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1.Introduction

1.1 Origins of the research 

This research derives from the April 2001 Forum during which the topic of rights approaches and development was raised.   Members agreed the debate on rights was the single most significant issue being discussed by NGOs at that time.  It was decided that a Concept Paper on the main tenets of the debate should be undertaken by a member of INTRAC’s research team.  The paper, ‘The Rights and Wrongs of a Rights-based Approach to Development’ was for the April 2002 Forum of the INTRAC NGO Research Programme.  The paper was accepted by Programme Members as an overview of the debate.  It was then agreed that preliminary research into the policy implications for adopting rights approaches for Northern NGOs would be completed between April 2002-July 2003.

1.2 Stakeholders, Collaborators and Their Roles

Collaboration and constructive criticism by peers were the vital components that formed the basis of this research.  The main stakeholders were the fifteen NGOs that comprise the INTRAC NGO Research Programme. These are APSO, CAFOD, Christian Aid, Concern, Cordaid, Danchurch Aid, MS Denmark, Norwegian Church Aid, Novib, Oxfam GB, Save the Children Alliance, Save the Children Norway, Save the Children Sweden, Save the Children UK and South Research.  The research was funded from the general  Research Programme funds provided by these members.  Different members were consulted at several points in the research; especially during the writing of the final publication.  Their analysis changed the structure of the publication, as well as its content.  INTRAC has also been fortunate in that ActionAid, CARE, World Vision and Tzedek agreed to be research participants, for which we are grateful.  Consultation has also been held with other Northern NGOs, such as Oxford Centre for Mission Studies and Islamic Relief.  Novib, Oxfam GB and World Vision have also been most helpful in providing information and reflecting on the research process many times.  At the beginning of the research an Advisory Committee was established to guide and reflect on the research.  The Committee met five times during eighteen months.  The members were Cordaid, Novib, Concern, INTRAC and South Research.  The Advisory Committee decided the timeframe of the research, related publications, workshop structure, the modes of dissemination, the structure of the final publication and many other research challenges.  As part of its contribution to the INTRAC NGO Research Programme, South Research agreed to undertake the majority of the interviews.

1.3 Definition of Poverty 

The definition to be used in this paper derives from the capability approach
.   The most famous and well-written exponent of this is Amartya Sen.  Sen views poverty as a matter of capability deprivation.  This approach rejects monetary income as the measure of well-being on the basis of its being reductive.  Instead it focuses on indicators of the freedom to live a valued life.   ‘Poverty must be seen as the deprivation of basic capabilities, rather than merely as lowness of income, which is the standard criterion of identification of poverty’  (Sen 1999 pp87).  These capabilities involve disadvantage through handicap, gender, age, race or caste/class or any other means of marginalisation.  They also involve location, for example extreme poverty is more prevalent in parts of India and sub-Saharan Africa.  Coupling of disadvantages, such as an elderly disabled person in a predominantly poor area, increases the likelihood of extreme poverty.  Sen argues that the five identifiable freedoms that are the prerequisites of development are political freedoms, economic facilities, social opportunities, transparency guarantees and protective security (Sen 1999).  

Another explanation of the capability approach comes from Harriss-White who defines destitution as having economic, social and political aspects.  Using Sen’s terminology she argues that complete lack of capability in all three of these aspects predetermines destitution (Harriss-White 2002 pp2).  A further exponent, David Hulme points out that what is particularly useful about the capability approach is it recognises the link between the means to poverty eradication and its end.  ‘The capabilities approach makes strong and explicit links between human agency, poverty and public policy (necessary to ensure entitlements), and as such is useful for understanding the processes surrounding chronic impoverishment and escape from poverty’ (Hulme et al 2001 pp7).   It is this definition that the Advisory Committee decided to use to underpin the research.

Within the capabilities approach this research identifies the link between poverty and rights in the following practical realities:

· A justice system that fails to fulfil its Stated objectives is not protecting citizens.  Without enforcing legitimate, internationally recognised rights, the State is failing in its duty.

· The prevalence of corruption, abuse and violence in some countries may mean that the citizens of a nation identify all forms of the State as ‘organised theft’.  In such circumstances poverty is exacerbated and apathy overcomes a marginalised and dispirited majority.  In this way the individual does not wish to exert their agency to access their rights, for a variety of reasons.

· Living in a lawless country means that citizens have no incentive to act responsibly.  For example, capital flight, lack of official investment, tax avoidance and lack of participation in voting are typical of such contexts.

· Vulnerable households will use any means at their disposal for self-protection.  Protecting their own possessions can lead to further reinforcement of the system, via extortion rackets and local rivalries.

What is important to remember is that this context is not unique to developing nations.  However, it is Northern NGOs functioning within developing nations that have some, or all of the features above that are the remit of this research.  

1.4  Conceptualisation of Rights Approaches

The Advisory Committee also decided on an overall conceptualisation of rights approaches.  This was particularly important for two reasons. Firstly, without a clear definition of what the research means when it discusses ‘rights approaches’ the research would always be unclear to others.  Secondly, the process through which the conceptualisation was reached by the Advisory Committee ensured a better understanding of relating concepts for the research team.

As the Advisory Committee comprises so many different NGOs, with different interpretations of rights and justice, it was felt that the following UNHCR Statement was particularly apt:

‘There is no single, universally agreed rights-based approach, although there may be an emerging consensus on the basic constituent elements.’

UNHCR – unhcr.ch/development/approaches.html

So the Committee agreed its own conceptualisation of rights approaches.  It was felt all rights approaches had the following, ‘basic constituent elements’:

The Basic Constituent Elements of Any Rights Approach
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In many NGOs rights are implicit rather than explicit.  So are these constituent elements also useful in the case of NGOs that do not have a rights framework for all their policy and programming?  For example, Christian Aid, CAFOD and Cordaid do not have explicit rights approaches.  However, they use rights as a tool in some of their programming.  Justice, based on the ethics enshrined in the Christian bible, are the basis of all three of these organisations’ policy and programming.  Cordaid, who was part of the Advisory Committee, felt there was no conflict between the constituent elements of a rights approach and the value basis on which Cordaid is based.  

However, some secular organisations that do have a rights framework to their policy, argued that rights approaches are a specific approach.  Novib argued that rights approaches are fundamentally different, and it is these differences that are explained through the ‘basic constituent elements’ above.  Certainly, an NGO does not have to be secular to have a rights approach, Norwegian Church Aid and Dan Church Aid are testimony to that.  However, it is interesting that the constituent elements identified above distinguish rights approaches from any historical approach used by the aid community hitherto.

1.5  The Research Objectives

· To examine what rights mean to Northern NGOs.

· To ascertain if/how much faith influenced engaging in the rights agenda.

· To explore what instruments and tools have been developed, by which NGO and for what purposes.

· To establish the conflicts, questions and paradoxes NGOs are encountering when adopting rights approaches.

· To explore case studies of successes, challenges and discoveries NGOs have experienced.

· To explore whether there is any proof for the assertion that rights approaches eradicate poverty more than other approaches.

· To disseminate the research and its findings through journals, conferences, workshops and a final publication.

· To elicit analysis from Southern based workers of participating organisations of the final publication.

· To aid NGOs by informing them what peer organisations are doing.  Thus speeding up internal NGO debates and policy making decisions concerning rights issues.

1.6 Limits of the Research

· This is a desk study as there was no separate funding for either Southern case studies or a detailed cross-comparison of different staff’s interpretations of rights approaches within the organisations studied.

· This is not an evaluation of different NGOs’ approaches.

· Northern NGOs have adopted rights approaches fairly recently.  Thus there is a real lack of knowledge of implications.  Therefore, this preliminary research is consciously incomplete.

· Not every Programme member was interviewed, some felt they did not have much to offer the debate.

· Most of the interviews were conducted by telephone.  Most were with individuals, rather than groups.  This again was due to absence of funding.  It would have been relevant to triangulate the interviews across the participating organisations.

1.7  Research Methods

The Advisory Committee decided the methods to be used and the outline of the research.  It is important to stress that this research is a preliminary investigation.  As such it is reviewing current interpretations and activities in Northern European based NGOs.  Although the original Concept Paper endeavoured to establish Programme members’ use of, or rejection of, the rights-based approach it did not do it comprehensively – it sought an impression.  This research is an opportunity to investigate the ideas and practices of the member organisations at a more profound level.  It also considers activities of other Northern based NGOs who are utilising the approach, most notably, ActionAid, Tzedek and CARE. The methods that were used:

· Interview people from participating organisations.  It was hoped that more groups would be achieved, but only three occurred. Thirteen interviews were undertaken.

· A replicable semi-structured interview was developed.  It was based on one closed question followed by an open question constructed from the three research questions. 

· A research workshop was held after the interviews and before the writing of the final publication.  This was in order to triangulate the results from the interviews and all the secondary research that was undertaken since the research began in 2001.
· An extensive ongoing literature review fed into the research as it progressed. 
· It is hoped that the final stage would be an analysis of this publication by Southern workers of participating NGOs.
1.8 Executive Summary
This has been an innovative and ambitious preliminary piece of collaborative research.  Stakeholders have been particularly committed to participation, information and feedback. This is especially true of the Advisory Committee’s commitment and incisive reflections.  Other stakeholders’ and collaborators’ commitment to the research is an indication of the importance of the rights debate to NGOs at this time.   INTRAC also has a debt of gratitude to the many participants in the research.  Many of whom constructively criticised the drafts of the publication as they progressed as well as participating in the interviews. The search for implications has been as limited as was expected. This is because most NGOs have only taken on rights approaches in their policy documents within the last five years.  However, much has been gleaned through this process itself.  For example, many NGOs had an opportunity to network between the participating NGOs, to indulge in some serious debate over the issue with peer NGOs and to constructively criticise the process of INTRAC’s research.

The methodology included much involvement with the wider development community, many of whom are involved with researching and analysing rights issues.   It also involved thorough examination of wide and diverse secondary information collated over a two-year period.   By this means four main implications have been drawn:

· The NGOs that have already adopted rights approaches have done so through a process of evolution.  Many of those feel there is a moral impetus for rights approaches and it is only through addressing rights that the root causes of poverty will be addressed.    To many of these NGOs rights and values co-exist.

· Many NGOs believe it is not imperative to have an explicit rights approach to engage in the struggle for the right to development of the poor.  This implies that providing NGOs comprehend the complexities of rights approaches, they can engage in facilitating rights.

· There are many contradictions within rights approaches.  The most important of which is that there is an increasing body of evidence (all of it anecdotal) to suggest rights approaches can exacerbate rather than eradicate poverty in particular instances.  Therefore, despite the islands of excellence, there are is increasing concern that rights approaches are not always the solution to the injustice of poverty.  It is significant that advocates of rights approaches do not want to heed this evidence.

· Rights approaches make explicit the political nature of poverty eradication in an unprecedented and systematic way.  This contains implications for advocacy, advertising, relationships with other CSOs, relationships with the rest of civil society and the funding public.  It can make advocates of explicit rights approaches as many enemies as friends.

