994).

Terms of reference Terms of reference
define the requirements and parameters
for conducting an evaluation (ALNAP
Annual Review Glossary 2003).

7 Definitions of advocacy within the humanitarian sector appear to be very limited. SADC
(Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation) (2004) Advocacy Guidelines: Humanitarian
Aid of the Swiss Confederation. Berne, March.

8 Minear, L (1994) The International Relief System: A Critical Review. Paper presented to the
Parallel National Intelligence Estimate on Global National Emergencies, Meridian
International Centre, Washington DC, September 2002.
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Agency interviews Evaluator interviews
Susanne Frueh, formerly OCHA

Kirsten Gelsdorf, OCHA

Claude Hilfiker, OCHA

Francine Piokup, OCHA

Julian Lefevre,WFP

Andre Griekspoor, WHO

Stéphane Vandam. WHO

Janey Lawry-White, UNDP BCPR

Carmen Aramburu, UNHCR

John Mitchell, ALNAP

Rachel Houghton, formerly TEC Secretariat

Brendan Gormley; DEC

Annie Devonport. DEC

Nicoletta Pergolizzi, ECHO

Mihir Bhatt, All India Disaster Mitigation
Institution (AIDMI)

ECB agencies

J ock Baker, CARE International

Ivan Scott, Oxfam GB

Guy Sharrock, CRS

Eleanor Monbiot, World Vision

Susan Romanski. Mercy Corps

Paul Majarowitz, Mercy Corps (participated
in conference call)

Daryl Martyris r Save the Children
(participated in conference call)

Abhijit Bhattacharjee, independent

Tony Vaux, independent

Sheila Reed, independent

John Cosgrave. independent

Pauline Wilson, ex-ECB, independent
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AlNAP meta-evaluation 2007: joint evaluations
Checklist of questions to agencies on evaluation processes (21/11/07)

'The purpose of theserquestiona is to the relevant processes and,
qrg~nisational factors r~latïng Eothe e,valuation"report(s) subrnitted by your agency,

Thé questions alêo 'provide an opportunity to discuss the Quality Pro Forma assessment
of the'repQri(s) by t;pe AifiAP assessors. that is.attached.

C -, _ ~. - ,_ ." ,'-" __ - _.... . -~

. A;LNÁP's emphasisin thisworkis tb identify goodpracticé and-lessons-ieamed that '.,
" can improve the 'e~aluatio~ of humanitarian work in the futurtf. " =,

: ALNA,P.?pp~eoiate~, tqatkmay not.be pos'~lbJé to 'récáll pIl the details about the
evaluation(s) if they were completed some. time ago. ' .

Specificdnformation gained during:this discussion will remair;' con(idential to ALNAP:'
Only 'general trends-tssues and good.praenee will be used in the ALNAP report,
unless ~gieed beforehand wim the evaluation manager.

1 Process prior to and during the evaluation

1.1 What was the purpose of this joint evaluation? To what extent was it expected to be
policy- vs programme-oriented? To what extent was it expected to situate findings in the
wider policy context? And was it expected to reduce the number of single-agency
evaluations?

1.2 How were the evaluation ToR drawn up and finalised? Were there any differences in
negotiating the ToR for this joint evaluation as opposed to single-agency evaluations?

1.3 What management structure was put in place for the joint evaluation? How clear and
effective was this? What groundrules existed to clarify roles and responsibilities of
participating agencies? What was the process for working through the varying agendas
and needs of different stakeholders?

1.4 What was the level of country-level involvement during the evaluation process? Is this
different from single-agency evaluations?

1.5 Was it possible to find an evaluation team with the required experience, skill levels, and
gender/nattonal/international balance? What were the constraints (e.g. short tendering
period, lack of suitable consultants)? Was the experience different for the joint evaluation
as opposed to single-agency evaluations?

1.6 Describe the management process during the evaluation? How well did things work out
during the evaluation period? What were the added transaction costs (e.g. in
communication, negotiation over ToR)? Were the added transaction costs worth it, in
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terms of the final product and impact of the evaluation? What worked well, and what
lessons have been learned?

1.7 How was the budget organised? Did this involve much negotiation? Was dissemination
planned and budgeted for at the outset? What were the sources of funding for the evaluation?

1.8 In summary, what worked well in planning and management? What were the main
constraints? What lessons were learned?

2 Post-evaluation process and impact of the evaluation - utilisation

2.1 What was the level of discussion/negotiation over the report's conclusions and
recommendations, and what were the consequences of this? (For example, were
significant changes requested from early drafts, and if so why? Are there conclusions/
recommendations that were or remain controversial?)

2.2 To what extent were dissemination and utilisation discussed at the outset? Was there a
dissemination strategy? If yes, how effective has it been? What lessons can be learned
from this?

2.3 Were all the recommendations implemented? What determined whether
recommendations were implemented or not? Was there a managed process for following
up on the report (e.g. recommendation tracking matrix, action plan)?

2.4 What are the differences in terms of follow-up to recommendations for joint as opposed
to single-agency evaluations? Do you think there is greater chance of evaluation follow-
up for joint evaluations than for single-agency evaluations? If so, why?

2.5 What impact has the evaluation had (e.g. board, HQ dept, country office, field, partner
agency)? What has the management response been (e.g. have any senior managers
'championed' the evaluation)? Has this been different from single-agency evaluations?

2.6 Have lessons learned from this evaluation fed into the agency's knowledge-management
systems? Has the evaluation had a wider impact than the specific work/country/sector
that was being evaluated? Has this been different from single-agency evaluations?

2.7 What worked particularly well in this evaluation? What examples of good practice should
be highlighted?

2.8 What lessons have been learned from the conduct of the evaluation re what might be
done differently?

3 General

3.1 Is there likely to be a greater focus in joint evaluations on lesson learning or
accountability, as opposed to single-agency evaluations?

3.2 Are joint evaluation processes likely to facilitate greater involvement of the host
government(s), as opposed to single-agency evaluations?
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3.3 Are joint evaluations likely to be stronger than single-agency evaluations on issues such
as protection and gender, adherence to international guidelines, and policy
implementation?

3.4 Are joint evaluations likely to have more rigorous methodologies than single-agency
evaluations? Is there likely to be greater consultation with the affected population?

3.5 Is there evidence of economies of scale in joint evaluations?

3.6 Are there any other advantages/disadvantages of joint evaluations, as opposed to single-
agency evaluations?

Note A shortened and amended version of this questionnaire was used for the evaluator
interviews.
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Annexe 3.S Reports included in the 2007 meta-evaluation

Organising Lead agency Evaluation report title, date and main authors Agency Type of Sector/
body (if different) type humanitarian Region

crisis

lE( ALNAP 'Joint Evaluation of the International Response to the Indian Sedor·wide Notural disaster Multi! Asia
Senetariat Oceon Tsunami: Synthesis Report', 2006, by J Telford and J -tsunomi ""'II,,lly

Cosgrove (R Houghton cont.)

lE( & 'tmpact of the Tsunomi Response on Local and Nationol
AIDMI Copacities', 2006, by EScheper, A Porokroma, SPatel IT -tsunomi

Yaux contributing)

lE( OCHA 'Coordination of Internationol Humanitarian Assistance in Sector·wide Natural disaster Multi/Asia
Tsunami·affected Countries', 2006, by J Benne", W Bertrand, -tsunomi predomiDllly
C Horkin, S Samorasinge, H Wickramotilloke

lE( SIDA 'Unks between Relief, Rehobilitotion and Development in the
Tsunami Response', 2006, by I Christoplos -tsunomi

IASC OCHA 'Application of the IASCCluster Approach in the South Asio UN Natural disaster Multi/Asia
Eorthquake - Real Time Evoluation', final draft, 2006, by S
De Silvo, K Gotoh, A Griekspoor, I Hall, C Hilfiker, J Lobovitz,
G Mortone, M Zejjori

IASC OCHA 'Inter·agency Real·time Evaluation of the Response to the UN Natural disaster Multi/Africa
February 2007 Floods and Cyclone in Mozambique', final
draft, 2007, by J Cosgrave, C Gonlalves, D Martyris, R
Polastro and M. Sikumba·Dils

IASC OCHA 'IASC Inter·Agency Real Time Evaluation of the Pakistan UH Natural disaster Multi/Asia
Roods/ Cyclone Yemyin', 2007, by Sir N Young, Dr S.G.
Kha"ak, Prof K Bengali and l Elmi

_,'7=IHE WHO 'Interageney Health Evaluation Uberia. Final Report', 2005, UH Conflict Heahh/
by Dr CMsuya and Dr ESandarp Africa

IHE UNHCR 'Humanitarian Oasis in a Parched Heolth Sector: Refugees and UN Conflict Health!
Host Populations in Eostern and Southern Chad', 2006, by Or Africa
M Michael, Dr N Pearsan, and A Daliam
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Organising lead agency Evaluation report title, date and main authors
body (if different)

Type of Sector /
humanitarian Region
crisis

Agency
type

WFP/ WFP 'WFP/ UNH(R Joint Evaluation of the Pilot Food Distribution UN Mixed Food/Asia
UNH(R Projects. Full Report- Volume 1', 2006, by M (orison, and Af,ica

F de Meulder, P Mallei and J lefevre

E(B 'Multi·agency Evaluation of Tsunami Response: India and NGO Natural disaster Multi! ·0

Sri lanka', 2005, by VRawal, ( Fautin, J.l Moore, S -tsunami
Kalonge, VMWalden, A Bhallacharjee (learn leader)

E(B World Vision? 'Multi·agency Evaluation ofTsunami Response: Thailand and NGO Natural disaster Multi! Asia
Indonesia', 2005, by A Mashni, S Reed (team leader, -tsunami
V Sasmitowidjaja, D Sundhagul, TWright

E(B CARE 'Joint Independent Evaluation of the Humanitarian Response NGO Natural disaster Multi! Africa
of CARE, (RS, Save the (hildren and World Vision to the 2005
Food (risis in the Republic of Niger', 2005, by J Wilding,
II Mossi, Dl Edwards, A Weisbaum, B Aw, T Mander

E(B None 'Multiagency Evaluation of the Response to the Emergency MGO Natural disaster Multi/
(reated by Tropical Storm Ston in Guatemala', 2006, Central
by Dr RM Estroda de lomet America

E(B (RS 'Joint Evaluation of their Responses to the Yogyakarta NGO Natural disaster Multi! Asia
Earthquake (CARE, (RS, S( and World Vision Indonesia)',
2007, by P. Wilson and D Reilly (supported by R RusselI,
MWright, A Arini, D (empoka, E Diastami, l Narulita,
MA Anindita, YB Santaso, Y Handani, Yl Wahyuningsih

DE( Hone 'Independent Evaluation of the DE( Tsunami (risis Respanse' NGO Natural disaster Multi/Asia
(confidential internal review dacument), 2005, by T Vaux -tsunami
(team leader), M Bhall, A Bhallacharjee, M lipner,
J Mc(luskey, A Naik, F Stevenson

DE( None 'Review of the Impact of the Expenditure of the DE( Niger MGO Natural disaster Multi! Africa
(Sahel) Emergency Appeal Funds' (confidential internal
review documenl), 2007, by J Wilding, II Mossi

E(HO/ Not clear 'Missian Report. Joint Evaluation on WHO Emergency Donar/UN Natural disaster Health! Asia
WHO/ Response Operations in Pakistan in the (ontext of the
DFID Health Action in (rises Three Years Program', 2006, by

D Baglole, Dr J Heffinck and Dr S Vandam
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Annexe 3.6 Pro Forma areas not covered in the main text

Table A.1 Pro Forma area 2.1, Nature,
make-up and appropriateness and biases of
the evaluation team

2006/07
Good 5%

3%

28%

28%

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Poor

Table A.2 Pro Forma area 2.2, Levels of
involvement/consultation of different
stakeholders throughout the evaluation
process

2006/07
Good

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Poor

28%

53%

19%

35%

Table A.3 Pro Forma area 2.6, Evaluation
constraints

2006/07
Good 44%

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Poor

12%

9%

35%

Table A.4 Pro Forma area 4.1.ii, The
agency's management and human
resources

2006/07
Good 32%

50%Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Poor

18%

Table A.5 Pro Forma area 4.2.i, The needs
and livelihoods assessments that informed
the intervention

2006/07
Good 28%

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Poor

37%

16%

19%

Table A.6 Pro Forma area 5.1.i, Secondary
sources

2006/07
Good 36%

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Poor

22%

25%

17%

Table A.7 Pro Forma area 5.2.i Coverage of
the evaluation report

2006/07
Good 53%

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Poor

36%

11%

Table A.S Pro Forma area 5.2.iii, Executive
summary

2006/07
Good

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Poor

35%

53%

6%

6%
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TonyBeck

Tony Beck has worked on four previous ALNAP meta-evaluations, and two UNFPA meta-
evaluations (and is therefore close to becoming a hyper-evaluator). He is an evaluator of
disaster-response and development programmes, with a geographical focus on South Asia.
He takes a utilisation-focused approach to evaluation, and informal follow-up to the last five
evaluations he has led demonstrate an 80 per cent or better uptake of recommendations. He
has been a regular contributor to the ALNAP Review ofHumanitarian Action, and has also
produced for ALNAP a guide to the OECD-DAC criteria, and a lessons-learning paper on relief
and recovery after earthquakes. Over the last two years he has also supported three system-
wide initiatives on strengthening accountability for gender mainstreaming in the UN.

Contact tonybeck@shaw.ca

Margie Buchanan-Smith

Margie Buchanan-Smith is an experienced evaluator of humanitarian action. She has
managed and led both joint and single-agency evaluations, for bilateral donor agencies, UN
agencies and NGOs. She eo-designed the common framework for the joint evaluation of
humanitarian assistance to IDPs and co-authored the synthesis report for this evaluation. She
also commissioned evaluations when she was head of ActionAid's Emergencies Unit. Margie
eo-facilitates two evaluation-training programmes: on evaluating humanitarian action, and on
evaluating conflict prevention and peace-building. She currently works as a freelance
consultant, trainer/facilitator and coach in the international humanitarian aid sector, with a
keen interest in understanding and promoting individual and agency learning. Margie worked
as a policy researcher, as Coordinator of the Humanitarian Policy Group at om between 1998
and 2002, and as a Research Fellow at the Institute of Development Studies (IDS) at the
University of Sussex in the early 1990s.

Contact Margiebsmith@aol.com
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Annexe 3.8 Management structure and proposed follow-up for
joint evaluations in the meta-evaluation sample

Abbreviations used in this Annexe

Comm Committee
cons consultant(s)
doe document

gov government
int international
IV(s) interview(s)

nat national
obs observation
rep representative

Management structure Lead Evaluation Methodology Proposed use and follow-up
(according to report ogency team
and agency interviews)

lE( (ore
Management Group

2 inl cons

TEC Synthesis
Head of
ALNAP
managed
the two
authors
on doy-
10-day
basis

Distillation of
findings and
learning from TEe
Ihematic evaluations,
and from over 170
additional reports
(evaluations and
olher reports)

• Nol menlioned in ToR
• De HA leading follow-up process for enlire

lE(

TEC Local and National Capacities

Steering (omm and UNDP 2 nol
Working Group and 2 inl
(members not AIDMI us co-
mentioned in the managers
report)

176 agency/gov lYs;
1,000 lYs in Aceh and
I,OSS lYs in Sri Lanka
with affected population

From ToR:
• Final report lo be discussed ol relevonl

inleragency forums, e_g. ALNAPmeeling,
IASe meeling

• Report ID feed inlo lE( synlhesis report
• Report lo be made available lo dedicoled

lE( websile and 'disseminoled Ihrough 011
oppropriole channels'

• Recommendolions lo be discussed by IASe,
including 0 working group on gender, and
lo be responded lo by Ihe concerned
agencies

• Monogemenl-response molrix lo be
prepored once report is finalised, involving
011commissioning agencies
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From ToR:
• Final report to be discussed at relevant

interagencylorums, eg AlNAP meeting,
IASe meeting

• Report to feed into lE( synthesis report
• Recommendations to be discussed by IAse

and to be responded to by the concerned
agencies

• Management response matrix to be
prepared once report is finalised

Management structure Lead Evaluation Methodology Proposed use and follow-up
(according to report agency team
and agency interviews)

TEe Synthesis
Steering Comm
(lFRC, SCUK, UNFPA,
UNICEF,UNDP &
USAID/OFDA) and
wider Working Group
of additional 9 reps
from UN agencies,
NGOs, donor countries
and 1 private
organisation

oeHA 4 int
Inot
(Note: original
intention
to hove
4 not cons)

Doc review, agency IVs,
no beneficiary
consukation

TEe LRRD
Managed by SIDA, but
without a steering
comm (unlike other
lE( evaluations)

Sida I int Doe review. Affected
population and key
stakeholders consuked in
the 3 case studies an
which this synthesis builds

From ToR:
• To feed into lE( synthesis report

IAse RTE cluster approach - Pakistan earthquake

Guided by IASC ad hoc
Working Group in
Pakistan

O(HA 8 int cons Doe review and IVswith
key stakeholders - no
affected papulation lYs

From ToR:
• Findings discussed in IASe Working Group

in Geneva

IAse Inter-agency RTE floods & cyclone Mozambique
Guided by IASC, with
in-country
management comm

oeHA 3 int
2 not cons

Doe review, IVswith key
stokeholders and 400
members of the affected
population in 16 sites

From ToR:
• Debriefing/exit workshop

in-country to trigger 0 management·
response matrix

• Report presented to IASe
in Geneva and New York, and follow-up
recorded in 0 management-response
matrix

IAse RTE Pakistan floods and cyclone

HQ-based steering
group, comprising
evaluation staff of
participating agencies
and an NGO rep, with
Pekistcn-besed
advisory group

oeHA I int cons,
2 not cons,
I UNICEFstaff
member

Key informantiVs with
stakeholders in New York, •
Islamabad and the field;
doe review; IVswith
affected people; direct
abs; triangulation

From ToR:
Droit report discussed during field exit
workshop

• Management-response matrix
• Presentation to IASe
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Management structure lead Evaluation Methodology Proposed use and follow-up
(according to report agency team
and agency interviews)

IHE Liberia
IntlHE (ore Working
Group oversaw the
evaluation_ Managed
in-country by IHE
Steering (omm
(including MoH)

In-country 2 inl cons
Sleering Comm
chaired by
WHO (jointly
with UNHCR)
& SCUKos sel

Doc review, lYs,
locus-group discussions
llimited with local people,
mainly with ogency & gov
staff, etc); fjeld visits to
arry out' reality checks'

From ToR:
• Results lo feed into health-sector-wide

strategy development and planning
in-(ounlry loiter elections in October
2005)

• Results lo be used for decisions on resource
mobilisation and resource allocalion

IHE Chad

IntlHE (ore Working
Group oversaw the
evaluation. Managed
in-country by IHE
Steering Comm
(including MoH)

UNHCR 2 inl and 1 nol
organised the cons
evaluation
in the fjeld

Semi-slructured lYs with
groups ol stakeholders,
doc studies, direct ohs,
transect walks through
camps

• Nol menlioned in TOR beyond submission
of report

• Follow-up visit nine months loler by one
evaluator lo follow up recommendations
and analysis

WFP-UNHCR Pilot food distribution
Supposed to be jointly
managed by UNHCR
and WFP

WFP look the 2 inl (ons and
lead 2 evolualion

managers from
WFP & UNHCR
respectively

Based on 5 country case
studies, doc review & lYs
with key stakeholders
(induding relugees) in
each country; 'belore'
and' alter' comparisons

Note: a Technical Health Committee in-country identified issues lo be evalualed

From ToR:
• To inform policy-makers of bolh

organisalions, and lo facililale future
decisions on whelher or not food
dislribulion should be handed over lo WFP

• Evolualion report wenl lo WFP Execulive
CommiHee Boord

ECB (CAREJOxfam!WV)Tsunami India & Sri Lanka
Steering (omm
consisting of one
representative from
each of the three
agencies

2 inl (ons,
1 nol (ons,
3 inl slall from
ECBagencies

Key inlormanl lYs,
doc review, fjeld visits
involving discussions with
local gov officials and
focus-group discussions
with allected
communities;
lriangulation

• Nol dear from ToR
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ECB (CARE/Oxfam/WV) Tsunami Thailand & Indonesia
• Nol cleor from ToR

Management structure lead Evaluation Methodology Proposed use and follow-up
(according to report agency team
and agency interviews)

Steering Cornm
consisting of one
representative from
each of the three
agencies

World YlSion? 3 inl cons,
1 nol cons ond
1 CAREInl.
sloff member

Mixed melhod including
doe review, individual
ond focus-group lYs
(exlensive consuItolion
with beneficiories),
meetings, briefings and
direct ohs; lriangulation

In-country Steering
Cornm

ECB (CARE/CRS/SC!WV) Food crisis Niger
CARE 5 inl (including

1 who is
Nigerion;
01leosl2
drown from
porticipating
agencies)
1 nol

Doe review, partkipatory
exercises with agency
staff (e.g. problem!
solution analysis, SWOT),
agency lYs, same gov lYs
beneficiary consultation,
use of wider references

From ToR:
• Presenlalion of preliminory findings

in-counlry
• Agency slokeholders expected lo oulline

plons of oction ond focol poinls for
moniloring follow-up

• After Ihe evoluolion portner ogencies sel
up on NGO coordinalion forum, GD(I,
inviling ethers lo join them.

ECB Tropical storm Stan Guatemala
Steering Comm: ECB,
CARE, CRS, Oxfam GB,
SCF, Mercy Corps, WY

None 4 nol eons
appointed

Doe review; lYswith key
personnel, community &
municipallaoders,
focus-group discussions
with 124 members of lhe
affected population

From ToR:
• Debriefing in-counlry
• Sleering Commi"ee lo presenl key

findings and recommendations lo olher
key slokeholders in-counlry

• Agency slakeholders expected lo oulline
plans of action ond focal points for
moniloring follow-up

ECB Java earthquake - Yogyakarta

Steering Comm
in-country:
eRS, SCF, CARTE
and WYl

CRS 1 inl cons,
1 int CRSstaff
member plus
support from
120lhers,
moinly nol

Interviewed 318 villagers
(9 villages in
7 sub-districts);
separate meetings with
village leader, and with
non-beneficiaries;
semi-slructured lYswith
gov and UN offjciak

• Conclusions ond recommendalions
discussed ol multi-slokeholder evenl in
Yogyokorto, including Ihe offected
populolion, government representatives,
locol ond inlernolionol NGOs, ond sloff
members from the four ogencies
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Management structure Lead Evaluation Methodology Proposed use and follow-up
(according to report agency team
and agency interviews)

DEC Tsunami crisis response
Managed by DEC
Secretariat on behalf
of DECmembers

None
(although
host agency
appointed
in-country)

5 int,
2 nat (ons

Doe review, agency IVs,
extensive consultation
with the affected
population (500
households)

From ToR:
• 'End of visit' debriefing

in the field
• Review workshop in london for DEC

members
• DECBoard reviews findings and monilors

follow-up lo rerommendntiens by member
agendes and by DECos
o whole

• DECBoord deodes how
and when lo publish Ihe evolualion

DEC Niger

Managed by DEC
Secretariat an behalf
of DECmembers

None
(although
host agency
appointed
in-country)

1 inl and
1 nol (ons

Do( review,
IVs with key stakeholders,
field interviews (limited
details of beneficiary
(onsuItation)

From ToR:
• 'End of visil' debriefing in-(ounlry
• Review workshop in london for DEC

members
• DECBoord publishes Boord report and irs

reactions lo the report
• DECBoord reviews findings and monitors

follow-up to rerommendellons by member
ogendes and by DECos 0 whole

Not dear, although
WHO took the lead

ECHOIDFIDIWHO RTE Pakistan
WHO
in-country

DFID, ECHO
and WHO slaff
members

Quile wide (onsultation
with stakeholders,
including IDPs

From ToR:
• To feed inlo improved performance by

WHO/HAC
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4 - AlNAP Review of Humanitarian Action

Evaluation Syntheses in previous ALNAP Reviews of Humanitarian Action have

revealed few surprises, an indication that most of what is right and wrong with the

performance of the humanitarian system is known and acknowledged. Hugo Slim's

chapter in the last Review (ALNAP,2006) advanced the idea that there are different

modes for how we view the very flawed performance of the international

humanitarian system. He offered us the concept of'realistic expectation' to focus

efforts for improvement.