Speculation on possible implications is a dangerous business.  NGOs are well aware that hindsight is always the best informant for policy making.  Unfortunately, in the case of researching implications of adopting rights approaches, there is very little retrospection possible.  However, the research results indicate two things.  Firstly, that NGOs are correct in their concern to establish appropriate tools and instruments for implementing rights approaches.  Secondly, despite the vehement rejection of questioning rights approaches, that is precisely what is needed.  The more emphatic advocates of the approach become, the less objective and critical their analysis will be.  This research encountered many NGO workers that criticised the research, claiming that what was needed was appropriate tools, not analysis.  The research results indicate that both are needed, more than some ‘crusader’ NGOs are ready to accept.  In short, the more rights approaches are adopted, the more constructive analysis is necessary.  The development community surely knows one thing; too much reliance on a single approach engenders complacency and bad practice.
A second part of this research is planned.  Its form is as yet undecided.  There are various options that INTRAC hopes to explore:

· A/some Southern NGOs are funded by INTRAC Programme members to evolve the research and examine the implications from their viewpoint.

· A longitudinal study of two years tracks the development of policy decisions on rights of some of the most active exponents of rights approaches.

· A comparative study explores the similarities and differences between policy and practice of Northern NGOs’ rights approaches.

2.What do Rights Mean to Northern NGOs?

2.1 What has Changed Concerning Rights within Civil Society?
Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of Civil Society the conceptualisation of ‘rights’ has altered.  There are four fundamental changes that can be identified.  First is the emphasis on the balance of duty and rights.  Secondly, the prioritising of altering the balance of power is fundamental to both the concept and theory of rights.  Thirdly, each Northern country has a slightly different history of rights that affects the NGOs based within its borders.  Fourthly, the importance of citizenship in its new form is an innovation.  Fifthly, the partial but incomplete convergence of civil and political human rights NGOs and development NGOs is significant.

To take duties and rights first, Putnam (1995) suggested that with the end of the Socialist block Western value systems underlying the free market structure have become entrenched the world over.  He argued that part of this ‘entrenchment’ is the rights of the individual within Civil Society.  The means by which these rights identified by Putnam can be asserted is through the combination of responsibilities, duties, transparency, trust, accountability and national and international legal frameworks that have all been recognised as vital for new Civil Society (Van Rooy 1998).   It is this balance of duties and responsibilities on the one hand and the individual’s rights on the other that ensure that everyone’s rights are equal.  Sen (1999) argued there is ‘interdependence between freedom and responsibility’ and the two are indivisible. This is embodied both in responsibility for oneself, but also in social responsibility.   O’Neill argues that, ‘Duties are the business end of justice: they formulate the requirements to which Declarations of Rights merely gesture; they speak to all of us whose action is vital for real, respected rights’ (O’Neill 2002, Lecture 2, pp3).  In this way there exists in Civil Society a new combination of duties and rights embodied in the citizenship described by VeneKlasen and Miller (2002) that is fundamentally new.  

The second fundamental change is that asserting rights means challenging the balance of power.  Human Rights organisations, Development NGOs and other advocates of rights approaches emphasise the importance of altering the balance of power through rights being asserted, recognised and protected.  The fundamental difference from fifteen years ago is that power is changed, not through political revolution but through the individual’s responsibility for themselves and for others.  During the Cold War the political dichotomy of right versus left defined the power of both the State, the individual and other aspects of society, such as the economy.  At that time political affiliation defined the kind of society one was aiming to support or construct.  Van Rooy (1998) argues that today power is being slowly asserted by the individual in a different way.  It is through citizenship and recognition of both their rights and their responsibilities that  the individual is attempting to change the balance of power.  This is also true in the organisational context.  Whereas during the Cold War NGOs were often identified as being left-wing, with particular NGOs being specifically perceived as more radical than others.  Today, that has been replaced by the language of rights.  Rights are seen as changing the balance of power, rather than specific political affiliation.

The third change is that the differences in the history of rights within Northern nations is becoming both more obvious and important. A particular context is that of Great Britain which, like most countries, has a national history of civil and political rights activism. This can be linked to the abolishment of slavery, the struggles against feudalism, women’s assertion of their right to vote and the trade union movement.    For many years in Britain there have been neo-Victorian charity laws stating that no NGO or charity may act politically.  This is ignored by NGOs in practice, but the fact is that it still exists.   It represents the State held conceptualisation that poverty has nothing to do with politics.   Meanwhile, in other parts of the legislature, rights are increasingly discussed and facilitated, best exemplified by the inclusion of citizenship in the school curriculum.  In other parts of North there has been a different context for rights.  For example, in the Netherlands, there is a long history of explicit rights approaches by NGOs, best shown in the civil and political rights work of Novib.  Also in the Netherlands, other co-funding initiatives have been built using the Dutch co-funding structure that have rights as a core aim.  In Belgium there is a notable division in how the Flemish community and the French community engage in the rights debate.  On the one hand the Flemish community engage in the rights debate, the French community less so.  In Denmark there is a strong history of NGOs protecting civil and political rights, which meant the transfer to economic, social and cultural rights approaches was a natural evolution.  Through these examples it can be seen that the national context affects the NGOs that stem from specific Northern societies – however international they may see themselves.  The evolution of the European legislature has also affected rights.  Today in Britain men have the right to paternity leave and women have access to maternity rights on joining an organisation.  The pending European Charter of Rights is proving controversial simply by the sweeping reforms on rights it would initiate.  In these ways national context has influenced the evolution of rights approaches.  The change lies in the fact that these differences and complementarities are being highlighted by the evolution of rights approaches by Northern NGOs.  Through NGOs discovering other countries’ NGOs positioning on rights, there is a recent but real cross-fertilisation of ideas that this research is based on, endeavours to learn from and to build upon. 

This links directly to the fourth change.  Conscious articulation and facilitation of citizenship as the force behind social mobilisation is something that has only happened since the fall of the Berlin wall. Only through citizenship will the weaker and more vulnerable people in society be included.  For example, when Deepa Narayan was asked what was the main finding of the ‘Voices of the Poor’ research she undertook, she said it was ‘Participation!’.  In discussing this, De Gaay Fortman argues that, ‘the crux, in other words, lies in development processes including rather than excluding the weaker and more vulnerable sections in society’.   Many States have engaged with the concept of citizenship and articulated it in their own way, others have chosen not to.  Today discussions of citizenship occur within schools, NGOs, the health services and Parliaments.  Maxwell cites Moser and Norton (2001) who, ‘make the important point that the achievement of rights is not just about legal structures, but also about social mobilisation’ (Maxwell 2003).  In other words, it is all very well to have the legal framework, but without social acceptance and support of this framework it will never work.  Again, Maxwell explains this further by citing Moser and Norton (2001):

A growing culture of rights strengthens the degree to which individuals relate to state structures as citizens with rights and responsibilities.  In turn, this weakens the extent to which people expect to extract benefits from the state through relations of clientilism and patronage.  The citizenship model fosters the capacity for collective action across traditional divisions of class, ethnicity and caste, thereby increasing the capacity of social mobilisation to favour (or at least include) the marginalised.

Moser and Norton 2001 pp39, cited by Maxwell, 2003

This is where NGOs come in.  Without NGOs social mobilisation would be incomplete.    Citizenship maybe theoretical, with academics discussing it and papers and books published all over the world.  However, the cutting edge reality of citizenship is within society, happening all around us.  The advocacy machines of NGOs have been scaled up to disseminate citizenship issues in the north as much as in the south.  The work of Oxfam’s and Save the Children’s Education Units are two tangible examples of this.  Without social mobilisation through citizenship there will be less understanding, respect and protection of rights.  Gaventa and the work of the Institute of Development Studies in Brighton have published widely on this (see Gaventa 1998 and 2002). 

The fifth change concerns the partial, but incomplete convergence of Human Rights organisations and development NGOs.  This convergence has significant implications for the progression of rights within civil society.  Without the advocacy and protection by human rights NGOs of civil and political rights over the years it is arguable that the rights discourse would not be as developed as it is today.   However, no longer do organisations like Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch focus exclusively on human rights violations and the complexities of civil and political rights; they now look at the social, economic and cultural rights.  Human Rights Watch has been active on both types of rights for several years, taking the lead for other Human Rights NGOs.  For example, Human Rights Watch focus on these rights in the following way:

‘We pay special attention to economic, social and cultural rights violations when they result from violations of civil and political rights or must be remedied as part of a plan for ending violations of civil and political rights.’ (Human Rights Watch 2001)

Amnesty International is also taking a similar stance to that of Human Rights Watch.   In its International Strategic Plan Amnesty stipulates the new importance of the right to economic and social development to the organisation.  A Working Group has been established to investigate how Amnesty can put such rhetoric into practice:

‘At its 2001 International Council Meeting in Dakar, Senegal, Amnesty International opened its old mandate, to a new mission, to work equally on civil, cultural, economic, political and social rights, and to use its methods equally against non-State actors’.  (Amnesty International 2002)
From the perspective of development NGOs, they are increasingly engaged in the debate on civil and political rights alongside economic, social and cultural rights.   So the historical division between Human Rights organisations and Development NGOs is diminishing as their interpretations concerning rights and development evolve (Sano 2000).  For example, Human Rights Watch has been increasingly involved in advocating social, economic and cultural rights over the years, Oxfam and Norwegian Church Aid have been promoting the human rights approach to development.  This divergence serves to emphasise the popularity of the interpretation that poverty is to do with lack of rights, rather than lack of needs.  It is also leading to a great deal of cross-pollination of specialists in their own field; with development specialists at Human Rights organisations and Human Rights lawyers working in development NGOs.  This research has been designed to facilitate such cross-fertilisation of ideas and interpretations.

2.2 How has there been a Change from Basic Needs to Rights Approaches?

Most British NGOs started as charities with philanthropic intentions.   Western nations have a consistent history of philanthropy that evolved from slavery abolitionists through the protestant ethics of the Salvation Army to modern day secular and faith based NGOs.  The needs approach identified poverty alleviation, rather than poverty eradication.  The needs approach has been traditionally seen as a-political, whether in practice it has been or not.  Furthermore it was ‘needs driven’ in that needs were identified, usually by a Westerner, and then attempts were made to fulfil those needs.  At its best, the rights approach is the evolution from the needs approach.  It takes the best practice from a needs approach and builds upon it.  It is an evolution from such a ‘Sentimental, paternalistic and privileged discourse of philanthropy and charity, to a more political, egalitarian and empowering ideology of rights and duties’ (Slim 2001).  Rights approaches thus challenge the very basis of paternalistic charities and NGOs. In this way the historical bases on which some charities were founded has evolved from a needs to a rights based approach.  Examples of this would be Plan International and ActionAid who have both taken a stance on rights issues over the last five years.   

What is a particularly radical departure from a needs based to a rights discourse is the assertion that the individual poor person is active, rather than a passive receiver.  Whereas previously the ‘charity worker’ or ‘benefactor’ gave resources for the poor from the ‘goodness of their own heart’, now their role has changed.  In the rights context the poor person has rights that can be asserted.   The poor person is no longer a victim, they have become a protagonist.  In this way philanthropy has been replaced by facilitating someone in the fight to gain power through asserting their rights.  So the balance of power is being challenged.  Or, to put it another way, the assertion of the individual’s rights is political, whereas charity is (supposedly) a-political.
Ironically, for charities relying on the public for money, pressing the a-political, victim oriented philanthropic button is easier than ‘enlightening’ people on rights issues. This is because education on rights changes historically based conceptions concerning poverty.  No longer are the poor there to be ‘helped’.  On the contrary, they are only poor because they are being denied their rights.   Therefore, advertising highlights the poor not as victims, but as marginalised from access to their right to development.  Such advertising shifts the emphasis from need to right in a many different ways. It has been argued that rights do not ‘sell’ in the countries where the donations are collected because the donor population does not always comprehend them (Slim 2001).  This research has found that there appears to be a gulf between the Public Relations arm of NGOs and policy teams.  The former say rights are impossible to advertise, that latter argue rights must be publicly and graphically emphasised over needs.  During the research many NGOs with rights approaches refuted this.  For example, DanChurch Aid
 argued that whilst rights alienated some more traditional public supporters, it attracted a young more politically active cohort of supporters.   Similarly, Novib argued that through advertising rights issues in its Dutch posters it attracted more sectors of the community, including school children, in an unprecedented manner.  It is not within the remit of this research to pursue this interesting issue to a conclusion, but it would be a viable area for future investigation.

Another aspect of the change from needs to rights is central importance of solidarity to a rights approach.  Citing his experience working with Oxfam America in Latin America Hammock says, 

…Oxfam America based its decisions on the concept of solidarity.  Development was not projects and programmes, but rather a commitment to work with communities to ensure their rights, development and freedom.  Solidarity with one’s partners and a rights-based approach throw traditional development concepts into the dustbin of history.

Hammock 2003 pp3

Hammock goes on to explain he is concerned that many NGOs will only play lip-service to rights approaches, without engaging wholeheartedly in solidarity with their partners in the south.  He argues that without solidarity there will be no real rights approach.  

Other NGOs have engaged with solidarity for many years.  A case in point is MS Denmark.    It has solidarity as one of its explicit core values, which appears in the mission statement.  MS Denmark has many publications explaining its conceptualisation of solidarity and how it is programmed in to all activities (MS Denmark 2001).  It has gone a long way to evaluating solidarity within its programmes.  Yet MS Denmark does not have an explicit rights approach.   Solidarity is central to MS Denmark’s partnerships with southern counterparts.  In a long-term study of relationships between MS Denmark and its partners their partnerships have been confirmed as being ‘based around notions of solidarity and Civil Society strengthening (Brehm 2001 pp55).  At the same time MS Denmark has engaged with the rights agenda for over a decade, mostly articulated through working with refugees and displaced persons.   It could be argued that through their successful partnerships through solidarity MS Denmark has been using a rights approach in practice, if not by name, for many years.

So how do you get to have solidarity?  Arguably, through global citizenship.  This relates to social mobilisation which is, in turn, facilitated through state support of citizenship, for example in the classrooms of those at school.   Other mechanisms also need to support citizenship.  These include funding mechanisms for developing nations, national legislature (including charity law), trade negotiations and local government, to mention a few.  All of which needs to be supported and/or reinforced by NGO policy and programming Gaventa and the team at the Institute of Development Studies have written much on this issue (Gaventa 1998 and 2002).

2.3 What is the International Human Rights Framework?

The framework that is the basis of most rights approaches is comprised of various declarations and conventions.  All of these derive from the 1948 UN Declaration of Human Rights.  Many NGOs refer to the framework throughout their policy and practice documentation, such as Oxfam International, ActionAid and Care.  Others see the framework as a set of guidelines for operation, rather than the ethical basis of their operations, such as Christian Aid, Cordaid and Tzedek.  Page 5 of this paper offers the constituent parts of any rights approach.  Part of this refers to the International Human Rights Framework as, ‘the scaffolding on which rights are built’.  The framework is as follows:

	Date
	Convention

	1948
	The Universal Declaration of Human Rights

	1950
	European Convention on Human Rights

	1951 
	UN Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees

	1965
	Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination

	1966 
	UN International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights

	1966
	UN International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

	1967
	UN Protocol extending the 1951 Convention of the Status of Refugees internationally

	1969 
	American Convention on Human Rights

	1979
	Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women

	1981
	African Charter on Human and People’s Rights

	1984 
	Convention Against Torture

	1986
	UN Declaration of the Right to Development

	1989 
	UN Convention on the Rights of the Child

	1994
	Convention on the Status of Refugees

	1998
	International Criminal Court established

	2003
	European Charter of Rights (Draft)


Much work has been undertaken to make the International Human Rights Framework practical.  One attempt is the creation of NGO codes of conduct for those involved in humanitarian work.  The following codes are the most frequently referred to.

	Date
	Code of Conduct for Humanitarian Work

	1998
	The Sphere Project: Humanitarian charter and Minimum Standards in Disaster Response

	1994
	The Red Cross Code of Conduct

	2000
	People in Aid Code of conduct


The purpose of these codes of conduct is to make clear the practical ramifications of the international rights framework in the humanitarian context.  The Sphere Project is the most explicit in its inclusion and advocacy of rights issues.  However, all of these codes are used in engagement in humanitarian contexts.  The Red Cross Code and the Sphere Project are also conditions for some bids and tenders for ensuring the protection and fulfillment of rights in humanitarian  and disaster situations.

Connected to this is a heated discussion amongst human rights lawyers.  If it is important to classify and list rights in the international framework, surely some are more fixed than others?  The debate on hard law versus soft law is discussed widely, yet few conclusions have been made.  In short, soft law can already be enforced by law as legislation is written, whereas hard law is not yet on the statute book and usually impossible to enforce.  Malone (a Human Rights Lawyer) and Belshaw (2002) discuss the inconclusivity of the definitions of hard and soft law at some length.  They cite different conceptualisations of hard and soft law and the extent to which some rights are more enforceable than others.  For the purposes of this research, the intricacies of this discussion are not as important as emphasising that hard and soft law rely on context.  Thus, in some places at some times.  The following example is given by Malone and Belshaw:

Differential enforcement of particular rights by the United Nations in different parts of the world suggests that the transition from the aspirations of 1948 to justiciability at the international level results in the same ‘law’ being ‘hard’ and justiciable in respect of conduct in some places, yet ‘soft’ and to be ignored in others.  Compare, for example, Rwanda and Zimbabwe.  This introduces yet another arbitrary cause of inequality in application of human rights.

(Malone and Belshaw 2003)

Suffice it to say, that with the increasing employment of Human Rights lawyers by Northern NGOs development agencies are becoming increasingly conversant with the soft law versus hard law debate.

2.4 What is the Role of the State in the Evolving Rights Dialogue?

As explained above, the ascendance of Civil Society has not just led to the extension of the individual’s civil and political rights, but also to the recognition of their social, economic, cultural and environmental rights.  The State has an important role as ‘primary duty bearer’ (Moser and Norton 2001) in ensuring the International Human Rights Framework is furthered and realised.  Protecting human rights is insufficient today; rights have been accepted as vital to all aspects of the State’s role in Civil Society.  Now there is a call for the furtherance of rights, not merely their protection. There are specific stages identified in setting a legal framework for justice for all citizens by a State.  In Britain DFID identifies them as the following:


Through engagement with other countries, DFID endeavours to advocate such a structure for other States.  To what extent and how this is realised is not within the remit of this research.

In practice social, economic, cultural and environmental rights are frequently less accepted than civil and political rights by States.  Hausermann argues that this is because not all States can protect rights (Hausermann 1998) Is this because States do not want to recognise rights, because if they do they are recognising their role as duty bearers?  The answer will be different within each nation, but some commonalities exist.   For example, good democratic governance is a prerequisite for rights to become a reality (Sen 1999).  It should be said that the link between lack of rights and poverty is increasingly used in development discussions concerning the State’s role, including the World Bank’s ‘Voices of the Poor’ series (Narayan 2000 and 2002).   It is also true to say that where the State facilitates and protects rights less the process of realising rights is more challenging and the time needed longer.  However, despite Sen’s argument, Hausermann argues that it is possible to use a rights approach where the State does not construct the national legislative framework to reflect the International Conventions.  Usually, NGOs are crucial in advocating for national law, as happened in the case of South Africa.  Hausermann also argues that, in general, nations where the Civil Society and economy are stronger find it easier to secure social, economic, cultural and environmental rights.  The results of this research reiterate this latter argument as will be seen in section 3.

Yet is it as easy as that?  Surely States choose whether to put in to practice a concept and their choice will come from many reasons? Whether they become a duty bearer depends on whether the State engage with a process.  There are three aspects to this process.  Firstly, the ratification of conventions and declarations by States is crucial.  Secondly, the revising of the national legislative framework to support the international framework is vital.  Thirdly, the enforcement of the legal framework in all aspects of society is necessary.  The first is a decision, not a process, the second and third are both a decision and a complex process.  These two also require a great many resources, which cannot usually be provided by international NGOs alone.  Of course, the original commitment to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was made over fifty years ago, by many nations.  Yet there is a gap between written acceptance that signifies the decision made by governments and the carrying through of such commitments stages two and three of the process.   The realisation of rights within a nation can only happen through national law.  Many governments seem willing to sign up to conventions, but less are energetically engaged in the process. In explaining the decision by some nations to become duty bearers Hausermann cites the example of South Africa.  The South African constitution of 1996 explains rights can be progressively realised and derive from the struggle for a democracy.   The articles within the constitution are part of a process committed to by the State as their responsibility for delivering rights to the population.   South Africa knows that there is more to delivering people’s rights than just written statute, but it does provide the legal framework to support rights.  However, it has lacked the resources to complete the process.  Other aspects of the process that are often sidelined are within the training of the Military, the Police, Teachers and the Judiciary, the media and the electoral process (Boerefijn 2001).  This needs huge amounts of resources and organisation.  However, it is accepted that the achievement of rights is a process and although the international infrastructure is in place, individual nations have the responsibility for interpreting them and seeing they are honoured.  The irony in the case of South Africa is that despite the legislation, the State is still not facilitating and protecting citizens’ rights.  There is, furthermore, still space, for nations to entirely avoid their role as duty bearer for delivering rights, such as the States of Burma, Zimbabwe and North Korea.  This is because there is no legal mechanism to react to failing to fulfil the right to development.  The International Court of Law is supposed to be providing such a mechanism, but as yet it is not forthcoming.

However, there is a complication here.  What if States should not always prioritise rights over needs?  Maybe rights approaches should not be used at all times.  Maybe rights agenda is diverting precious scarce resources from the poorest of the poor, rather than facilitating their right to development?  Emphasis has been placed on the immense financial cost of providing the legal framework and learning for establishing and fulfilling rights within a developing civil society.   It is a possibility that States, by diverting resources to facilitating the rights framework within their country, are denying the poorest.  A particular example concerns that of the Roma.   ‘Approaches that favour rights over needs (or vice-versa) undermine practice.  Romania is an example of a weak State with limited capacity to guarantee even the minimum rights of its citizens’ (Beauclerk 2003).  There are at least 100,000 institutionalised children who are denied the right to a family environment.  Save the Children Romania follow the Save the Children Alliance’s programming and policy rights based approach.  They have moved from meeting needs to facilitating rights within Romania.  Amongst their successes is the successful lobbying of the European Parliament to make Romania’s accession to the EU conditional on the realisation of the right to a family environment.  Beauclerk argues that the unforeseen consequence of this success is that the State body established to reform childcare has become increasingly politicised.  It has thus come under so much pressure from donors, ministers and other parts of civil society, that it is incapable of realising even the most minor of rights at all.  Instead of funding a detailed strategic overview and clear direction for Romania, the State body has become paralysed.   The end result is that today there are still more children in institutions in Romania than ever (Beauclerk 2003).  Maybe there is a case for prioritising needs over rights in particular contexts, and rights over needs in others.