The present ALNAP Synthesis aims to draw lessons from evaluations undertaken of

the humanitarian response to the Pakistan earthquake of 2005. Like previous ALNAP

Syntheses of evaluations, this one has been carried out with the intention of

'stimulating reflection by the humanitarian sector on its activities with a view to

enhancing performance and promoting learning and accountability' (Minear, in

ALNAP 2005, P 74). The evaluation dataset is outlined in the annexe at the end of this

chapter, and the principal evaluations are listed by focus and criteria.

The evaluations that form the dataset for this Synthesis have as their own purposes

some mixture of accountability and learning. In aggregate, these evaluations provide

material reflecting what happened, what was done, and what can be learned from

what was done. The inclusion of material from other reports that are not evaluations

as such brings further validation. Synthesising their findings to provide a broader

view for the wide audience that is the ALNAP membership and beyond will, it is

hoped, enable analysis to rise above the perspectives of specific projects,

programmes and groups of programmes.

After a brief account of the disaster itself, this chapter reflects on evaluation

findings in relation to the following broad areas of current concern to the

humanitarian sector:

needs assessments

funding

response capacities

ownership and accountability.
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It then uses these reflections as a way of assessing the quality of the work done in

Pakistan in response to the 2005 earthquake. Finally, it assesses the parameters

and criteria intended to describe the components of performance in development

and humanitarian programmes in order to judge that performance. These OECD/

DAC criteria are also the basis of the ALNAP Quality Pro Forma for judging the

quality of evaluations.

On the morning of 8 October 2005, a magnitude 7.6 earthquake struck in the

mountain communities along the border between Pakistan's North West Frontier

Province (NWFP) and Pakistan-administered Jammu and Kashmir (AJK). This was

the largest-ever disaster in Pakistan's fifty-year history, and Pakistan was illprepared.

There was no national disaster-management agency worthy of the name, no plans

by government or humanitarian actors for coping with such a disaster, and the

emergency stocks available were dwarfed by the scale of the disaster.

The earthquake resulted in the death of some 75,000 people, and serious injuries to

a similar number. Of those killed, 98 per cent lived in either NWFP or AJK. Relatively

small numbers were killed on the Indian side of the 'line of control' that separates

Pakistan from Indian-controlled Kashmir. The earthquake's effects were most severe

in AJK, partly because of the destruction of the capital, Muzaffarabad (about 20km

from the epicentre) and the death of many key officials there. The total damage from

the earthquake was estimated to have a monetary value of US$5.8 billion.

Severe damage from the earthquake stretched over an area of about 30,000 square

kilometres. Landslides cut many roads, especially those into the mountains, and

helicopters were often the only rapid means of transport. Aftershocks and bad

weather further constrained the relief operation. It was weeks before the last of those

wounded in the earthquake were evacuated to hospital. Save the Children (UK)'s

evaluation report describes the earthquake as 'more challenging than the tsunami'

(Khalid and Haider, 2006, p 2). This was true in so far as the earthquake response

posed far greater logistical challenges than did the aftermath of the tsunami.
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Following natural disasters, the need to provide services is usually paramount.

However, the Pakistan earthquake overlaid existing militarised political complexities.

AJK is a militarily sensitive area and is effectively closed to foreigners. NWFP is also

politically sensitive because of its involvement in the ongoing conflict in Afghanistan.

This meant that, arguably, although a natural disaster, the situation in Pakistan had

'aspects of complex emergency rather than a simple natural disaster' (Kirkby et al,

2006, p 47).

Following the 2007 floods in Pakistan, the government restricted non-nationals from

accessing the affected areas in Baluchistan, leading to delayed assessments (Young

et al, 2007, p 8), and to 'disappointing results' from the relief effort (Young et al, 2007,

P 5). During the earthquake response in 2005, however; Pakistan not only lifted

access restrictions but also asked for international assistance.

The first needs assessments in Pakistan were a form of geographic triage, intended

more to establish priorities for assistance than to assess needs as such. They were

carried out to ascertain which areas had the greatest damage and needed the

quickest assistance. Needs assessment and beneficiary consultation are the main

tools within the sector for ensuring the relevance and appropriateness of

humanitarian aid. Done well, they increase local ownership, accountability and cost-

effectiveness. The importance of good needs assessments is the first lesson

identified from previous earthquake responses (ALNAPand Provention Consortium,

2005a, pi).

Needs assessment in Pakistan in 2005 was particularly difficult for several reasons.

Foremost was the difficulty of access due to damage to the road network and the

mountain terrain. The access problems were compounded by the large spatial extent

of the disaster. In addition, continuing aftershocks provoked further landslides and

road closures. For example, a helicopter reconnaissance, five days after the

earthquake, of the Allai Valley in NWFP found the road blocked and extensive

housing damage in the valley. A medical team flew in on the following day, but it was
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nine days after the earthquake before an assessment of the whole valley began
(Kirkby et al, 2007, P 13).

4.3.1 Consultationand understanding of context

The greatest potential for saving lives is normally immediately after the occurrence

of a sudden-onset disaster. The ECHO evaluation (Cosgrave and Nam, 2007)

highlights the trade-off between the time taken to prepare a good-quality proposal

and the potential for saving lives in a sudden-onset disaster. If the population has

access to resources, the potential for life-saving by external actors decreases rapidly

with time, as the most vulnerable die and others begin to solve their problems

themselves. However, the more detailed the assessment, the greater the consequent

depth of knowledge of the context and the more appropriate an intervention is likely

to be (Figure 4.1). Humanitarian agencies therefore have to balance effective

interventions based on good assessment, and rapid interventions that have the
greatest potential for saving lives.

The ALNAP lessons paper on earthquake response states that an 'effective

response requires an understanding of context - particularly the socio-economics

of affected communities' (ALNAP and Provention Consortium, 2005a, pi). The

impact of contextual knowledge on estimating needs in Pakistan is highlighted by

several evaluations. The AusAid review notes that a survey of an affected

community before the earthquake by one local NGO had 'provided useful
background information to inform ... needs assessment and response' (Crawford et
al, 2006, p XXII in Appendix C).

Figure 4.1 The assessment-quality dilemma

High

Quality ot needs assessment

Potential tor saving lives

Low Increasing time trom event ~
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There are four relevant elements to the context of any particular disaster.

1 The disaster type itself - the likely nature of the immediate needs arising from an

earthquake is known from previous instances.

2 The situation of the affected population before the disaster - different ways of life

and livelihood strategies are affected differently by different disasters and

require different approaches.

3 The context of the local, national, and international response - including the

local and national capacity to respond.

4 The geography of the disaster - the areas affected.

Some of these elements can be known without involving beneficiaries. For example,

knowledge of the context of particular disaster types depends not only on the

physics of disasters but also on lessons learned from previous such disasters."

However, such knowledge is often overlooked or is clouded by myths about

disasters. Such myths led to scares about disease outbreaks after the Pakistan

earthquake, even though such outbreaks are rare." The second element, knowledge

of the situation of the affected population, is the type of contextual knowledge that is

most often referred to in response guidelines. This type of knowledge is particularly

important as it can give good clues to both the likely impact of particular

geographical patterns, and the likely response ability of the community themselves.

The last two elements, the context of the disaster response and the geographical

extent of the disaster, are the most unpredictable. The context of the response is

inevitably difficult to predict with any accuracy or detail at the early stages. For

example, before the earthquake 'only a hand-full of foreigners were allowed by

Pakistani authorities to access Pakistan controlled Kashmir' (Ahmed and MacLeod,

2007, p 17). Agencies working in Pakistan were surprised when the government

lifted all access controls to the affected area. The scale of funding for the disaster

response was also not predictable. The geographical extent of the disaster was

quite complicated in the case of the Pakistan earthquake, due to the disruption of

roads and because access to mountain communities in the area is difficult at the

best of times.

If agencies are sufficiently aware of the first two elements of the context - and

flexible enough to adapt to the changing response context - then establishing the

geographical extent of need is the first priority. This is what the initial helicopter
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assessments rightly concentrated on in the Pakistan response. However, it became

evident that agencies were not always sufficiently aware of the context. When

assessments moved beyond geographic triage they were limited and concentrated

on needs rather than capacities. The government of Pakistan asked one agency to

stop food distributions in Abbotabad, because the government had a pre-existing

system of wheat distribution there (Kirkby et al, 2007, P 14). The agency's assessment

had identified the need for food aid, but not the existing capacity to meet it.

When evaluations criticise the lack of beneficiary consultation in humanitarian

response, the typical rebuttal is that there was no time to consult people before

acting. As can be seen from the above, it is perfectly responsible to act in the initial

stages without beneficiary consultation if agencies are aware of the relevant context.

With time, the information that is needed changes. More precise information is

needed later on in the response than at the very beginning (Kirkby et al, 2007, p 16).

Needs at the start are simpler and easier to predict, and less diverse, than later on

when the context of each family's response varies with their resources. The need for

beneficiary consultation grows with time to ensure that interventions are

appropriate. 'There is strong evidence that participation of the affected population

leads to improved programming and impact [in recovery]' (ALNAP and Provention
Consortium, 2005b, p 3).

The CARE evaluation notes that, while communities 'participated appropriately in

need assessments in the early phase of the emergency, it is not clear that continuous

monitoring of needs was carried on systematically afterwards' (Kirkby et al, 2006, P

30). Echoes of the same issue are seen in other evaluations with calls for continuous

monitoring after the initial assessments; in this sense 'continuous monitoring'

means renewed assessment for greater contextual understanding.

4.3.2 Joint needs assessments

Tony Vaux, in the previous Review of Humanitarian Action (RHA), talks of the

attempts to reform the Consolidated Appeals Process, the UN development of an

index of humanitarian need and the ECHO adoption of a vulnerability index to

decide on the allocation of aid as pointers towards agreement on a common method

of 'needs assessment' (ALNAP,2006, P 74). He further notes that needs assessment

'remains the fundamental flaw of the humanitarian system. There is no accepted
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method of assessment' (ALNAP,2006, P 77). The Pakistan earthquake adds another

case, if one were needed, to underline the same point.

Joint assessments are a good way of sharing knowledge of context. While there

were good examples of multi-agency assessments, such as the initial assessments

by the Pakistan Humanitarian Forum, an INGO forum (Strand and Borchgrevink,

2006, p 8), or the multi-agency assessment led by Save the Children (US) of the Allai

Valley in March 2006 (McGinn et al, 2006), these were also rare examples.

The last decade has seen the development of a range of needs assessment-tools,

from the Sphere standards to Oxfam's checklists. However such structured tools

seem to have been used fairly rarely. The review of the Emergency Capacity Building

project identifies 'many forms syndrome', noting two problems underlying repeated

assessments: 'the lack of co-ordination between organisations in assessing needs,

which leads to duplications and gaps, and the unwillingness of many organisations

to share their assessment results in forms that can easily be used by others'

(Currion, 2006, p 19). The Oxfam-sponsored women's review of the earthquake

response also notes a need to avoid repeated needs assessment (Oxfam, 2007, p 3),

something that might have been mitigated by better sharing of information, as has

been noted in reviews and evaluations of almost every emergency of any scale over

many years.

There is no obvious, and certainly no agreed, way forward on this. Agency processes

are not structured to facilitate sharing between agencies. The jealously guarded,

independently defined mandates and policies of agencies encourage independence

of action - in the pejorative sense. And the same mandates are often also adduced as

a bulwark against cooptation into political, that is non-humanitarian, projects

happening alongside humanitarian responses (for example, see Stobbaerts et al,

2007). All of this sits rather too well with the chaos that is largely unavoidable in the

early days of a response to a disaster, resulting in disordered and dysfunctional

collective assessment.

Part of the problem is that there is no agreed common framework for rapid

humanitarian assessment. The multi-donor review of the Humanitarian Information

Centres observes: 'The issue of rapid needs assessment needs to be agreed at the

IASC level, with IASC agencies agreeing on a template format, supported by a robust

database, for use in initial rapid assessments at the outset of an emergency' (Joint

Review Team et al, 2006, P 12).
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However, there is, it appears, little appetite for or faith in the bureaucratic solution of

shared assessment formats. The questions of who would design, agree and impose

them are all unanswerable. One initiative relevant here is the Global Humanitarian

Platform (GHP).3Its Principles of Partnership do not address this issue specifically, as

they are pitched at a higher level. However, it is clearly intended that the

implementation of those Principles in the context of particular countries and

emergencies should have a positive effect on agencies by encouraging collaboration,

and more willing and effective sharing.

4.4.1 'Official' humanitarian funding

Funding for the Pakistan response was certainly dramatically different from that of

the tsunami response.' While private donations registered officially provided 41 per

cent of the $13.5 billion raised for the tsunami (Telford et al, 2006a, p 81), they were a

much smaller proportion of the $6.9 billion pledged for the earthquake recovery.

Another difference was that loans formed a much larger part of the institutional

funding for the earthquake response (58 per cent) than they did for the tsunami (15

per cent). Overall, the Pakistan earthquake response could be seen as more akin to

previous patterns of disaster funding, after the exception of the tsunami.

A Flash Appeal launched three days after the earthquake initially struggled to raise

the necessary funds. This may be explained partly by the speed with which it was

put out, in contrast to the usual 10 days or so, which meant that it was less

comprehensive and detailed than donors often require (Polastro, 2007). This mirrors

the same issue with assessments - the trade-off between speed and detail. For
operational agencies

engaged in life-saving activities, the sluggish start made it difficult to sustain

their efforts and plan for early recovery. Slow funding of the Flash Appeal. ..

also temporarily hampered UN efforts, with agencies delaying or scaling

down activities until funds became available. (Polastro, 2007)
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In situations like the earthquake, where a second wave of lives may be at risk after

the initial event, the first principle of the Good Humanitarian Donorship initiative

(GHD), that of saving lives, should guide official donors who have signed up to

those principles to consider the relative value of speed against detail in responding

to appeals.

Nevertheless, after six months the Flash Appeal was more than two-thirds funded,

and gross shortage of funds was not a problem in this response. It has ended up

nearly 98 per cent funded." By contrast, only some 53 per cent of the total of

humanitarian funding pledges to the response have been committed." The majority

of the default can be attributed to a few very large pledges for reconstruction. This

represents a significant failure to follow through on pledges, probably made in the

spotlight of the early stages of the emergency, to make large contributions to longer-

term reconstruction. The GHD recognises what has long been known among

humanitarians - that whoever actually undertakes rehabilitation and reconstruction,

it must be funded on a longer-term basis than emergency relief. As almost all of

those reported not to have turned their pledges into commitments are not

signatories to the GHD, this may be taken as an indication that signing up to the

GHD principles encourages donors to make only realistic pledges and/or to fulfil the

pledges they make.

However, while the funding from the UK public for the Disasters Emergency

Committee (DEC) appeal for the Pakistan earthquake was generous (£61 million)

(DEC, 2006a; 2006b), it was only 15 per cent of the public donations to the DEC for

the tsunami appeal (DEC, 2005). If the same ratio was observed globally, then

funding from the general public would have been only 12 per cent of the overall

earthquake funding."

Many official donors channelled their funds directly through the government,

including funding the Earthquake Reconstruction and Rehabilitation Authority

(ERRA) up to 82 per cent. This compares favourably with other emergency

situations. Despite humanitarians' worries about the degree of military

involvement in the response, and in the ERRA as well as maybe in government

more widely, it is appropriate that the leading role of the Pakistani government in

the response should meet this kind of practical recognition. (It is also possible that

other, less worthy, factors came into play, given the special position afforded to

Pakistan in the context of the so-called global war on terror.) Such recognition is
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also fitting, given the commitments in the GHD to 'strengthen[ing] the capacities of

affected countries'.

The elements of the Good Donorship Initiative and of the Humanitarian Reform

programme are worth tracking, because they are the system's current main attempts

to institute changes to how the admittedly unpredictable flow of funds works on

behalf of those who receive official humanitarian assistance. The Pakistan

earthquake happened before the reform of the UN's Central Emergency Revolving

Fund [now the Central Emergency Response Fund), so there was no pooled funding

for the UN at the start of the crisis. The revolving fund at that time made repayable

loans totalling US$4.2 million to OCHA and the International Organisation for

Migration [OCHA et al, 2006, P 182).

4.4.2 Other sourcesof funding

Official funding totals do not include the increasing amount of funding for

humanitarian operations from so-called 'non-traditional' or new donors, estimated at

12 per cent of official global humanitarian financing [Walker and Pepper, 2007).

Official totals also exclude: the amount of money spent by countries themselves on

disasters where they occur, money raised locally by NGOs and other local agencies,

the value of provision by 'host families' and local people assisting their neighbours,

and monies from remittances and similar transfers directly into communities

involved in their own salvation. In the last RHA, Hugo Slim called these and more

the 'informal international humanitarian systems' [ALNAP, 2006),8 and they are

clearly very significant, although they are not represented in any of the figures

available for this Synthesis. They are therefore beyond comment here, except very

generally as follows.

Unofficial funding is recognised to be a very substantial factor in supporting post-

disaster coping strategies. It is possible that it is no more driven by real needs than

is the 'official' system, the driving forces being, however, 'local' rather than [geo-)

political. It is also not at all clear how the two systems, official and unofficial, would

coordinate effectively. And, as Slim has pointed out [ALNAP, 2006), their use

bypasses the mechanisms that the 'official' humanitarian sector has chosen to

spend time and efforts on over the past ten years to assure quality and
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accountability. The challenges arising from these disconnected realities stretch

way beyond the case of Pakistan.

This is not to say that the billions of dollars going through official DAC channels are

insignificant, but only that they are just part of the picture. Within this significant

official international system, funding has usually been reactive - and often slow,

making the fact that it is reactive both important and an even greater problem.

Emergencies such as the Pakistan earthquake are unexpected? and therefore require

a system that can react rapidly and in a less volatile way than it does now. Such

emergencies are also treated by the system as time-bound, which they are not. There

are many humanitarian situations that are in fact recurrent and/or open-ended, for

which reactive funding is at least as inappropriate. In this sense, the funds provided

through remittances and through the government are more appropriate.

Finally on funding, why were such high levels of funding provided by donors in this

case? Two reasons are the scale of the disaster, and the profile it received in the

media. Also important, however, is Pakistan's strategic geo-political position, then as

now, and of course the existence of a large Pakistani diaspora, both of which

undoubtedly influenced the United States and the UK to become the two largest

donors in the emergency stages. These last two factors represent undeniable

internal and external political influences in those two nations. The GHD in principle,

as well as purist humanitarianism, would have such factors play a smaller part than

they do.

4.5.1 Surge capacity and learning

The Pakistan response placed a large load on a humanitarian system already coping

in 2005 and 2006 with the tsunami response and with the crisis in Darfur.

Unsurprisingly, many evaluations identified the lack of sufficient skilled staff as a

constraint - for example ICRC's review noted that '[s]carcities of technical human

resources plagued the operation' (Reed et al, 2007, P 14).
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However, we see that agencies had also been paying increasing attention to the their

surge capacity. The People in Aid review of surge capacity (Houghton, 2007)

demonstrates that NGOs are making large strides in improving their ability to

respond quickly in emergencies through a better-managed surge capacity. The

AusAid review assessed the response of the four Australian affiliates of Oxfam, the

Red Cross, CARE, and World Vision. The review comments: 'all four agencies

demonstrated remarkable surge capacity by drawing heavily on international

networks and institutional response mechanisms, including the deployment of rapid
response teams' (Crawford et al, 2006, P iii).

Surge capacity involves more than just personnel and the human-resources support

system. The ICRC review notes that a 'key lesson in Pakistan is that rapid

deployment does not necessarily equal a rapid response' (Reed et al, 2007, P 14). It is

not enough just to get the people on the ground quickly. In addition to transport and

communications equipment, other enablers include role clarity, effective assessment

and information management, and other aspects of the wider management of the
programme.

The 2004 Review of Humanitarian Action commented that surge capacity locally is

'rented rather than built' (ALNAP,2005, P 33), that is, personnel are removed from

existing posts elsewhere in local NGOs and government. In this sense, the

international humanitarian system is generally parasitic on the capacities built

within the local society rather than based on its own efforts to create those

capacities. In this instance incidentally, because of operations in Afghanistan using

personnel from Pakistan, there were large numbers of Pakistani nationals who at

least had experience of working with relief agencies in the past. Oxfam noted that

the availability of Pakistani staff members with prior international exposure
improved the response (Oxfam, 2006, p 13).

One consequence of improving international surge capacities through emergency

rosters and temporary postings is that these measures only shift the staffing

problem within a somewhat lean humanitarian system, rather than solving it.

Despite the appearance, or the claim, that there are too many international

personnel, in fact the global humanitarian system runs close to the bone, taking into

account the high rate of turnover into and out of the system (see Loquercio et aI,

2006). Thus, putting some of the most qualified and effective staff into the surge

phase of the response is not as easy as putting on extra buses in the rush hour.
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Reports on the Pakistan response identified two general problems: the loss of

effectiveness in existing programmes caused by the diversion of personnel away

from their regular posts (Kirkby et aI, 2007, P vii), and the need to replace this first

surge wave of emergency staff members. These issues have always existed in

humanitarian response but have been highlighted by the progress made in initial

surge capacity and the ability to load the system at the start. This was the case for

the HIC: '[d]eployment of the HIC was timely, with good initial team deployed ... '

(Joint Review Team et al, 2006, P 6), as it was for other agencies. The improvements

in agency surge capacity demonstrate that capacity is improving within the system,

although the fall-out problems remain.

Past Reviews of Humanitarian Action have had to lament the problem that lessons

identified in past crises have not been used to modify present practice (ALNAP2003,

P 100; 2002, P 22; 2004, P 11; 2001, P 48). The refrain that the humanitarian.

community is not good at learning is to be heard in many other places too.

Interestingly, Save the Children UK's evaluation highlights that its investment in

humanitarian response capacity is based partly on its experience after the tsunami

(Khalid and Haider, 2006, p 4).

Of course the application of lessons - finding a solution to an identified problem -

does not guarantee future success either. Oxfam piloted its 'Humanitarian

Improvement Plan' during the Pakistan emergency response. This includes truncated

logistics and finance procedures to speed the first phase of the emergency response.

However the AusAid evaluation reports that, in the view of the Oxfam Operations

Manager, 'these piloted procedures had not worked well, since they in fact

highlighted inadequacies in regular systems' (Crawford et al, 2006, p XXIV in

Appendix C).

The earthquake happened less than ten months after the December 2004 Indian

Ocean tsunami, and some personnel were moved from the tsunami response to the

earthquake response. This contributed to lessons from the tsunami being carried

across to the earthquake response. Several evaluations referred to the lessons

having been learned. For example, the Save the Children (US) evaluation notes that

two identified staff members 'gave valuable advice on effective and ineffective

strategies, based on their Tsunami experience' (Kirkby et al, 2007, P 17). The AusAid

review notes that:
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Several interviewees reported that the Pakistan earthquake response had

benefited from institutional learning that took place in other recent

emergencies. For example, reference was frequently made to lessons

learned about shelter solutions from the tsunami response and Barn

earthquake response. (Crawford et al, 2006, P 17)

This last point raises the question of whether the learning noted above is individual

or institutional. There was certainly individual learning, but institutional learning

(where lessons learned are reflected in changes in the policies, procedures and

habitual practices of organisations) was more erratic. The ALNAP 2002 Review notes

that while individual learning is the critical building block for learning at all levels,

translating this and group learning into whole-organisation learning is difficult
(ALNAP,2002, pp 24-25).

We still lack the deliberate and effective management of organisational and system-

wide learning needed to improve performance in the sector, as called for in the

ALNAP 2003 review (ALNAP,2004, p s i), However, there were some clear examples
of learning from other disasters.

4.5.2 Coordination: the first use of the duster approach

The Pakistan earthquake happened shortly after the publication of the UN's

Humanitarian Response Review (Adinolfi et aI, 2005) that heralded the UN's

humanitarian reform process.w This process initially had three pillars - the cluster

approach, better-prepared UN humanitarian coordinators, and an enhanced Central

Emergency Response Fund (CERF) (Loupforest, 2006) - with a fourth, that of

building partnerships, added later. At the time of the earthquake, training

humanitarian coordinators had not begun, and the revamped CERF was six months

in the future, leaving the cluster approach as the only pillar that might be
implemented in Pakistan.