This is one of the crucial issues pertaining to rights approaches.  NGOs frequently assert their role as duty bearer, often citing the other duty bearers in the national and international context.  However, the reality is that there is no mechanism to ensure NGOs actually put into practice what they write in their policy (Pratt 2003).  Although NGOs’ rights approaches have written down that Northern Headquarters or decentralised national NGOs are more accountable to partners, this is difficult to assess (this will be discussed further in section 3).  There is also little an NGO can do, apart from lobbying, to ensure a particular government agrees with their interpretation of rights and citizenship.  This does not ignore the successes of particular lobbying by NGOs, that advocates of rights approaches are quick to cite, it merely highlights that NGOs maintain and lobby a particular world-view.   Similarly, there is very little an NGO can do to ensure other duty bearers, such as the State, maintain and encourage a specific interpretation of rights, due to the lack of mechanisms mentioned above.  ‘Where States or parts of States are weak or failing, it is idle to object when they do not secure full rights for everybody: they can’t do it.  Rights are not taken seriously unless the duties that underpin them are taken seriously; those duties are not taken seriously unless there are effective, committed people and institutions to carry them (O’Neill 2002, Lecture 2, pp3). It is well known that many States have been called to account for transgressions of civil and political rights, even if this is not always successful.  However, there is still little NGOs can do in the case of transgressions of economic, social and cultural rights as they are particularly hard to prove.  Although NGOs argue that this is the whole point of the enormous advocacy machines that are growing at this time, it is important to recognise that an organisation or State body only ‘bears duty’ if and when it wants to.

2.5 Where is the Current Debate on Rights and Cultural Specificity?

As soon as the word ‘culture’ is mentioned a host of different conceptualisations come into play.  ‘Focusing on culture opens up the debate about values and, within that debate, about evaluation, the negotiation of value and calculability.’ (Marsden 2003).  Marsden points out that it was originally anthropologists that opposed the ratification of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights fifty years ago.  They argued the declaration derived from the value systems of the north and had little relavance elsewhere.  Marsden explains this was due to the fact that many were then working from a cultural relativist viewpoint.  ‘The pursuit of civil and political rights appeared to supercede and override the rights to separate identities enshrined by ‘traditional cultures’.’ (Marsden 2003).    This criticism of the Declaration still exists today.  Meanwhile, there continues to be a wider, lively and inconclusive debate on the ethical bases of development rights and cultural specificity amongst NGOs.  ‘We are only now beginning to appreciate the complexities of the different realities with which we choose to engage and of the multiple networks that we construct and in which we are embedded’ (Marsden 2003).  What is important to remember that the ‘we’ Marsden talks of includes a multiplicity of viewpoints.  It is vital that we look at some of the issues and interpretations of cultural specificity in order to understand further the implications of rights approaches.

There are four factors related to the debate that are significant to this research.  Firstly, the western-centre world view of NGOs and their struggle against this, secondly, the search – or lack of a search - for mutual trust between cultures, thirdly whether rights are universally recognised in all cultures and fourthly that rights are evolving, not normative or static.

Firstly, this debate partly stems from a search for legitimacy of development organisations in the context of a growing recognition of the failings of the aid community.  In short, in order to be transparent NGOs require a clear value system to present to the world  - especially public and private donors.  A clear value system means NGOs can set themselves apart from the rest of civil society, ‘NGOs were distinctive because they had a unique identity based on a clearly articulated set of values and ideological purpose’ (Hailey 2000 pp404).   The theory was that through having such a clear set of values NGOs became more transparent, but also more accountable, as their actions could be measured against the purported value system.  Yet all of these value systems created by NGOs were (and are) inextricably linked to the culture (s) of those that constructed them.  In making them transparent it has made the origins of the value system more obvious. It has to be remembered that NGOs based in a specific country reflect the values within that society.  This is especially true of small to medium sized NGOs with partners in the south, but no other offices in the north.  Examples of this would be South Research in Belgium or MS Denmark.  Both of these derive from specific cultural contexts.  The way they articulate development issues and rights will reflect something of their own historical culture.  This world view may not necessarily be acceptable to potential and actual southern partners. 

Linked to this is the aspect of the debate that argues Northern NGOs would do well ‘not to hide behind the argument that rights are universal, indivisible and non-hierarchical’ (Hausermann 1998). Instead NGOs need to, and some might say are obliged to, unpack the concept of rights in the context of cultural specificity.    Interestingly, at the time of writing Concern Worldwide is undertaking this type of analysis of cultural compatibility with their partners.  The NGO is concerned that it derives from an Irish Catholic world view that may not embrace fully with the cultures with whom it works (Gibson and Williams 2002).  Four pilot nations are utilising the new Concern rights approach to development and surveying Southern partners’ interpretations and comments on it.  If Concern’s world view is different to the perception of rights within the four pilot nations, Concern have committed to modify their mode of analysis. Concern is working from the theory that only by NGOs not treating Northern rights approaches as normative will they learn how rights are going to be interpreted by those of other cultures.  Novib has undertaken similar research during the last ten years.  Part of this was the workshop on Culture and Development that Novib and Pipal Tree organised in 1997 in India.   The compatibility of rights between all cultures was concluded by participants at the conclusion of the proceedings (Donders 1998).   This was followed up during 1999-2000 when Novib facilitated an international ‘Linking and Learning’ process on the subject of economic, social and cultural rights with its partners.  A series of workshops were held in different parts of the world.  The purpose was to learn from partners their strategies for implementing economic, social and cultural rights, to promote active co-operation among participants and to improve partners’ monitoring and advocacy capacities in relation to the various parts of the United Nations.  In these ways some NGOs are endeavouring to acknowledge different conceptualisations of rights and citizenship and recognise their own world view.  In so doing they attempt to include other world views in their engagement with poverty eradication.

Secondly, a recent aspect of the debate on cultural specificity and rights came from the 2002 Reith lectures on ‘Trust’ by O’Nora O’Neill.  The importance of trust has been reinforced by research within the development community, such as that by The International Council on Human Rights Policy (ICHRP 2003).  Trust is also a focus of discussion of commentators on society, such as Frances Fukuyama (1995).  By discussing the legitimacy of organisations and relationships between different parts of civil society O’Neill emphasised the crucial nature of trust between cultures.  In the second lecture of the series O’Neill argues, ‘I believe that human rights and democracy are not the basis of trust: on the contrary trust is the basis for human rights and democracy’ (O’Neill 2002 Lecture 2, pp2).  She goes on to argue that trust between cultures has to be initiated, supported and perpetuated if the right to live without the shadow of terror is to be realised.  She is emphatic that rights will not be realised so long as the individual is a passive citizen.  Without active citizenship and a virtuous spiral of trust, there will be deception and mistrust of other cultures, as well as States, and rights will not become a reality. 

The third aspect of this debate concerns the universality of rights and cultural identity.  Although some argue this is a confusion of rights with values and the two are separate (Pratt, 2003), there is much debate about the issue.  Many have assumed that the Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 1948 was drafted by westerners and that therefore the Declaration encapsulates a western world-view, as discussed by Marsden above.  However, eleven of the fifteen member States of the commission were non-western, so this is not a viable argument.  The extent of the objections to the Declaration are such that since the 1990s some of the Asian countries challenged what they felt was the embodiment of a western conceptualisation of rights.  The objectors wished to put more emphasis on non-interference, sovereignty, territorial integrity and cultural relativism.  It so happened that those States that were arguing for this were often those that had been accused by international bodies of civil and political human rights abuses (Donders 1998).  Thus, it appears to be the case that sometimes a rejection of rights approaches as northern by some States has more to do with not wanting to recognise their role, rather than an acceptance of the universality of the values pertaining to rights.  Another interesting rejection that the rights-based approach is purely Eurocentric is provided by Shuurman (2001) who points out that civil society in the north was built on the foundations of the struggle for human rights which continues today.  Northern NGOs and States are not just asking Southern nations to do the impossible, they are actually trying to make themselves more accountable. Shuurman argues it is not possible to argue that Europe can be complacent in its protection of human rights; Northern Ireland and the treatment of illegal immigrants by Northern States are both testimony to that.  Thus Shuurman proposes that both poor and rich nations are in the human rights struggle together (Shuurman 2001).  At this point it should not be forgotten that the acceptability of the language of rights is not a north versus south issue.  The United States refuses to ratify the Convention on the Rights of the Child or the Convention on the Elimination of all Discrimination against Women.  Neither does it ‘accept’ that economic, social and cultural rights are key to development.   This is something frequently unrecognised by critics who claim rights approaches to development are northern-centric. 

However, Sen is emphatic on the issue of cultural universality of rights.  He argues, ‘The valuing of freedom is not confined to one culture only, and the Western traditions are not the only ones that prepare us for a freedom-based approach to social understanding’ (Sen 1999).  Similarly, Kantian philosophy argues that we are all moral equals, with equal rights and duties, ‘We should not act on principles unfit to be principles for all’ (O’Neill discussing Kant, 2002, Lecture 2, pp4). Many unconnected with either the Christian based or secular aid community agree with this (Keown 1995). The problem is that some people have not had the chance to analyse it in this way.  For example, Firoze Manji in discussing the history of African rights and development, argues that whilst Africans are less likely to write on rights, they are more likely to be involved directly in facilitating the rights of the poor (Manji 1998).  

However, there are very real instances when the contents of the Declaration of Human rights and similar statues clash with culture.  The most frequently cited example is that of gender.  There are a variety of women’s rights that directly clash with some cultures and cultural practices.  For example, in some countries female genital mutilation is common, although this has been made illegal by CEDAW.  In Tanzania for example, although the government supports the media in emphasising the dangers for women’s health, the practice continues.  Should it really be the role of NGOs to ensure the Masaai do not practice the activity?  Also, how can NGOs support women’s groups when violence against women is common and women are, in practice, still subordinate to men in society? The Masaai are increasingly vociferous within Tanzania concerning their collective rights.  Meanwhile, the thorny issue of the protection and fulfilment of women’s rights continues to be problematic (Brandt 2002).   During a separate piece of research in Tanzania it was felt by the Masaai interviewed that prioritising Masaai cultural rights had to come before protecting women’s rights.  There was also a visible tokenistic approach to women’s rights amongst those interviewed that was ironic considering the extent to which it was emphasised by the Northern NGOs donors (Harris-Curtis 2003).  Such paradoxical situations must be resolved through dialogue and long-term commitment, rather than hidden in rights rhetoric that is divorced from reality.

The fourth issue has to do with how human rights are evolving over time.  Originally northern historical conceptions of human rights  had as much to do with defending rights of the rich as of the poor (De Gaay Fortman 2003).  However, today rights are seen as more emancipatory and transformative.  They embody the struggle of the right to development for the poor, as mentioned at the beginning of this paper.  ‘Essential in such struggles for social change is the conscientisation of thoe who have to fight for their own rights so that apathy and resignation to the status quo may be overcome.  Hence the challenge of cultural receptivity is to get the human rights idea integrated into their (the poor’s) hearts’ (De Gaay Fortmaan 2003).  In this way, no one culture, State NGO  today has a clear-cut, static notion of rights.  The international framework exists, but the interpretation of it evolves.  It is true that rights have become the first global justice discourse, but that discourse will evolve and change as time progresses.  NGOs have to articulate themselves within this evolution.