The innovation introduced by the cluster approach, as opposed to traditional sectoral

coordination, is that the coordinating agency ('cluster lead') takes some

responsibility for the performance of the sector and not just for coordinating the

inputs (Box 4.1). The assumption of this responsibility ultimately extends as far as

the duty of cluster leads to be the 'provider of last resort'. The cluster approach was
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used for the first time in Pakistan, and was premature in that the approach had not

yet been ratified and there was no agreement on how it would work. However, the

staff members involved deserve praise for seeing an opportunity and jump-starting a

system that, whether or not it might otherwise have petered out like so many other

attempts at reform, could have become mired in the processes of instigation.

However, this jump-start of course brought problems. It was over seven weeks after

the earthquake before the cluster-management guidelines were agreed by the

Cluster Heads Meeting. These were later further revised with a final version

Core cluster lead responsibilities

Inclusion of key humanitarian partners

Establishment and maintenance of appropriate humanitarian coordination

mechanisms

Coordination with national/local authorities, state institutions, local civil

society and other relevant actors

Provision of assistance or services as a last resort

Planning and strategy development

Advocacy and resource mobilisation

Other cluster lead responsibilities

Participatory and community-based approaches

Attention to priority cross-cutting issues (eg age, diversity, environment,

gender, HIV/AIDS and human rights)

Needs assessment and analysis

Emergency preparedness

• Application of standards

• Monitoring and reporting

Training and capacity building
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published by OCHA on 12 December - over two months after the earthquake (OCHA

office in Mansehra, 2005). The 2002 RHA describes coordination as: 'a relatively low-

cost activity that yields significant returns' (ALNAP, 2002, P 98). The time of

programme staff is a valuable commodity at the height of an emergency, and it will

be spent only if it does indeed bring significant returns. Coordination meetings in

Pakistan imposed a huge load on humanitarian agencies, with the ICRC noting that

30 per cent of staff time was taken up by such meetings in the first month (Reed et

al, 2007, p 11). The sometimes-poor quality of meetings meant that there was no

commensurate return on this investment of time, and attendance declined.

Unfortunately, none of the cluster leads had any training for their role. There was

therefore little understanding of cluster coordination, with many cluster leads trying

to take a directive rather than coordinating role. Another issue for the nascent

cluster system was conflict between agency agendas and cluster priorities, which

'led to the cluster lead pushing forward their agency's own agenda rather than

carrying out their designated role as head of cluster' (ActionAid, 2006, p 24). The

IASC real-time evaluation noted that 'Several respondents found it difficult to

separate the cluster responsibilities from their agency mandates' (!ASC, 2006, P 7).

The focus on agency priorities was reflected more generally in the unwillingness of

many cluster leads to accept funding for the cluster as a whole rather than just for

their own agency (Strand and Borchgrevink, 2006). Confusion at WHO led to the

recommendation to avoid 'mixing [WHO] promotion & visibility tasks with

situation analysis ... in situation reports and cluster bulletins' (Baglole et aI, 2006, p

18), as cluster reports should be about the whole cluster and not just promoting
the cluster lead.

Inter-cluster coordination was a particular problem: 'Visibility and sharing of

information between the clusters was problematic' (Bauman, 2006, pi). Part of this

was ascribed to the poor performance of some clusters. The joint evaluation of the

WHO response noted: '[I'[he fact that other clusters were performing rather poor[ly],

jeopardises ... overall inter cluster coordination' (Baglole et al, 2006, P 8).

It was a flawed rather than a false start, as is now apparent. It has been suggested

that some of the problems in the Pakistan response may have been due to the

newness of the cluster approach. However, the real-time evaluation of clusters in the

2007 Pakistan floods found that lessons from the operation of the clusters in the
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earthquake response had still not been applied nearly two years later (Young et aI,

2007, p vi).

4.5.3 A role for the military

International military forces played an important role in the early stages of the 2005

earthquake response, and the role of the national Pakistani military was significant

from the start and continued to be so, although for different reasons. Helicopters

played a key role, and the military has a greater stock of these than anyone else.

Helicopters are particularly appropriate during floods and after earthquakes in

mountain regions. Given that climate change makes flooding disasters more likely in

the future, as weather patterns may change faster than population distributions, it is

therefore reasonable to expect that military forces will be significantly involved in

future humanitarian operations in response to disasters.

Following the response to the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami, Forced Migration Review

noted that '[tjhe tsunami has set a precedent and it is now very likely that military

forces will be significantly involved in future humanitarian operations' (Couldreyand

Morris, 2005). In the 2005 earthquake response, this was indeed the case, although

the role of the Pakistani military was predominant. Military contingents from 19

different countries participated in the Pakistan earthquake response.

The key document setting out guidelines for the use of military and civil-defence

assets in disaster relief are the so-called Oslo Guidelines, first issued in May 1994,

following a two-year consultation period and a conference in Oslo. The responses

to both the tsunami and the Pakistan earthquake confirmed the need to update

these guidelines, and a revised version was issued in November 2006 (OCHA

CMCS, 2006), with a further slightly modified version following in November 2007

(OCHA CMCS, 2007). Interestingly, one of the changes for the November 2007

revision was the inclusion of the word 'Foreign' in the title, which is now: The Use

of Foreign Military and Civil Defence Assets in Disaster Relief - 'Oslo Guidelines (OCHA

CMCS, 2007). This is a useful distinction for Pakistan, where foreign military

played a significant but supporting role to the extensive intervention of the

Pakistani military.
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The 1994 Oslo Guidelines specified that:

Military and civil defence assets should be seen as a tool complementing

existing relief mechanisms in order to provide specific support to specific

requirements, in response to the acknowledged 'humanitarian gap' between

the disaster needs that the relief community is being asked to satisfy and the

resources available to meet them. (DHA, 1994)

The 2006 revision is much more restrictive in requiring that:

Foreign military and civil defence assets should be requested only where

there is no comparable civilian alternative and only the use of military or

civil defence assets can meet a critical humanitarian need. The military or

civil defence asset must therefore be unique in capability and availability.

(OCHA CMCS, 2006, P 4)

Logistics was an important focus for the both the Pakistani and foreign militaries,

with military helicopters playing a key role in the relief response. Many countries

contributed helicopters, medical or engineering teams. Clearly, helicopter transport

was expensive, but there was no alternative for reaching mountain villages given

that many roads had been cut and aftershocks made road travel dangerous. While

commercial helicopters are cheaper to use than military ones (Cosgrave et al, 2001, p

38), the large numbers of helicopters needed meant that military provision was

'unique in capability and availability'. However other aspects of military involvement,

such as using tactical military aircraft rather than lower-cost commercial cargo

aircraft for air-lifting supplies from Europe to Pakistan, or for sending heavy

engineering equipment to Pakistan (NATO, 2006), remain more questionable.

Another issue arising was the question of who should pay for the international

military's assistance. All of the versions of the Oslo Guidelines specify that these

expenses should not be paid from the ODA budget. The guidelines state that '[i]n

principle, the costs involved in using national MGDA[military or civil-defence assets]

on disaster relief missions abroad should be covered by funds other than those

available for international development activities' (DHA, 1994, P 7; OCHA CMCS,

2006, P 8).

However, military operations are very expensive.« NATO's Deputy Assistant

Secretary General responsible for Civil Emergency Planning identified the most
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important lesson learned from the Pakistan response as that the international

military should be recouping costs from humanitarian budgets: 'if the UN asks us to

help why should they not pay a little bit for the running cost', and:

to put it a bit simply, either the main clients like the United Nations or some

of the bigger non-governmental organizations pay for it, or we have to think

of a new social contract within NATO nations, between defence ministries

and ministries for development cooperation. (NATO, 2006)

There may well be efforts by the military in donor countries to capture parts of

humanitarian budgets to cover the costs of international military assets mobilised in

support of humanitarian operations. This is a very serious concern; the few

comparative cost data available show that military operations cost several times their

commercial equivalent (Borton et al, 1996, pp 60-61, 67; Cosgrave et al, 2001, P 38).

To be caught in the cleft stick of choosing between the allocation of large amounts of

funding to pay for military assets, or to do without them when they can be so useful

would be very undesirable.

The Pakistani military plays a large role in Pakistani political life. No government

has ever been removed in Pakistan except by military coup (Bamforth and

Qureshi, 2007). In total, the Pakistani armed force (army, navy and air-force)

constitutes the seventh-largest armed force in the world.

The military also plays a central role economically in Pakistan. One third of

manufacturing industry, and over 7 per cent of all private assets in Pakistan are

controlled by the military through army-owned and controlled enterprises

(Siddiqa-Agha, 2007). 'The army is considered by many Pakistanis as one of the

country's only functioning institutions' (Abdullahi, 2007).

Since 1960 Pakistan has contributed forces to 18 UN peacekeeping missions. It is

therefore to be expected that the army is familiar with working in a multi-agency

environment and in relief operations, although generally in complex emergencies

rather than in a natural disaster such as the earthquake.
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The Pakistani national military played a pivotal role in the earthquake response. One

review refers to an 80/20 split between the aid supplied through the Pakistani

military and through the international community in the first weeks of the response

(Ahmed and MacLead, 2007, p 21). The military already had a large role and

presence in the affected areas. In Kashmir the military was present in large

numbers." because of the unresolved conflict with India, and in NWFP the military

has been engaged in operations as part of the 'global war on terror'.

In total, the Pakistani military deployed 60,000 troops to assist the earthquake

response. This is about 10 per cent of its total strength (Bamforth and Quereshi,

2007). The US military 'After Action Review' notes that: 'The Pakistani military

played a central and effective role in the coordination of the relief effort, despite

significant logistical challenges and in the absence of an effective, pre-existing

federal disaster management structure or coordinating agency' (COEDHMA,
2006, P 1).13

The same positive view of the military effort is generally echoed by the humanitarian

community in several reports. '[A]lthough its performance was less than perfect, [the

army] did a job no one else had the capacity to do at the time, and ... they did it well.'

(Strand and Borchgrevink, 2006, p 18). The CARE report lists achievements of the

military in: the evacuation of wounded and non-wounded people; setting up and

running medical camps, relief centres and tent cities; the provision and coordination

of airlift supplies of medicines, food, blankets, tents and building materials;

distribution of compensation money; clearing and repairing roads; and repairing

electricity supplies. However, it also notes that opinions 'differ widely on the

effectiveness of army activities' (Kirkby et al, 2006, p 47).

The International Crisis Group points out that: 'the military has, even after the initial

emergency phase, excluded elected bodies, civil society organisations and

communities and sidelined civil administration from the effort, as well as its

reconstruction and rehabilitation plans' (ICG, 2006, pi). This report presents a

scathing verdict on the military intervention: 'While the military lacked the capacity

to respond effectively, it insisted on controlling the process.'

Agencies did not have the option of keeping their distance from the military. The

OCHA Donor Support Group notes that a 'key characteristic of the earthquake

response was strong national leadership in the form of the Pakistani military ... '

197



4 - AlNAP Review of Humanitarian Acfion

(ODSG, 2006). Military groups were also running the early coordination meetings in

the field. Some agencies appear to have been unconcerned about working with or

alongside the military; others were very careful to preserve their neutrality. A local

partner of an international agency, reprimanded for using a military helicopter,

responded that the humanitarian imperative overrode the objection to associating

with the military (Crawford et al, 2006, P XXII in Appendix C).

The military was initially the primary source of knowledge on the location of

beneficiaries and their level of needs. The AusAid evaluation states that: 'agencies

depended on the Pakistan military for basic needs information: areas affected;

beneficiary numbers; access and logistical issues; ete' (Crawford et al, 2006, p 12).

But there was some criticism of the difficulty of getting information on distributions

from the military, which: 'left enormous gaps in the distribution figures reported ...

[p]erhaps as much as 50% of the collective data was missing, making data analysis

difficult' (Bauman, 2006, p 3).

The CARE evaluation sums up the involvement of the military by pointing out that

military involvement was essential in the early response. However, this evaluation

goes on to note that the military's command-and-control approach was unsuitable

for the more nuanced interventions needed for rehabilitation and recovery. The

Human Rights Commission of Pakistan's assessment was that military actors are

'neither trained nor sensitive to the importance of citizen participation. They are

generally polite, but not tolerant of criticism and retaliate strongly against citizens

when they criticize or protest' (HRCP,2005, P 24).

Analysis of the involvement of the Pakistani military in the response to the 2005

earthquake generates three general conclusions.