Two main conclusions can be drawn from the debate on cultural specificity of rights.  Firstly, many exponents of rights approaches assert that it is only through adopting rights approaches that cultures will really be accepted as equal.  This is because needs approaches are less flexible to context than rights approaches (Boerifijn 2001).   This line of argument emphasises that the international framework of rights is a secure reference point for all actors in the development process.  It is through constant referral to the framework that the universality of right is, theoretically, attainable.  Secondly, ‘it should also be realised that cultural receptivity is not a one-way process from existing and unchanging human rights norms to certain specific cultures’ (De Gaay Fortman 2003). Rights are evolving, not automatic and static.  It is only through NGOs and other actors in civil society engaging with rights explicitly and directly – whether they choose to adopt a rights approach or not – that the complex issues underlying rights and cultural specificity will be unravelled.

2.6 Where is the Current Debate on Faith, Legitimacy and Rights?

The debate on faith, legitimacy and rights is extremely contentious and has not yet been fully researched.  As mentioned in the previous section, in exploring the ‘cultural critique’ Sen (2000) refers to many value systems and concludes they all esteem freedom highly.  However, what no one has researched is the extent to which faith, legitimacy and rights interconnect.  Therefore, exploring the value systems of research participants in order to establish how they engaged with rights is crucial to understanding the implications of rights approaches to Northern NGOs.  This could not be researched in depth through this research, however an impression could be ascertained from participating NGOs.  Hence, value systems became the third research question.  In the wider development community there are several aspects to this current debate that relate to the INTRAC research.

Firstly, some Christian faith based NGOs that participated in both the preliminary stage and the consequent phase of this research suggested that Christian NGOs have the bible as their value base and rights are part of that (Harris-Curtis 2002).  Therefore, the fundamental difference between an explicit rights approach and a Christian value based approach to development is that rights are part of Christian justice.  So, instead of rights being the central solution to needs, Christianity is. In this way, it is not that faith based organisations reject rights as not important, it is more that they identify them as part of a value system, rather than a value system in itself.   

Evidence that Christian NGOs engage in rights whilst not having an explicit rights approach to development abounds. World Vision is a case in point.  World Vision does not have an explicit and overarching rights approach.  However, it is engaging with both child rights and disability rights directly.  It is committed to lobbying and advocating in both these areas (World Vision 2001 and 2002).  Through their engagement with, and commitment to, child rights the organisation is slowly, but increasingly, engaging with the rights agenda through its own Christian value base (interview Wanduragala 6/6/03).  Similarly, Cordaid released a ‘Working Document on Human Rights and Democracy in 2001.  This stated the place of justice within the value system of that Catholic based NGO.  Lucardie defines human rights as meaning civil and political, economic, social and cultural and collective rights.  He articulates Cordaid’s policy on facilitating rights in the following way:

Cordaid is… making an explicit choice to be present, together with its partners, in countries in which there is no decent government with the aim being to promote human rights and democracy by reinforcing the social centrefield (civil society). 

Lucardie 2001

In this way Cordaid  balances commitment to Catholic Christian values with commitment to the internationally recognised framework of rights.  It chooses to engage in countries where rights are not currently facilitated by strong civil society, whereas its government agency chooses to do the very opposite.  Cordaid does not have a rights approach, but is committed to facilitating and protecting justice in this way.

In the 50th anniversary year of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights another Christian faith based organisation affirmed the rights of all people as 'made in the image of God' (McGee 1998).  The Christian Aid report argues there need be no contradiction between a target-based approach and a rights-based approach to development. ‘Targets can be a way of operationalising people's rights, while a rights-based approach is a reminder that quality and sustainability of provision are as important as quantitative achievement’ (McGee 1998).  So it is clearly not the case that faith based NGOs engage in development in one way and secular NGOs in another – the truth is far more complex.

Secondly, one such complication is that there are many Christian NGOs who do subscribe to an explicit rights approach, such as Norwegian Church Aid and DanChurch Aid.  Neither of these organisations feels that having both rights and the bible as the basis of their value system dilutes either.  These two NGOs have collaborated on rights and justice issues and justice is fundamental to their core values.  For example:

For Norwegian Church Aid, justice means that all people shall have an equal right to life, for health, education, work, free religious expression and protection under the law.

Our understanding of justice is inspired by God’s commandment that poor, destitute and oppressed peoples shall have their fair share of God’s gifts to humanity, and by the Life of Jesus which shows us how this commandment can be made a reality in our lives.

Norwegian Church Aid 2003 

There is a similarly robust and explicit commitment to a rights approach by DanChurch Aid: 

DanChurchAid's rights approach aims at promoting the rights and freedoms of the poor, marginalised and oppressed people through means that address and remove the barriers to people's enjoyment of their rights. The rights approach encompasses all types of rights, civil, political, and cultural as well as social and economic, as these are indivisible.

DanChurch Aid 2003

Both NORAD and DANIDA have strong and explicit rights approaches and have maintained these for many years (DANIDA 2000, NORAD 2000).  Both these bi-laterals have been at the forefront of theorising and implementing rights approaches, through their funding policy and through their interactions with NGOs.  It might be the case that the faith based NGOs in those countries feel compelled to conform, to ensure funding. However, with the history of radical support for rights in developing nations as well as at home, both these faith based NGOs say that the explicit adoption of a rights approach was a part of their evolution within the development process.  Furthermore, both these NGOs feel that it was partly through their advocacy and lobbying over the years that DANIDA and NORAD undertook such a commitment to rights.  Neither NGO sees incompatibility of rights with their interpretation of Christianity.

Thirdly, another aspect of the debate is the suggestion by faith based NGOs participating in this research that secular organisations lack the value base of Christian organisations.  It has been argued that in the post-Cold War context where there is less political affiliation secular NGOs need an identifiable value base.  During the cold war the right/left dichotomy, lack of accountability structures and needs based focus meant that secular NGOs relied on political rhetoric for their values.  Today, in their struggle to be more accountable and transparent a rights approach can be seen as appropriate by NGOs that lack a clear value system.  In the interview with Care this has been the case: 

Care prides itself on being non-partisan.  Maybe its a weakness that we don’t have a binding ethical force bringing Care together.  Certainly, our new vision statement is the closest we have got to establishing our norms and values.  Staff relate to that and can hang on to that when talking about Care.  

Interview with Michael Rewald, 16/4/03

Staff can ‘hang onto it’ because it clarifies Care’s raison d’etre. It is because rights approaches advocate for the right of the poor to exert their own agency in order to eradicate their poverty and that of others that they are such a clear legitimising tool!  The rights based NGO becomes the facilitator, rather than the service provider whilst the value system of the organisation is based on international rights.  Interestingly, other faiths agree that secular NGOs may sometimes be in need of an accountable and transparent value system.  For example, a Buddhist commentator on development, NGOs and rights argues,  ‘It might be suggested …that concern for human rights is a post-religious phenomenon which has more to do with secular ideologies and power politics than religion…’(Keown 2002).  Certainly, there has been much discussion between faith based NGOs concerning this.  For example Christian Aid and CAFOD discussed rights approaches at length during 2000.  It was decided at those meetings that neither organisation would engage with a rights approach as such because it would confuse rights with values for them. Instead, they would engage with rights strategically, as part of Christian justice, as explained above.  What is of relevance is that during these discussions it was felt that in the search for legitimacy, those NGOs that lacked a value base could use rights as an ethical foundation because they lacked a faith based value system (INTRAC Research Workshop Report, May 2003). 

The fourth issue in the debate that tends to be ignored is history.  Most NGOs in Northern Europe have a Christian value base somewhere in their history.  Novib was started by a Priest, Oxfam by Quakers and Concern Worldwide has Catholic origins that are now implicit.  Therefore, it can be argued there is a shared value base within most Northern European NGOs.  This link to the past has been both consciously and unconsciously articulated and evolved over the years in different ways by each organisation.  Connected to this is the fact that although decentralised, Northern based NGOs still have the trappings of pervading Northern culture.  So Oxfam GB, although secular today, has British Christian roots.  Clearly it is true to say it is a fully independent wing of the Oxfam network, as are all the other Oxfams, such as Intermon or Novib. Oxfam International is the body that binds the Oxfam network together, organising policy and programming.  Thus Oxfam is incorporating many different value systems under the umbrella organisation, which is based in the UK at the moment.  Through such linkages the historical roots of Oxfam are submerged, whilst the eclectic nature of the current Oxfam network take precedence and the different value systems blend together through a rights approach.  However, the fact that Oxfam started in a Northern context will never completely disappear, neither will its history.  The point is that Northern NGOs, however engaged with their Southern counterparts need constantly to seek honest engagement with and from other parts of their organisation.  The organisational structure can either hamper or facilitate this.  If Northern NGOs really wish to engage with other faiths, cultures and viewpoints from that of their indigenous history the organisational structure and the strategic plan they form are pivotal.

The fifth point is that NGOs of non-Christian faiths are engaging with rights.  The two organisations that participated in the research directly are Tzedek (Jewish) and Islamic Relief.  The former is much smaller than the latter, working through volunteers in developing nations.  The latter is a larger, humanitarian NGO working in many countries.  Tzedek articulates its work with the core value of justice, based on biblical ethics (Derby interview 2003).  Islamic Relief explains that their approach to developing policy is to start from the basis of what rights are given in Islamic teachings.  Then they move on to support for international human rights, most of which are endorsed in Islamic teaching.  At the time of writing the NGO is changing policy and hopes to research further into rights, justice and related issues.  At the moment Islamic Relief engages with poverty in the following way:

Innately, the Islamic belief system, based on the teaching of Quran and Sunnah … outlines a system of rights for members of society as well as animals and the environment.  For instance the Quran states that the poor, the orphan, the unborn child, the elderly and the traveller have rights over you.  It is not just a good deed by an obligation to respond to their needs.

Fitzgibbon 19/7/03

Clearly, it remains to be seen what organisational structure and global policy Islamic Relief forms during the next year.  However, the priorities given above are compatible with rights approaches and it will be fascinating to see how both Tzedek and Islamic Relief evolve in relation to rights issues.

However, to end this section, mention should be made of those from the faith based community that are concerned about faith based NGOs embracing rights rhetoric too comprehensively or unquestioningly.  This intends to illustrate that assumptions cannot be made concerning the universality of rights and that power and the usurpation of that power is central to the whole issue of faith and rights. There follows one theoretical and one practical example of the complexities of faith, legitimacy and rights.  Our first example comes from Malone and Belshaw who cite a theologian’s viewpoint:

Given the strength of the liberal rights tradition in advanced technological societies, churchmen and theologians are, at best, naive, in their facile appropriation of rights talk.  O’Donovan 2003, cited in Malone and Belshaw 2003

There is a very real feeling that the rights dialogue may dilute Christian value bases.

If liberal democratic polities are to retain…legal coherence, they will have to ensure that the concept of rights is a secondary language of justice, subordinate to and continuous with that of law, in the sense of objective right and duty… this…will require more self-conscious recovery of the theological foundations of western legal and political institutions… transforming the fabric of contemporary political societies.

O’Donovan 2003, cited in Malone and Belshaw 2003

So what is O’Donovan scared of?  In history religious leaders have always feared changes in the balance of power.  Maybe religious leaders somehow see rights as separate from their religion, whichever one it may be.  Or maybe it is that clerics do not always engage with and thoroughly explore the rights debate because they think it is outside of their remit?  Either way it is very interesting the extent to which the rights debate is being  discussed in churches and the reactions it is eliciting.  One suggestion might be that clerics have much to teach human rights specialists about the origins and practice of rights within their own religion.  Certainly, human rights lawyers do not have the monopoly of knowledge on this issue.

The second example is a somewhat lengthy one from Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee (BRAC).  It shows three things: how rights approaches can be rejected on the ground on the basis of religion.  Also how rights can be unfairly used by those who know about them, against the less powerful who do not. In turn this also highlights the importance of fully understanding the participative basis of rights approaches to development.  The example explores two strong social forces within Bangladesh.  The Mosques and Madrasa (Islamic theology schools) that function to ensure that Islam is believed in and practiced according to stipulated interpretations.  The other social force is BRAC itself, a fairly recent introduction to Bangladesh in comparison.  BRAC is a huge, national NGO that is involved in training and providing loans and facilitating occupational change for poverty eradication.  In 1997 it was working in 57% of Bangladesh (Freeman 1996).  Most of the Bangladeshi are either not aware of their rights, or not sure of how to claim them.  This not only prevents them from defending these rights, but allows others to exploit them concomitantly.  This is particularly true for women, children, the older person, the disabled or those with HIV/Aids for example.  

BRAC endeavoured to redress this lack of knowledge by launching the Human Rights and Legal Education Programme.  The rights and laws focused on through this are citizen’s rights to protection by law, Muslim family law, Muslim inheritance law and land law.  BRAC wanted to work through Village Organisations by raising legal awareness of these issues.  The aim was to reach a million members by 2001.  The assumption was that by doing this members would be able to protect not only themselves, but share their knowledge with other village members.  However, power politics came into play.  BRAC found that the rights of the Village Organisation members themselves were sometimes knowingly, or unknowingly, infringed by others within their village.  Soon BRAC realised that rights would be more widely understood by engaging with non-Village Organisation members.  

To engage the non-Village Organisation members BRAC facilitated and lead workshops organised for the elite within each area.  These sought to advise participants about the laws covered by the Human Rights and Legal Education Programme and the fact that they did not contradict religious laws.  The workshops also served to elicit their co-operation in the implementation of the initiative by BRAC.   However, participants did not design the product that was to be distributed, neither was their consultation on how this should be used or its ramifications. 

After this seven posters were designed and fixed in meeting places. Poster campaigns are widely used as a tool in development in Bangladesh. These particular posters showed the importance that the role of women is recognised in the development process, that child marriage is undesirable, that men have to have permission from their present wives prior to remarrying, that abuse of women is a criminal offence, that it is vital to register marriage, that bride money most be refunded in the case of divorce and that divorce is not legal if verbal only.  They were based on the four aspects of Islamic law mentioned above.

There were many unwelcome reactions to these posters in different locations.  Examples included verbal condemnation of the content, tearing the posters down and organising demonstrations against the posters.   Furthermore, BRAC staff were verbally and physically abused, again on the grounds that the posters were against Shariah. The reason was they were said to contravene the Islamic laws.

As a direct consequence BRAC stopped the poster campaign and engaged in a qualitative study in 1997.  In a sample of areas a checklist was given via group interviews to collect data.  Interviewees were from many different groups, including BRAC staff, Village Organisation members, clerics and the elite.  Several results were gleaned from this study.  Firstly it was found the backlash mostly took place in small towns or villages.  Secondly, far from being ignored the posters elicited huge debate in the bazaars and meeting places of the locations, in some case debate was so heated that fights occurred.  Thirdly, the clergy mostly criticised the posters from the Islamic perspective.  Many mosques arranged meetings to reject the posters.   The clerics also incited rejection of the posters.   Fourthly, ‘The group who supported the rights education policy included BRAC’s field staff, the Village Organisation members and their families and educated sectors of the community ‘ (Rafi and Chowdhury 2002).  

For the purposes of the debate on faith, legitimacy and rights there are several aspects of this case that are illuminating.  Firstly, BRAC should have researched the possible response by the clerics, village organisations and wider village communities prior to setting up this campaign more.  The question has to be asked as to who decided it was these seven issues that should be advocated?  If a rights approach is to do with bottom-up decision making, BRAC clearly failed before even starting the poster campaign.  Without the clerics participation and commitment to the campaign it was always going to fail because the posters – and therefore BRAC – were not seen as legitimate.  Clearly, the initial workshop either failed to have useful participants or conveyed the message incorrectly.  Secondly, on receiving rejection by some sections of the community and acceptance by specific other sections, it is clear that all the posters were going to do was enrage those lacking in understanding of the issues and reinforce the knowledge of those already comprehending those same issues.  This is both divisive and negative and hopefully BRAC learned a lesson from this.  Thirdly, by realising the extent of the rejection and immediately researching why this had happened BRAC rescued its Programme to a certain extent.  This raised their legitimacy within the villages.  This is a crucial element of rights approaches.  To be truly participative and relevant an NGO has to realise that its rights approach to development will not always be accepted.  To be accepted much groundwork has to be laid and longitudinal monitoring and evaluation of the process undertaken.  Only then will both the NGO and their practices be seen as transparent and legitimate.  Fourthly, BRAC clearly encroached on the clerics’ sensibilities.   The clerics were well aware they were the only people with formal Islamic training.  They were of the impression, therefore, that it was only they who could tell people about Islamic issues.  The posters dealt with Islamic religious issues, such as divorce, marriage and violence.  The BRAC posters did not encourage the clerics to support the contents, but to reject them because they encroached on the clerics’ professional territory.  So the issue of power arose.  The clerics did not like BRAC interfering.  Although Sen argues freedom is valued equally all over the world, he did not elucidate the complications of why some representatives of religions on some occasions do not want to recognise freedom because they are blinded by their own self- interest.  Fifthly, the clerics had simple socio-economic reasons for rejecting the posters.  The mosque benefits financially from some of the actions the posters wished to stop.  For example, if after verbal divorce the husband wishes to be reunited, the mosque benefits financially.  In empowering the poor some of the local power structure, of which the clerics are at the top, would be broken down
.

In light of the above issues raised by research participants and found through secondary reading, it appears that Amartya Sen is correct.  However, the reality painted through this research is very slightly different from the one he describes.  Sen asserts each culture and faith values freedom equally.  Although this research has confirmed this assertion the results suggest three caveats that must be emphasised.  The first caveat is that generalisations about secular and faith based NGOs are infertile.  They stifle the birth of new insights into faith, legitimacy, rights and NGOs.    The second caveat is that the valuing of freedom is universal, but self interest and power politics interferes and obscure this in certain contexts.  The third caveat is that rights may not need to be separate from faith, as some seem to suggest.  This research supports eclectic interpretations of what rights are (see UNHCR statement on page 5), as such there is no necessity to separate rights from faith if the NGO in question feels the two are compatible.  In this way the research has found that rights or justice, whatever language the speaker prefers, are compatible with all faiths, but sometimes other issues such as power obscure this.

3.How are NGOs Implementing Rights Approaches?
3.1 What are the Participating NGOs’ Conceptualisations of Rights?

The following endeavours to provide an insight into the current theoretical and practical approaches to rights by Northern NGOs participating in this research.  It derives from the interviews and workshop of this research, policy documents and other publications from Northern NGOs and wider primary resources.  What follows is a comparison of the results of the closed questions of the interview.

ActionAid 

What does a Rights Approach Mean to ActionAid?

In 1998/99 ActionAid undertook what they termed a ‘Taking Stock’ exercise intended as part of the process to change their strategy.  The outcomes were many, but the most significant and visible outcome was the adoption of an explicit rights approach since 2000.  However, members of ActionAid argue ActionAid respected, protected and fulfilled rights long before 1999.  This is especially true in the Emergencies Unit (EMU), which published journals of its advocating and protecting rights in disasters and emergencies throughout the period of strategic change.  The 1999-2005 Strategic Plan entitled, ‘Fighting Poverty Together’ outlines the response to the changes decided and illustrates their approach to poverty until 2005.  ActionAid has rights in their mission statement and explains their rights approach in several ways throughout the Strategic Plan and related documents, such as their website and Short Guide to the larger document.  The website explains what rights mean to ActionAid in the following way:

ActionAid’s mission is to work with poor and marginalised people to eradicate poverty by overcoming the injustice and inequity that cause it.  The 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights set out a framework for governments to sign up to.  Many consequent UN conventions recognise people’s rights to education, shelter, food, water and health.

ActionAid website downloaded 18/6/03

The four goals ActionAid has to transform these ideals into reality are:

· Helping poor people exercise their basic rights

· Strengthening the movement against poverty

· Promoting change internationally

· Improving gender equity

ActionAid argues it has a different interpretation of rights from other NGOs because of its decentralised organisational structure.  Despite the Directorate remaining in the north, in London, there are currently discussions concerning its relocation to the south at this time.  As it is decentralised, each nation has its own interpretation of rights within the confines of the official ActionAid rights approach.  For example, Bangladesh, India and Pakistan have complementary, but different interpretations of rights.   In India the role of the state is visible and criticised and rights work focuses on pushing the legal system there.  Whereas in Bangladesh, the emphasis is on collective action and grassroots work.  In Pakistan the emphasis seems to be on justice and tolerance.

It is interesting that having argued that rights are universal and indivisible ActionAid prioritises particular rights at different times through its different organisations.  As it is decentralised each ActionAid decides why and how specific rights will be emphasised.  This is one implication of rights approaches for Northern NGOs that is pervading.  It is not possible to further all rights at all times.  So, for example, at the moment ActionAid India is prioritising the right to food
 and ActionAid Brazil is prioritising the right to education.  This is seen as one of the most flexible elements of rights approaches; each ActionAid can interpret their own context and initiate programmes that are uniquely relevant to them, yet reflective of ActionAid’s strategy and values.

Furthermore, through the taking stock exercise ActionAid has found that rights mean the structure of the organisation has changed.  For example, ActionAid’s Board is now more equitable in terms of gender, age, functional specialisation and north-south representation.  The first two southern Board members joined in 1999.  A similar new ‘meaning’ is that ActionAid’s Directorate in London ‘buys in’ more of its southern partners’ expertise via research than hitherto.  Linked to this is the initiative whereby different ActionAids ‘lead’ on specific issues.  By this means ActionAid UK is leading on Hiv/aids rights, ActionAid India on the right to food and ActionAid Brazil on the right to education.

What is ActionAid’s Value System and Does it Affect How ActionAid Engages with Rights?

‘The global strategy plan is secular.  However, rights let those with different faiths find their mutual values’ (Morago-Nicolas 2003).  Again, through the decentralised nature of the organisation each ActionAid articulates rights in its own manner.  There is no doubt that a history of struggling with rights leads some ActionAids to promote and articulate rights more clearly in their own context.  For example it is understandable that ActionAid Guatemala, with its history of civil and political rights struggles has a strong and unique interpretation of how and where rights should be respected, protected and fulfilled in Guatemala.  Their knowledge and experience feeds in to the ActionAid members’ discussions.  The original workshops on rights took place in South East Asia, where rights have been promoted for many years.  In this way ActionAid’s rights approach is said to have come from the south, the northern partners were trained by the south, research happens throughout the network and the discussion continues throughout ActionAid’s different offices.
How does ActionAid Engage in Rights through Programming?

ActionAid’s Accountability, Learning and Planning System (ALPS) lays out the framework for involving, communities and partner organisations in all aspects of programming.  This includes planning and budgeting as well as monitoring and evaluation.  Through ALPS there is no arbitrary separation between programming and monitoring and evaluation: the two are structured to have a symbiotic relationship.  Although the structure of ALPS is set and it is already functioning, it is an evolving structure that the organisation hopes to develop through a process of analysis.  