1 A strong and well-equipped national military force can bring important benefits

to a humanitarian response in a natural disaster, even one with peripheral

'complexity' as in Kashmir and NWFP.

2 The important logistical and information role of the military should ideally not be

allowed to bleed over into roles such as assessment and coordination that are

better lodged within a dedicated humanitarian-response capacity sympathetic to

the norms espoused by humanitarians and at odds with military culture.
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3 A military deeply embedded in political structures, as is the Pakistani military,

can be mobilised without external political will, but is then unrestrained by

appropriate political and administrative forces when that would be better.

The synthesis report of the Tsunami Evaluation Coalition (TEC) placed great

emphasis on 'ownership' of the humanitarian response. The first of the four

recommendations from that report was: 'The international humanitarian community

needs a fundamental reorientation from supplying aid to supporting and facilitating

communities' own relief and recovery priorities' (Telford et al, 2006a, p 110). This

broad idea resonates widely. For example, John Holmes, UN Under-Secretary-

General for Humanitarian Affairs and Emergency Relief Coordinator has argued for a

re-examination of the nature of partnership, noting that 'International humanitarian

response is still a western-dominated enterprise and one which urgently needs to be

adapted to reflect the realities of the 21st century.' (Holmes, 2007, p 5).

The TEC's expanded summary of the synthesis report makes clear that ownership is

not single and indivisible, but multi-layered (Cosgrave, 2007, p 9). Those who 'own' a

process control it; they decide which priorities and policies apply. But these also

apply at different levels and in the context of different relationships. If we apply this

specific concept of ownership to national government, recognised as the primary

duty-bearer in relation to its citizens, we will want to see some kind of legitimacy for

that government - usually interpreted these days as through democratic election -

and mechanisms that make it accountable to the citizens. In the specific and

immediate context of a disaster and the responses to it, this means more than only

through the ballot box, of course. If we are thinking of communities having

ownership of the response, the same issues of legitimacy and accountability arise in

terms of who represents the wishes of the community to those who have the

capability to resource the response, and how those representatives are held

accountable by the members of the community.
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In humanitarian response, the international community dominates because of its

possession of resources. It also dominates by means of the application of

international norms, standards and policies that belong to it, rather than to the

country or community where it is working. It also brings expectations, such as that

gender equity should be respected in its work, that may well be at odds with the

norms of the people with whom, or even for whom, it is working. From the mid-

1990s we have seen the rise of a focus on a 'rights-based' approach in humanitarian

response, where agency actions are based on rights of affected persons as

established in various international instruments.s- However, in most of these

instruments it is the state, and not the international welfare system, that is the duty-

bearer for ensuring the rights of its citizens.

The nature of the relationship between people affected by disaster and their

government or their local representatives is at least a known quantity, and has

known qualities, for better or worse. It exists within an ongoing context. However,

the same is not true of humanitarian agencies that come from outside and do not

have fundamental and known social and political relationships with the communities

with whom they work. This is also the case even agencies have existing

relationships built around longer-term programmes. Consequently, there is a need to

find and create complex institutional and practical relationships between agencies

and communities, and members of the communities, to meet the pragmatic and

moral requirements of both parties. All this results in considerable tension around

the issue of ownership.

4.6.1 The role of government

The last civilian government of Pakistan was forced from power by a military coup in

1999. The leader of the coup was both president and head of the armed forces at the

time of the earthquake in 2005. With the head of state installed by the army, Pakistan

is hardly a traditional democracy. Nevertheless there are some elements of

democratic 'accountability' at the provincial level, although, as the International

Crisis Group (ICG) riotes. in NWFP it was the welfare wings of the government

parties that were the primary beneficiaries of provincial relief funds (ICG, 2006, pS).

The Pakistani government and military played the leading role in the earthquake

response, giving them 'ownership' of the humanitarian response in the early stages.
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The Pakistani government also 'owned' the recovery process, partly through the

large cash grants paid for housing reconstruction, and partly through the standards

set by the government. However, 'ownership' was also contested between different

levels of government, and reflected the close inter-play between civil and military

structures. The rapidly formed Federal Relief Commission (FRC)was headed by an

army general. The FRC's successor, the Earthquake Reconstruction and

Rehabilitation Authority (ERRA)I has a civilian chair whose deputy is from the

military; the Authority's functional structure depends on 'army support'.

Some reviews have noted that institutionalised discrimination was a problem in the

earthquake response. The ICG report states that 'Households headed by women

were discriminated against, while Afghan refugees, who lacked Pakistani identity

cards, were largely overlooked I (ICG, 2006, P 6). The ECHO evaluation praises one

project of the Norwegian Refugee Council, that helped people to get their

entitlements through assistance with information, counselling and legal assistance,

suggesting that this could be a model for future emergencies (Cosgrave and Nam,

2007, p 29). One practical aspect of this project was helping people to get the identity

cards that allowed them to access government compensation.

Corruption is a problem in Pakistani which is ranked 138th in the world in terms of

the perception of freedom from corruption by Transparency International (2007).

Corruption is one barrier to citizens enjoying their rights I or, in this ease, to the

legitimacy and accountability of government ownership of the response. It is not

news to humanitarian workers and their agencies that they have a duty to have a

relationship with host governments I but also to avoid becoming their proxies where

there are questions about their legitimacy or accountability. This is always a matter

that needs to be worked out on a case-by-case basis. The international norms and

standards that humanitarian agencies espouse are a positive element in the

negotiations and compromises involved, and it would be wrong to yield 'ownership'

fully to a corrupt and unaccountable government.

However, there are important practical areas in which priority at least should be

given to government. ALNAP and Provention's analysis of lessons learned on

earthquake recovery noted the need for government 'to produce a coordinated

strategy as quickly as is feasible I (ALNAPand Provention Consortium, 2005b, pS).

This took time to develop in Pakistan. Officials who were more familiar with the

context of the Punjab or Sindh were developing policies for areas with which they
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were not familiar. This led to problems such as the initial housing designs being

impractical for high-altitude locations (Simpson and Chughtai, 2006, p 4). And the

changes in the permitted designs for homes qualifying for grant aid slowed the

reconstruction of homes (Simpson and Chughtai, 2006, p 34).

The early ALNAP Reviews of Humanitarian Action (ALNAP, 2001; 2002; 2003) all

pointed out that housing is a sector in which the humanitarian community does not

excel, talking for example of: 'the inability of relief interventions to properly support

housing reconstruction' (ALNAP,2003, P 82). Where government does not do well

either, the often-proposed solution to such inadequacies on the part of the

humanitarian community to yield 'ownership' is also unsatisfactory. As discussed

below (Section 2.7.1), giving cash grants to families for reconstruction resulted in

quicker rebuilding. The lesson seems to be that the best results are achieved when

ownership is invested at the most appropriate level. Thus, when families rather than

agencies have ownership of house construction, it happens far more quickly.

4.6.2 ~nequalitywithin communities

The complexities of the concept of ownership of the response are highlighted by

inequalities within communities. Where within communities is ownership vested?

There were significant differences between the two areas affected by the

earthquake. NWFP is a Province of Pakistan. AJK is administered by Pakistan, but.

has its own government and civil service NWFP is much more conservative than

AJK: women are secluded and female school enrolment is much lower. This means

that some approaches, for example the use of women's committees, were possible in

some parts of AJK but not in NWFp'15

The pattern of land ownership is one major difference between AJK and NWFP.

Land in AJK is owner-occupied, but land rights in NWFP are more complex:

in Allai concepts of ownership and tenancy vary somewhat from the English

definitions. In the valley, true tenants cultivate the khans' lands in exchange

for grazing their own animals and patronage. They have no inherent rights

to these lands and may be asked to le~;"e at any time. Very frequently, they

are from the Gujur ethnic minority ... Most small farmers, however, have
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traditional, inherited rights to plots of land, but still give a portion of their

yield to the local khan, who probably holds actual legal ownership. (McGinn

et al, 2006, P 27)

Land-rights issues like these make it difficult to agree on who represents 'the

community'. To what extent should agencies accept or challenge such social

arrangements in order to achieve humanitarian aims? This question is not answered

by simply attempting to involve 'the community' in decision-making.

Community consultation is the simplest and most basic way to bring about

community participation in a response. Different levels of community participation

range from 'consultation' to complete control. As land and water sources may be

owned by the elite, UNDP notes that local elites may be the chief interlocutors

between an agency and the community: '[aJUtoo often though, local participation has

been captured by local elites and left the vulnerable behind' (UNDP, 2004, P 81). Elite

capture is a problem in NWFP and AJK, as society there is quite stratified, with

leaders not coming from among the most vulnerable. It is a particular problem in
agriculture because springs and irrigation systems are usually privately owned.

Local committees may press for the rehabilitation of systems that serve only the

elite. CARE's evaluation notes that 'Committees are useful in making a first approach

to communities but they mainly represent elite interests and rarely any of the

vulnerable who are the main targets of interventions' (Kirkby et al, 2006, P 40).

The complete seclusion .of women is commonly practised in NWFP, but is less

common in AJK. It is unusual to see women other than young girls in public in

NWFp' but in AJK women play a much larger (albeit still restricted) role in public life.

Not all responding agencies initially appreciated these differences. The CARE

evaluation notes that:

Pakistan is, due to cultural factors and even in the most developed areas, a

difficult area for work with women; one respondent compared it

unfavourably with Afghanistan in this respect. ... A mildly pessimistic view

would be that women and men live separate lives governed by different sets

of conventions and that NGOs have to work within this framework. A darker

interpretation is that women's lives are effectively outside their own control

and that men and particularly a religious elite control absolutely what

interventions are possible with women. (Kirkby et al, 2006, P 7)
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The restricted access to women's views often biased agency assessments,

particularly in NWFP.However, many agencies made determined efforts to hear the

voices of women, for example as in Oxfam's Women's Review (Oxfam, 2007). Where

some people are socially disadvantaged or excluded, humanitarian agencies have

found it unacceptable to cede ownership completely without having the power to

seek negotiation and compromise with communities.

4.6.3 Being accountable

The Humanitarian Accountability Partnership (HAP-I)defines accountability as: 'the

means by which power is used responsibly' (HAP-I, 2007). While this is one

formulation among many, it is adequate for a consideration of accountability in the
earthquake response.

The Pakistani military lost an undisclosed number of personnel in the earthquake.w

and the military response dealt with this, and with the security implications, before

turning to the civilian population (ICG, 2006, P 3). This initial delay led to some

criticism, as the Human Rights Commission for Pakistan noted: 'The slow start by

the government and military in carrying out rescue operations cost irreparable loss

of lives that could have been saved, and survivors remain deeply embittered over

this failure' (HRCP, 2005, P 7). The Pakistani military was reportedly seen as

unaccountable to the affected populations. The HRCP report describes military

personnel as 'generally polite, but not tolerant of criticism', being inclined to 'retaliate

strongly against citizens when they criticize or protest' (HRCP' 2005, P 24).

A similar criticism of being unwilling to listen could be made against the

international community. Both the military and the international community were

using their power to take responsibility for the welfare of people affected by the

earthquake; this is neither trivial nor twisting the meaning of accountability. This is

what is expected of governments as duty-bearers, and it is what agencies' mandates

require of them. But what is the 'responsible' use of power, as suggested in the HAP

definition? In this context the concept of 'ownership' is possibly helpful but, as we

have seen, it does not guarantee a solution.
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One key to this is paying close attention to the results of the use of power. In terms

of humanitarian response, one of the best ways of determining the impact of

assistance programmes is by asking the affected populations. However, there were

very few surveys of beneficiary opinion in the earthquake response in comparison

to the tsunami response.t? This was disappointing, as the Tsunami Evaluation

Coalition's Synthesis report noted that the 'constant surveying of the views of the

affected population may be one of the most significant innovations of the tsunami

response' (Telford et al, 2006a, p 49).

The international humanitarian community seems to be reluctant to ask its clients

how well it is performing, and prefers instead to rely on 'standards' that the

humanitarian sector itself has devised to measure its performance. It seems certain

that attempting to square this circle through confrontation between the two

approaches is unlikely to succeed. Yet attempts to draw down on both approaches

are few and far between. Both approaches can have value, as shown in the

consideration of needs assessment above (Section 4.3). The humanitarian

community should not abandon faith in its own collated understanding of

programming to help it understand needs and design responses around that

understanding. And certainly at the other end of a programme, when it comes to

judging success and impact, we must go beyond merely checking against

programme objectives, and should seek the views of people affected by the disaster

and the response.