ALPS is structured in terms of the four main ActionAid goals.  Against each of these are qualitative, quantitative and financial information and the impact indicators needed.  The following is taken from Goal 1: Poor and marginalised people are increasingly able to realise their own potential:

	Objective
	Qualitative Info.
	Quantitative Info.
	Financial Info.
	Impact Indicators

	1.1 Empowering poor and marginalised people (local level) to claim and achieve their basic rights
	1)Examples of poor and marginalised people demonstrating greater awareness of their rights and demanding policy and practice change at the local level institutions

2)Evidence of difference in poor peoples’ lives in terms of immediate needs (through AA projects) & social status (by claiming rights, services, resources and representation)

3)Evidence of reduced vulnerability in emergencies

4)Significance of these changes both positive and negative from the perspectives of poor & marginalised people, especially most excluded groups
	1)No. of women and men employed

2)What proportion of women/men are poor & marginalised or marginalised

3)Number & type of poor people’s organisation supported by AA


	1)Total spend at local level

2)% spend at local level
	1)Poor people directly accessing their rights through specific, local level, policy changes as a result of own actions supported by AA/partner’s work

2)Poor people directly accessing rights to services as a result of their own actions supported by AA/partner’s work

	
	
	
	
	


Taken from www.actionaid.org/resources/pdfs/monitoring_framework.doc

There are several questions arising from the ALPS system.  The first is that by making the language normative for example, ‘Poor and marginalised people are increasingly able to realise their own potential ‘ they are committing a primary error of research.  The goal should be neutral, ‘To make poor and marginalised people increasingly able to realise their own potential’.  By making the goal neutral the process of both programming and monitoring or evaluation is more open to negatives.   Why was it that ActionAid constructed ALPS in that way?

Secondly, what is also immediately obvious is the complexity of the ALPS system.  To date there is no external research to ascertain the extent to which it functions on the ground as a tool for programming and evaluation.  At the same time, what is also clear is the commitment to a rights approach throughout all aspects of ActionAid’s activities.  If successful, the extent to which poor and marginalised people are involved in ALPS would be remarkable.  However, this has not yet been externally researched.  ActionAid sees the rights approach as the basis of both its value system and all its actions. The ALPS system shows that through the four goals, the strategic objectives and the linking of monitoring and evaluation to programming.  Through ALPS it is the poor and marginalised who should be engaged in the analysis of best ways of programming and what has failed/succeeded.  In theory, this could prevent the distance that sometimes exists between these monitoring and programming of NGOs and between ‘researchers’ and the poor and marginalised.   The practise is as yet unclear.

However, a relationship that must affect ActionAid’s programming, but to an unknown extent is the Partnership Programme Agreement it has with DFID.  Set to run from April 2001-2006 this agreement means that, ‘ActionAid shares DFID’s analysis that a human rights based approach to development is a core element for the achievement of poverty alleviation’.  In short ActionAid receives £1,500,000 funding from DFID per year for three consecutive years.  This is compared to £3,000,000 in 1999 alone, making DFID ActionAid’s largest institutional donor.  The relationship is maintained between the ActionAid Head of Partnership Development and the Civil Society Department of DFID.  

Programming is influenced by the partnership by its timing as much as anything else.  This is because ActionAid’s new strategic plan 1999-2005 coincides with the life of the partnership.  In constructing this partnership both ActionAid had to make several changes to ensure it was programming the ActionAid rights approach in the best manner possible.  Therefore, ActionAid will be influenced by DFID’s input in the first phase of initiating a rights approach.  The specific changes for ActionAid, which DFID’s money supports were identified in the agreement document as being:

· Re-orienting field based work to address empowerment issues.  This means addressing the wider issues of political, social and economic structures whilst concentrating on the lack of rights in specific, local contexts.

· Extending the range of organisations, both in the south and north, which which ActionAid works.  For example, there is more direct engagement with different actors through the right to education campaign and more building of local research capacity. 

· Linking field work more effectively to macro-level capacity.   This includes linkages to the International Development Targets.

DFID/ActionAid April 2001

However these three rather reductive changes miss out the complexities and subtleties that are in ActionAid’s approach to development.  Is this because the DFID and/or ActionAid wished to reduce specific commitments in the published agreement?  Or is it that ActionAid has a free reign on interpreting those three specific changes?  What about DFID, what is it changing?

Monitoring of the relationship will be undertaken by three means.  DFID’s participation in ActionAid’s global annual participatory reviews.   Following these reviews, annual reports will be produced that will include an assessment of performance against ActionAid’s objectives and performance of DFID. A mid-term review that will be jointly undertaken and may include external inputs.  An external evaluation of the partnership will be undertaken in the last year.  It will be the external evaluation that defines exactly how the partnership has evolved and what tangible outcomes have occurred.  That, in turn, depends on how ‘external’ the evaluation is.

In the midst of DFID supporting ActionAid to engage with upward accountability as an NGO, why does ActionAid not appear to have much redress should DFID not prove itself in its own rights approach to development?  There is, in section 7 of the agreement, the following sentence, ‘..annual reports will be produced which will include an assessment of performance against ActionAid objectives, performance of DFID and ActionAid…’.  However, it seems in the document that DFID is more keen for upward financial transparency and accountability than for scrutiny of its own human rights approach.   There is already evidence that DFID seems to have a split personality on its rights approach to development.   Based on published information, the assertion that DFID is more interested in keeping informed on what a key player in the NGO world is doing, rather than listening to what ActionAid can teach them is not unfounded.  Furthermore, it seems that ActionAid’s explicit and much publicised desire to ‘hold governments to account’ (www.actionaid.org/aboutus/twww/ppr.shtml) may not be as easy to do as if it did not receive £4,500,000 from DFID during the next few years.

How does ActionAid Analyse the Impact of Rights through Monitoring and Evaluation?

ActionAid has a complex impact assessment structure.  This is co-ordinated by the Impact Assessment Unit based in the Directorate.   The structure consists of the following elements:

ALPS: The monitoring and evaluation component of the Accountability, Learning and Planning System explained above.   This has specific indicators that are assessed by the poor and marginalised and interpreted in the way they see fit, not a method from the Directorate.  This is carried out through the participatory review and reflection process on which ALPS is based.  This replaced the standard annual reports in September 2001.

Assessing advocacy: At this moment an action research study of how advocacy is implemented by ActionAid members is being undertaken.  The countries are Ghana, Uganda, Brazil and Nepal. A scoping study has been published so far (Chapman and Wameyo 2001).  In the context of advocacy ActionAid’s rights policy is explored and the results will be forthcoming in 2004.  This is the first thorough evaluative study that ActionAid has undertaken since it adopted the new rights based plan.  It concentrates on the control of finance and knowledge by engaging in a more transparent and democratic approach to the partnerships between ActionAid and its counterparts in the field.

The main discoveries that are of importance to this research so far are:

· That ‘there are marked gaps between theory and practice’ (ActionAid April 2003) of participatory monitoring and evaluation.  Exactly what those are is forthcoming in the final report. If this is so then ActionAid is not succeeding in participatory assessment of their own policy and strategy yet.

· Rights upset those in power.  That is because asserting the rights of the poor and marginalised changes the balance of power.  There will always be resistance to that (Chapman and Wameyo 2001).

· ActionAid is exploring an enormous variety of methods to facilitate access to rights by the poor and evaluate the extent to which ActionAid has suceeded.   ‘The list is long and exciting’ (Chapman and Wameyo 2001).  It includes Somaliland’s experiments with a computer model Threshold 21,using participatory theatre and video to tackle policy issues and analysis in Malawi and Ghana (Braden 2003), people’s budgets, or national citizens’ meetings.

· People centred advocacy of their rights has to come from the poor themselves.  If an NGO wishes to engage with the marginalised and poor it is the rights that the poor wish to prioritise that must be emphasised, not those of the stronger and larger NGO.  The role of the NGO becomes that of a facilitator, rather than an instigator.

Thematic Impact Studies:  So far the following have taken place by internal researchers:

· HIV/AIDs 1999

· Micro-finance 2000

· Emergencies 2001

· Education 2002

Has ActionAid’s Rights Approach Affected their Stakeholders Yet?

Some examples of how Stakeholders have been affected by ActionAid’s rights approach follow.  Firstly, it has been argued that one of the main implications of adopting a rights approach for ActionAid has been the increase in high quality analysis from Stakeholders in the south.  Both the volume and the quality of the research have increased, as has the number of Stakeholders involved.  There has been a dramatic increase in funding of southern researchers, most of whom are involved in ActionAid in some way.   Consequently the number of internal and external publications authored and/or edited by southern Stakeholders has notably increased.  This is matched by the commitment by ActionAid to disseminate these research findings to the wider development community.

Secondly, there is much evidence that legislation is changing in various countries as a result of ActionAid’s Stakeholders’ persistence.  A particular example is the analysis of the right to food campaign in India.  ActionAid India established a right to food campaign in 2001 (Chachra 2003).  Under the principles of State policy, it is written that citizens have a right to a decent life.  This is defined as ‘shelter, food and work’.  However, although written down, these rights were not realised.  Thus there were situations in India where there were huge buffer stocks of food available, but the State bodies refused to share it, for example in Orissa.  Through the ActionAid India’s right to food campaign the courts have ordered the Government of India to establish a monitoring mechanism to ensure that food is accessible for all.  The campaign also successfully lobbied for the right to food for the disabled, children and older people.  In this way ActionAid India has identified tangible effects on the poor in this context.  The main implications of the rights approach for Stakeholders identified by Chachra and the team were: identification of the groups whose rights were being denied, listening to those unheard voices, building institutions of the poor and community capacity building, influencing policy in favour of the poor and marginalised and increasing social responsibility.  The success of this policy has been shared by an international ActionAid workshop.  Also, a paper was delivered on how Stakeholders are affected by ActionAid’s rights approach at the Save the Children Sweden Rights Workshop
 and is being incorporated in monitoring and evaluation processes within ActionAid India.

Thirdly, the focus on rights has concentrated the emphasis on leadership within the rights context.  Stakeholders can no longer passive.  Instead they can be facilitated by ActionAid to exert their own agency in their own context.  Leadership skills and understanding of the concept of leadership has become high profile within the organisation.  Without leaders there are less catalysts for engaging in specific rights struggles for and on behalf of communities.  ActionAid cannot do this, it has to be the community or group leaders who are the catalysts.  With leadership training lobbying and advocacy can be combined with service delivery for a more holistic approach to development.  This is a very real implication for ActionAid’s Stakeholders at this time.

What are the Main Implications of adopting a Rights Approach for ActionAid?

· A partnership with DFID that should pool expertise concerning rights approaches at the same time as bringing enormous pecuniary benefit at a time when child sponsorship is less popular.

· Prioritisation of leadership skills.

· An increase of advocacy, both with and without service delivery.

· A change from ActionAid as transmitter of resources including intangibles such as knowledge, to ActionAid as facilitator of the poor claiming their rights.

· Decentralisation of specialisation.  Through this different ActionAid member lead on particular issues.  This includes the prioritisation of involving southerners in policy research and publications.

· An increased commitment to participation of the poor in programming, monitoring and evaluation.

· An increased need for transparency if the poor and marginalised are truly going to be involved.

CARE

What does a Rights Approach Mean to CARE?

After two years of discussions on the relationship between CARE's work and human rights, CARE’s human rights initiative was launched in January 1999.    For CARE adopting a rights based approach means a, ‘bottom up, learning approach’ (CARE 2002).  CARE is very clear in defining its approach to both human rights and a rights based approach itself.