4.6.4 Where did ownership lie?

In the case of Pakistan, the government set the broad policies for reconstruction, and

to a lesser extent for relief. It effectively owned the response at the policy level. The

military exercised control of the relief process in the field, and owned it to an extent.

Relief agencies chose where they worked and the sectors they worked in, although

some agencies were allocated particular areas by the military as part of the
coordination process.

Community ownership was limited, as many decisions were taken by the military,

which was not under democratic control. Even then, community 'leaders', who
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'owned' decisions, used their power irresponsibly at times. The policy of paying cash

compensation gave people significant ownership of their own house reconstruction,

althoughthis was also constrained by rather demanding construction standards.

Relief agencies made some effort to consult with beneficiaries to shape their

recovery programmes, but these consultations were sometimes subject to elite

capture. Critically, the affected population was not generally surveyed so that

agencies could be informed about how the community they were setting out to assist

viewed the success of their assistance. The following section considers implications

of this for the sector's judgements about its own performance.

There is no consensus among aid agencies about how to approach relief and

recovery. Where facilities were better before the disaster, should humanitarian

efforts go only as far as disaster-related care or should they extend to rebuilding lost

capacity? Where services were absent or relatively poor, depending on each

agency's attitude to such questions, it may be easier to justify sticking to the

necessary minimum, or harder to know how to build what was not there before,

especially as the willingness to do that is likely to be linked with a desire for

sustainability.

Different sectors become important at different points in the emergency response.

With time, needs change, and an original target area may no longer be the area of

greatest need or the best match for an agency's capacity. Agency willingness to work

in particular sectors or particular geographical areas may also change over time.

While agencies intervened in very difficult-to-reach areas at the beginning of the

operation in Pakistan, WFP suggested that the low use of its helicopter logistics

.service in the winter of 2006/07 was partly due to agencies moving away from the

most difficult areas and concentrating on more accessible locations. However, the

nature of the programmes had changed by the second winter, and many agencies

had become used to other means of transport (Cosgrave and Nam, 2007, p 34).
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4.7 .1 Shelter and housing

The earthquake happened in areas where people need protection from very harsh

winter conditions, and the main pressure for urgent action was the approaching

Himalayan winter. The housing for over three million people was either destroyed or

very badly damaged, and suitable 'winterised' tents were in very short supply. With

the approach of winter, if communities did not get assistance quickly they would

either have to flee to lower altitudes or perish. But lowland towns had also been

destroyed in the earthquake and there was little succour there for anyone fleeing

from the mountains. Moving to camps in the lowland towns would also bring all the

risks associated with such crowded settlements.

The cluster for camp coordination and management decided to take responsibility

for organising services only for sites with more than 50 tents. This meant that sites

below this size were served on an ad hoc basis, with Oxfam reporting that

conditions 'in such camps were often much worse than in official ones' (Oxfam,

2006, p 7). The cluster real-time evaluation recommended (in vain) that the 'Pakistan

Camp Coordination Cluster should ensure a comprehensive programme of relief and

early recovery assistance to all those in need that are not living in settlements of

more than 50 tents' (IASC, 2006, P 28).

While smaller camps are better for refugees and IDPs, as the inhabitants are less

dependent on external service provision (Cosgrave, 1996), this does not mean that

they have no need for external services. Several evaluations criticised the decision of

the cluster not to provide services to smaller camps. The ODSG review comments:

'[tjhis strategy was inappropriate as it left the majority of the disaster affected

families, who were scattered in groups smaller than this close to their home areas,

without needed basic services (e.g., water and sanitation, health care, temporary

shelter)' (ODSG, 2006, P 4). The ECHO evaluation report observes that the policy

'was a breach of humanitarian principles, which hold that assistance should be

proportionate to need rather than based on administrative convenience' (Cosgrave

and Nam, 2007, p 40).

The emergency-shelter projects met the need for shelter in the weeks following the

earthquake, but temporary shelter expedients are not sustainable in a harsh

environment like the earthquake zone. Key to longer-term shelter provision was the

government's grant scheme. Reconstruction is slow in many places because families
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have to fit it into livelihood activities and because of competition for masons. One

third of those who lost homes had got the third housing grant instalment of

25,OOOPKRand nearly 20 per cent have qualified for the final instalment of

50,OOOPKR(ERRA, 2007, pp 1-2).

In Pakistan, the approach to housing reconstruction (grants for home-owners) was

different from that to social infrastructure (seeking agencies to sponsor and rebuild).

Construction has re-started on 98 per cent of rural houses." but on only one third of

water schemes and an even smaller proportion of irrigation schemes. This echoes a

finding from the Tsunami Evaluation Coalition studies that, when compared to

agency-built housing, 'owner-driven reconstruction is advancing at a much faster

pace, despite the modest level of the subsidies compared to the generous input of

per capita resource from the international community' (de Ville de Goyet and

Moriniere. 2006, p 44).

We know that housing reconstruction is an area of persistent weakness in the

humanitarian sector (ALNAP,2003, pp 81-84). Again, there is no consensus about

the extent to which this should be part of the emergency response, if only because

experience after experience tells us that it is a very long haul, and the humanitarian

sector's modalities are unsuited to the longer-term. Work on housing is also fraught

more than most areas of assistance with interference from the 'outer' realm.

Land-rights issues in this case were not academic, but played a significant role in

reconstruction, as tenants strove to get compensation to rebuild houses as their own

property, while landlords tried to block compensation unless ownership of the

rebuilt house was clearly vested in the landlord.t? The failure to satisfy the

aspirations of many of those who lost their homes cannot be put at the door of

humanitarian agencies. And yet, when affected people were asked, this was one of

their areas of dissatisfaction with the humanitarian response.

4.7.2 Water and livelihoods

There was eventually good emergency water coverage in camps of over 50 tents, but

coverage for others was far less effective. Unlike with shelter, where most of those

affected got emergency shelter assistance, there were relatively few emergency

water schemes in rural areas. Many community water schemes were destroyed in
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the earthquake. By September 2007, only 20 per cent of the approximately 4000

destroyed water schemes had been repaired, with work started on another 14 per

cent (ERRA, 2007, P 8). The multi-agency assessment in the Allai valley notes that

'[v)irtuallyall piped supply systems were damaged (usually entirely destroyed), and

at the time of the survey only 40.4% were taking water from protected springs or
taps' (McGinn et al, 2006).

Clearly, these populations are at greater risk of water-borne disease than they were

before the earthquake, suggesting that there were continuing humanitarian needs.

The Pakistani government declared that the relief phase was over in March 2006,

but hundreds of thousands of people were still living in temporary accommodation

then. Humanitarian first principles suggest that humanitarian assistance should

continue as long as the risk of increased mortality or acute suffering, due to the
event, continues.

In the area of livelihoods, assistance fell short of what the affected population

wanted. The earthquake destroyed irrigation systems but relatively few of these

were repaired. Such systems often reflect the investment of considerable labour over

many years. The multi-agency assessment in the Allai Valley notes that: 'Irrigation

and terracing systems were almost totally destroyed ... damage is so extensive that it

will likely take years to rebuild necessary infrastructure, rendering the entire valley

food insecure for some time to come' (McGinn et aI, 2006, p 24). The affected

communities were aggrieved at the lack of attention to these livelihood issues. There

were clear differences between agencies here, however, with ICRC for example

paying far more attention to livelihood issues. But just as relief cannot be a magic

bullet to correct decades of under-development, it also cannot re-create decades of
development in a short period.

4.7.3 Health

Health was one area where the reports indicate a positive impact from the

earthquake response. Before the earthquake, the health sector, like education,

suffered from the general problem of the non-attendance of trained staff. Many

health clinics were then destroyed or severely damaged in the earthquake. Normally

one would expect extensive damage to the health infrastructure to bring problems,

with women expected to suffer disproportionately. In fact the interventions of relief
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agencies dramatically increased the availability of health services in the affected

areas: 'there was also an influx of emergency medical agencies and personnel,

including female doctors, nurses, and medical officers, giving many women and girls

in strict purdah access to health care for the first time' (McGinn et al, 2006, P 17).

The health-sector picture was not universally positive however. Siddiqi notes that,

despite the efforts of many NGOs and agencies, 'a significant proportion of the

population still does not have access to a health facility' (Siddiqi, 2006, P 986). Given

the general consensus that access to health facilities was far better than before the

earthquake, it is quite possible that many of those who Siddiqi refers to did not have

such access before the earthquake either.

If the humanitarian sector too has its aspirations, and these include progress

towards better performance in carrying out humanitarian tasks, and towards a fairer

global welfare system, then we need measures that reflect those things. It may be

too much to expect to find this in judgements about individual programmes alone.

This section tries to build on the judgements found in the evaluations, using also the

existing measures of humanitarian activity, and the idea of the viewpoint of those

affected by disasters.

An early analysis of the evaluation dataset showed that the evaluations and reviews

were broadly positive about the response:

'[Tjhe emergency response to the earthquake was largely a success' (Simpson

and Chughtai, 2006, p 7)

'feedback from beneficiaries confirmed the perspective of agency staff at all

levels that the emergency response had been timely, appropriate and of

reasonable quality' (Crawford et al, 2006, P iv)

'CARE's response was positive, timely, responded to evidence of huge need and

the Government's appeal' (Kirkby et al, 2006, P 13)

210



Perceptions of crisis and response: A synthesis of evoluotions of the response to the 2005 Pakiston earthquake - 4

ISCF-UK's emergency response was swift, immediate and need based' (Khalid

and Haider, 2006, p iv)

'Norwegian support for the earthquake victims was timely, targeted, effective

and efficient. This view is supported by individuals and organisations

interviewed in the field' (Strand and Borchgrevink, 2006, p 30)

'In terms of aid effectiveness the success achieved in the first six months is
considerable I [Thornton, 2006, pi).

However, the one broad external beneficiary survey in the dataset presents a

different picture. The Fritz Institute surveyed 621 households in the five most

affected districts of NWFP 10 months after the earthquake I with the following

results.

'Humanitarian assistance provided was inadequate relative to need. Ten months

later, large numbers of earthquake-affected people report having acute needs for

basic assistance.

The Pakistani government, international NGOs (INGOs) and individuals played

the major role in both the relief and rehabilitation efforts ... National and local

NGOs had a relatively small and seemingly subdued presence in the relief and

rehabilitation efforts ...

Levels of satisfaction were generally high among those who received aid. Aid

recipients were most satisfied with the aid provided by the Pakistani government

and international NGOs, respectively ...

Dissatisfaction with assistance received seems to be associated with problems in

the aid distribution process rather than with the aid itself ...

Consultation with aid recipients was minimal. I

(Bliss et al, 2006, pp 4-7)

On issues which can be verified from other sources, such as the detailed assessment

of the Allai valley (McGinn et al, 2006), there is support for the general picture

offered by the Fritz Institute in that there were outstanding needs for basic

assistance, incomes had been reduced, and people were happy with the assistance

received but that aid had generated community tensions in some cases.

This is not to suggest that the agencies did not do a good job within the limits that

they set themselves. They generally did so from the agency perspective, and
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beneficiaries were very positive about the assistance that they got. Unlike the

tsunami response, where satisfaction declined over time (Scheper et al, 2006, pp 10-

ii), the earthquake beneficiaries reported that they were generally as satisfied at 10

months as they had been at 2 months (Bliss et al, 2006, pp 4-7).

This raises the question of what can reasonably be expected of the international

humanitarian community. More considered analysis of the differences between the

agency evaluations and the Fritz survey shows that they are different because they

are looking through two different lenses with two different approaches. The

evaluations look at the performance of the agencies through the lens of their own

mandate and operations. The survey looks at the whole relief effort from the

beneficiary perspective.

The agency perspective is obviously not the same as the community one. For

example, while many agencies congratulated themselves on the timeliness of their

response, there were also reports that injured people had developed gangrene while

waiting to be evacuated (Kirkby et al, 2006, P 5; Moszynski, 2005, P 926). It seems

that, from the agency perspective, the clock did not start when the effects of the

earthquake began but only when they had sufficient capacity on the ground to begin

major operations. Why is the agency perspective different from the beneficiary one,

and why do the evaluations show a generally more positive picture than the

beneficiary surveys? One reason is that agencies and beneficiaries use very different

criteria for measuring agencies' work.

Figure 4.2 The quality of response from the beneficiary perspective

Low-quality
response

High-quality
response

Medium-quality
response
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The affected population is not that concerned about any individual assistance

project, but about whether the whole package of assistance meets their priority

needs. From the perspective of the affected population, the measure of the quality of

the response is the extent to which the response fits their needs [Figure 4.2). To

complicate matters, the pattern of needs varies between individuals, families and

communities, depending on their particular circumstances, while '[t]he humanitarian

system is geared to dealing with categories of people' [Vaux, in ALNAP,2006).

Clearly the affected population's view of the response should have primacy. It is not

good enough to make judgements on the basis of whether, for example, programmes

meet their targets, given that assessments have their weaknesses, plus all the other

factors that inhibit perfection in programme planning, let alone the inevitability of

changing circumstances. Nevertheless it is still worthwhile for the humanitarian

sector itself to try to create parameters and criteria for judgement about the quality

of responses. This is not least because such criteria are valuable in guiding the

evaluations that are themselves one of the key tools for both accountability and
identification of lessons.

There are two fundamental measures for assessing anything: quality [how good or

bad something is for the intended purpose), and value [the cost of something relative

to the wanted benefit). Research in the late 1990s led to the OECDIDAC development

evaluation criteria.ê" Four of the five criteria deal with measures of the quality of aid

[relevance, effectiveness, sustainability and impact), and the fifth deals with value
[efficiency).

The original DAC criteria were modified for complex emergencies [HaUam,

1998;OECD Development Assistance Committee, 1999), to reflect some of the

problems seen in humanitarian aid in the 1990s such as the lack of coherence

between political and humanitarian stances by donors, and uneven coverage of

assistance. These revised criteria were further refined in ALNAP's 2006 guide on the

use of DAC criteria for humanitarian evaluation [Beck, 2006). However, the DAC

criteria are designed from an institutional perspective, and they are inevitably

generic to all situations. How then to mesh this generic and institutional perspective
with that of the various beneficiary populations?

One method of achieving a beneficiary perspective is to ensure that beneficiary

views are sought during every evaluation process. This is indeed included in the
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ALNAPQuality Pro Forma as good practice. For each evaluation, this should facilitate

the triangulation of the institutional view with that of the population and help to give

a composite and more realistic picture. It would be ironical, at an even greater

remove from the people affected by the earthquake than the evaluators whose work

underpins this chapter, to attempt to second-guess the views of those people here.

However it is important to remember that the criteria used by the international

humanitarian sector to judge its work are unlikely to be the same as those that

affected people may use.

The response to the Pakistan earthquake can be seen as a success, relatively

speaking. This is the general picture shown in the evaluations, and is also at least

partly supported by the views of people affected. Yet/ there remain some causes for

concern, in both of Slim's 'inner' and 'outer' realms - what lies within the control of

the sector itself and what lies outside it. Inhabiting both of these realms are the

people at the centre of the humanitarian enterprise, those affected by disaster.

Maintaining a pragmatic but determined view of both the value and the difficulties of

involving affected people can only assist further improvement within the sector,

whatever one's view of a realistic expectation of the humanitarian system.

Equally, affected people exist within contexts that are beyond our ability to control or

improve, and with which we must work, which become part of our context while we

do our work. Government and community are simultaneously unavoidable partners

and constraints for us, as often is the military. Our response, even our funding, is

generally only a very limited part of the response to a disaster. The Pakistan

earthquake offers some good examples of how all this works, how we might make

the best of it, and how it jeopardises our work.

While there is still plenty of room for improvement, the humanitarian response

system appears to be better prepared to meet the needs of affected populations

today than in the past. For example, the improvements in agency surge capacity seen

in Pakistan demonstrate that capacity is improving within the system. Incremental
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progress such as this is welcome, and should encourage continuing efforts. The
Pakistan earthquake response is a snapshot of an international humanitarian system
that has been maturing, becoming more predictable and better able to meet the
needs of the affected population. The improvements that we are seeing are not
isolated from other areas ofweakness, however; some of these are constraints that
we impose on ourselves, and others have to be worked with. Magicbullets are rare
and steady progress needs to be supplemented with innovation, especially in a world
where vulnerabilities appear to be increasingly interacting with each other, and both
crises and the responses to them are becoming more complex and multifaceted.
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Notes 7 Even this may be an overestimate, as
public support in the UK was probably
greater than elsewhere due to the
historic links with Pakistan and the large
Pakistani community in the UK, although
The Humanitarian Response Index
reports that 28 per cent of total
donations came from 'private' sources.

1 This is one reason why ALNAP
publishes summaries of lessons
identified from previous disasters such
as those for the tsunami (Houghton,
2005) or the Pakistan earthquake
(ALNAPand Provention Consortium,
2005a; 2005b).

8 Slim adds: 'they might undermine
Western ambitions for a formal global
system'.

9 There are zones such as the north of the
South Asian sub-continent where
earthquakes are to be expected, but their
timing and scale are unpredictable.

10Although the UN's humanitarian reform
process is commonly said to be based
on the Humanitarian Response Review,
the 'four pillars' address only some of
the 36 recommendations made in the
Review.

2 A review of over 600 geophysical
disasters since 1985 found only 3
instances where such disasters led to
epidemies (Floret et al, 2006).
Nevertheless, the BBC reported on 12
October 2005 that: 'Health officials and
aid workers on the scene have warned
unless fresh water and food are made
available potentially-deadly diseases
such as cholera, plague and diarrhoea-
related illnesses will take hold' (Triggle,
2005). While diarrhoeal disease
(including cholera) is certainly a risk
when water supply is interrupted,
plague is not.

3 See www.icva.ch/ghp for more
information on the GHP and the
Principles of Partnership.

4 The TEC synthesis report highlighted
the uneven performance of the funding
system for international response and
recommended that 'All actors need to
make the current funding system
impartial and more efficient, flexible,
transparent and better aligned with
principles of good donorship' (Telford
et al, 2006a, p 122).

5 OCHA Financial Tracking Service
(http://ocha.unog.ch/fts/reports/daily/
ocha_R2_A688_08011407.pdf).

6 OCHA Financial Tracking Service
(http://ocha. unog.ch/fts/reports/daily/
ocha_R10_E14961 08011407.pdf). It
may well be that some of this shortfall
would be accounted for by information
not supplied by prospective donors or
benefiting agencies.

11 The US military operation to assist the
tsunami survivors cost over US$251
million (Satow, 2006, p 4).

12 Some 250,000 Pakistani military
personnel are stationed in AJK
(Bamforth and Qureshi, 2007). This is
over 40 per cent of the total military
manpower.

13 A Federal Relief Commission was rapidly
set up, however, mandated 'to manage
the entire spectrum of the relief effort'
(HPN report www.odihpn.org/
report.asp?id=28110).

14 The 'humanitarian charter' in the Sphere
Handbook is 'informed by' no less than
18 different international instruments
ranging from the universal Declaration
of Human Rights (1948) to the Guiding
Principles on Internal Displacement
(1998).

15 Education levels are higher in AJK, as
are both remittance income and overall
income. Given that fairer land ownership
is associated with higher economic
growth (Deininger and World Bank.,
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2003, P 18), and that female education
is associated with lower child mortality
(World Bank, 1993, P 42), and given the
loss of field labour due to seclusion, it is
hardly surprising that NWFP is poorer
thanAJK.

16 Bamforth and Qureshi (2007) give an
estimate of 10,000 personnel lost - but
provide no source for the estimate.

17 The only published beneficiary studies
found were the Fritz survey (Bliss et al,
2006) and the Allai valley study (McGinn
et al, 2006). By contrast, the TEC
synthesis report listed 15 major surveys
of the affected population in the tsunami
response (Telford et al, 2006a, p 49,
footnote 38).

18 The urban pattern is more complex as
reconstruction has been forbidden in
some towns because of very high
seismic risk.

19 Oxfam reported that some landlords
were demanding half of the
compensation payments before they
would agree to the tenant receiving
compensation (Simpson and Chughtai,
2006, p 10).

20 These measures were based largely on
the biggest problems found in aid
projects in the previous decades. In
many cases, projects were found to lack
relevance to the beneficiaries, and to be
ineffective in what they set out to do;
they could not be sustained beyond the
end of donor support, and had little
impact or negative impacts that
outweighed the positive.
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This chapter reviews the response to the Pakistan earthquake based on analysis of

the evaluations of the response. The principal evaluations reviewed are set out in

Table 4A.1. This lists only the principal evaluations that used something approaching

formal evaluation criteria. This basic set of evaluations available from the ALNAP

database was supplemented by wider searches for evaluation reports and reviews,
or references to such reports.

The criteria for inclusion in the general dataset have been that the report is either:

a formal traditional evaluation, or

a review, based on a clear research method, that presents a direct or indirect
assessment of the response with some analysis.

No evaluation looked at the response as a whole, but some of the less formal

reviews did so. The more formal evaluations typically looked at an individual

element of the response, such as:

. the efforts of a single agency (Khalid and Haider, 2006; Kirkby et al, 2006, 2007;

Baglole, 2006; Reed et al, 2007; Telford et al, 2006b)

work sponsored by a particular donor (Cosgrave and Nam, 2007; Crawford et al,

2006; Strand and Borchgrevink, 2006)

a single topic (ActionAid, 2006; Ahmed and MacLead, 2007; Bauman, 2006;

COEDHMA, 2006; Currion, 2006; rASC, 2006; Krstic, 2006; Thornton, 2006).

The lack of a Disasters Emergency Committee (DEC) evaluation was keenly felt; DEC

evaluations have often been rated as high quality by ALNAP annual reviews and

have often been quoted in Syntheses. The DEC evaluations were particularly good

for providing an overview of responses, as they were multi-agency evaluations that
also addressed the broader context.ê"

21 The UK's Disasters Emergency Committee (DEC) stopped publishing the full version of its
evaluation reports during the tsunami response, and has since moved away from
conducting joint evaluations.
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Capacity. (agency) capacity to deliver emergency
response/activity. quality of existing relationships with
national affiliate, local partners and beneficiaries
Planning. quality of analysis and initial response strategy
• standard of funding proposal/design
Implementation. efficiency of emergency response
• (agency) capacity for learning, continuous improvement
and accountability to beneficiaries. effectiveness of
emergency response. connectedness/susteinability
• timeliness and appropriateness of response, efficiency
• impact. coverage. connectedness and sustainability

Table 4A.1 Principal evaluations of the Pakistan earthquake response

Evaluation Focus Criteria used in the evaluation report

AusAid
(Crawford et al,
2006)

CARE (Kirkby
et al, 2007)

ECHO (Cosgrave
and Nam, 2007)

IASCreal-time
evaluation of
the cluster
approach in the
Pakistan
earthquake
(!ASC, 2006)

ICRC (Reed et al,
2007)

Save the
Children UK
(Khalid and
Haider, 2006)
Save the
Children US
(Kirkby et al,
2007)

Evaluation of
a cluster of
agencies
funded
through a
single
mechanism,
using a set
framework
Evaluation of
the emergency
activities of a
single agency
Evaluation of
the projects
funded by a
single donor
Real-lime
evalualion of
the cluster
coordination
mechanism

Evalualion of
the mobilisa-
lion of a single
agency
(executive
summary only
in the public
domain)
Evaluation of
the response
of a single
agency
Process
evaluation of
the response
of a single
agency

• appropriateness. coverage. effectiveness. efficiency
• impact and results. sustainability and connectedness

Topics, rather than criteria. application and
understanding of the approach. needs analysis and
priority-setting. accountability and predictability
• gaps in the response. standards and benchmarking
• involvement of stakeholders • coordination, leadership,
and inter-cluster contact. resource mobilisation
• capacity development. cross-cutting issues such as
gender, human rights, environment and participation
• transition to recovery and rehabilitation
• coverage/relevance/appropriateness and effectiveness
• efficiency. coordination and coherence. adaptability

• relevance. efficiency. effectiveness. impact
• connectedness/sustainability

• 'Did we follow the most effective and efficient procedures
in identifying needs, targeting beneficiaries, delivering
programs of support and monitoring and evaluating the
impact of those programs?'
• 'In the event of any future emergency, what modifications
should we make to the approach, process and procedures
which we followed in the Pakistan earthquake response?'

224