Human rights identify the minimum conditions – civil, political, economic, social and cultural – for living with dignity.  They apply to all of us equally by virtue of our humanity.  When people's rights are respected, protected and fulfilled, they can live in peace and develop and reach their full potential as human beings.

A rights based approach deliberately and explicitly focuses on people achieving the minimum conditions for living with dignity.  It does so by exposing the roots of vulnerability and marginalisation and expanding  the range of responses.  It empowers people to claim and exercise their rights and fulfil their responsibilities.  A rights based approach recognises poor, displaced and war affected people as having inherent rights essential to livelihood security – rights that are validated by international law.

Official CARE communication (Almis #5250) issue on Nov, 10 2000 by Pat Carey (Senior Vice President for Programs

What is CARE’s Value System and Does it Affect How CARE Engages with Rights?

With the statement from O’Brien and Jones as the basis of CARE’s new value system there are four stated values integral to CARE’s rights approach:

· Respect: We affirm the dignity, potential and contribution of all participants, donors, partners and staff.

· Integrity: We act consistently with CARE’s mission being accountable and transparent in what we do and say and taking responsibility for our collective and individual actions.

· Commitment: We work together effectively to serve the community.

· Excellence: We constantly challenge ourselves to the highest level of learning and performance to achieve greater impact.

www.careinternational.org.uk/about/, CARE USA Strategic Plan FY 2002-2006

How this value system has affected the manner through which CARE engages with rights is a fundamental question.  The answer partly appears in the prolific amount of literature published since 1999 on the rights issue by CARE.  For example, CARE has teamed up with other NGOs to explore the issue in collaborations that would, arguably, have been unlikely to occur prior to 1999 (see Jochnick and Garzon 2002 for an example of this).  The indications from such publications are that CARE is endeavouring to transform from a rigid, service delivery/contract focus to a flexible, highly participative rights approach.

How does CARE Engage in Rights through Programming?

A strong rights  based approach is developing in CARE.  The recently published basic training manual on the CARE rights based approach is both a guide and informative at the same time.  It is a guide in that it can lead groups in shared learning, but it also derives from actual cases and experiences within the CARE system, so is practical.  It consists of the facilitator’s guide and the participant’s workbook.  CARE aims to use it in all of its partnerships over the next few years to ensure their rights approach is understood and practical.  However, it is not intended to be prescriptive.  On the one hand the coursebook gives simple and clear direction for quick understanding of the key issues to rights.  On the other it could be an inflexible tool, with little or no capacity for feedback, if it were in the hands of an inept facilitator.  For, example there is not inbuilt tool for evaluating the training session or the course itself.  The question has to be asked as to when this will be revised?  Rights approaches evolve, and CARE has only recently committed to theirs.   However, with this manual they have spent much effort in collaborating in the writing and committing to revising it over time.

Clarification of the purpose and process of constructing the manual was established in discussions held with one of the authors of the manual, Paul O’Brien.  He explained that the manual has been the result of extensive and long-term collaboration.  He wrote the original training manual, prior to this one, in Africa in partnership with CARE staff from ten different nations.  He undertook more than a hundred workshops over four years before writing it up in its published form.  Throughout the process he modified and responded to comments to improve the appropriateness of the manual.  CARE is the only NGO to have engaged with such comprehensive and longitudinal research on which to base the training for its rights based approach.  Knowledge of this background to the research gives validity to the claim that it is, ‘truly a collective effort, with each succeeding training workshop providing an opportunity to test different materials and methodologies and gain valuable feedback’ (O’Brien and Jones 2002).  What is more, O’Brien explains that the manual was intended to start a discussion.  Its purpose was to establish what kind of rights approaches were adopted by the component parts of CARE the world over.  The manual brought the best elements of these together.

At closer inspection the manual is indeed an excellent programming tool.  The contents are divided into two sections: an introduction to human rights and rights-based programming.  Both sections are oriented to group learning, have clear objectives and lead on from one another.  The course also makes CARE’s intended structure for programming very transparent.  The sessions that are within the course on programming are:

CARE’s Coursebook on the Programming of Rights Approaches

	Session
	Objectives

	Taking responsibility ourselves
	To understand what it means to take responsibility for the human rights impact of our work

	Applying a rights approach: understanding and managing the rights impact of our work
	To familiarise ourselves with one practical rights based approach for holding ourselves responsible for the rights impact of our work.

	Holding others responsible
	To consider how we should hold others responsible, if we believe that the people we serve are the bearers of human rights.

	Applying a rights approach: a rights-based tool for holding others responsible
	To familiarise ourselves with one practical rights based approach for holding other responsible.

	Defining characteristics of a rights based approach
	To familiarise ourselves with some defining characteristics of a rights based approach and consider their application in our work.

	Reflections
	Consider how our reactions to integrating rights-based approaches in our work at the beginning of the workshop may have changed.

	 Appendices
	· Summary of International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 1966

· Summary of International Covenant on civil and Political Rights 1966

· Summary of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women 1979

· Summary of the Convention on the Rights of the Child 1989

· The protection of refugees and internally displaced persons

· Summary of the basic rules of international humanitarian law


There are several issues that are key to rights programming that the coursebook does not include.  Firstly, it does not directly deal with the awkward issue of clashes of rights and collective versus individual rights.   The Food Fund case study that is used in Sessions 2, 6 and 8 raises some of the tensions.  However, this example falls short of engaging directly in this discussion.  Although, clearly, this depends in part on the facilitator.  Secondly, it does not emphasise leadership skills and the importance of the local person ‘being in charge’.   Although participation is well established throughout all the sessions, the leadership of initiatives of all types is not there.  Thirdly, it does not indicate how the rights approach can feed back into policy progress and development.  Despite the longitudinal collaboration that established the manual, it would gain from Session on 'reflections' or a system whereby new participants could feed back to the programming/advocacy teams.  This may already be in place, of course. 

However, what the course does do is provide tangible evidence of CARE’s commitment to programming rights approaches throughout its huge organisation.  The fact that this is via a manual means fits with CARE’s somewhat mechanised history within development.  Yet, at the same time, for an enormous organisation such as CARE, a ‘party line’ to guide those who are to engage in this fundamentally new approach is absolutely vital.  It is clear that the commitment to feedback and collaboration is in evidence throughout the rights based process at CARE – despite what peer NGOs may initially assume.

The process of programming itself is being re-assessed through a ‘rights lens’ within CARE.  Tools for doing this include the in-house journal, ‘Promoting Rights and Responsibilities’, national and international workshops, more engagement with peer NGOs and the academic field of development studies and keeping up to date with reports, publications and new conventions of the United Nations.  Key changes in programming have been identified within CARE as being:

· Using a longer term approach

· Changing the position of programme participants.  So how rights are obtained becomes crucial.  Without commitment to and responsibility for their own rights programme participants will not truly win their rights.

· Staff of CARE must come from poor and marginalised groups.

· Holistic analysis both in programme design and throughout its lifespan is very important.  In this way, programming and monitoring and evaluation have to be inextricably linked at an organisational as well as a practical field level.

· Increased focus on rights means increased focus for CARE as an NGO.

· Coherent information systems will ensure CARE’s interpretation of rights approaches pervades all partners and stakeholders.

· Commitment to reflective practice will mean programming is constantly improved and adapted.

Noij 2002

At the moment CARE have made the commitment to rights based programming.  However, thorough evaluation of the transformation from a rigid, need based focus, for which CARE was famous, to a flexible, evolving rights approach to programming remains to be seen.  What will be particularly interesting is when CARE engages an external researcher, who is experienced in rights research, to evaluate the progress so far, the impact and the depth of the rights based approach they have evolved.

How does CARE Analyse the Impact of Rights through Monitoring and Evaluation?

There is specific analysis of the impacts of a rights approach which is  the responsibility of the Development, Monitoring and Assessment Team (DM&E) of CARE.  Hitherto the team have identified the following impacts: The first impact is the building of DM&E capacities in the local context.  To do this CARE needs the skills and knowledge to shift from top-down DM&E, to bottom up DM&E.  The second impact is to constantly learn from their own partners and their own DM&E experiences.  Various CARE country offices have already engaged with DM&E in country on rights based issues.  Capturing the lessons from these experiences, synthesising them and distilling methods, tools and systems that can be disseminated is vital.  The third impact is that best practice from the past is informing rights based DM&E.  CARE is keen not to jettison its previous positive learning when engaging with analysis of rights programming, monitoring and evaluation.

Consequently, Paul O’Brien was also commissioned to develop a ‘Benefit-Harms Toolkit’.  He co-ordinated the Programming material explored above too. The toolkit is field based and offers a variety of tools for assessing impact, monitoring and evaluation.  It was initiated in 1998 when East African staff felt they lacked tools to fully understand the overall humanitarian, political and security impact of their work.    Benefit-harms is based on the earlier CARE work pioneered by Mary Anderson and her colleagues, ‘Do no harm’ (Anderson 1999).  By this means CARE is evolving its monitoring and evaluation by endeavouring to learn from past lessons and tools.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

The framework of the ‘Benefits-Harms Toolkit’ derives from the idea that positive and negative benefits come from two things.  Firstly, that human rights can be categorised in three ways: political rights and impacts, security rights and impacts and economic, social and cultural rights and impacts.  Secondly, unintended impacts can happen for three reasons.  The first reason is lack of knowledge about the contexts in which they work.  Profile tools need to be developed to redress this problem.  The second reason is lack of thought about unintended impacts of programmes.  Impact tools need to be developed to redress this.  The third reason is a failure to take action to mitigate unintended harms or capitalise on unforeseen benefits. 

The Benefits-Harms Toolkit is used in the CARE project cycle.  The five stages of the process are assessment, analysis, project design, monitoring and evaluation and redesign.  Strategies for using the tool kit should vary, depending on the type, timeline, scope and focus of the project.  Not all the tools from the kit will be used in any one project and most should need redesigning a little in order to fit a specific context.

The structure is indeed well researched and explained.  Already there are extensive examples from the field forthcoming to illustrate the successes and failures of the rights approach as engaged in by CARE.  However, once again, it would be fascinating for an external researcher to work over a long period of time to bring the examples together and examine the exact impact of CARE’s rights based approach so far.

Has CARE’s Rights Approach Affected their Stakeholders Yet?

There are several published examples of how CARE’s rights approach has affected stakeholders since 1999.  These have been brought together by specific publications, the most recent of which is 'CARE's Experience with Adoption of a Rights Based Approach: Uganda, Vietnam, Burundi, South Africa, India' (2003).  This provides valuable insights into the process of a rights based approach together with the lessons learned.   It is striking that so few organisations have bothered to publish such experiences.   This, and similar publications, are of particular use to peer NGOs that are implementing rights approaches.  However, at the time of writing CARE has not undertaken a cross-comparison of exactly how rights are affecting the poor and marginalised throughout the organisation.  The following example is but one that shows:  a) how rights have changed the relationship with stakeholders, b) how CARE has identified the changes.

The first example is that of the Sustainable Use of Biological Resources (SUBIR) project in the remote Northwest of Ecuador.  CARE Ecuador facilitated local people in training to be para-legals, to advocate for specific legislation.  The issues were related to cultural diversity and conflict over land tenure.  The fundamental difference in the relationship was that rather than CARE advocating on behalf of the local people for specific issues, they facilitated the local people to do so themselves.  CARE paid for the eight months of para-legal training.  To date 73 paralegals have been certified, 41 are currently in training.  An internal analysis undertaken by the community identify the following achievements:

· The communities can claim their rights through their own para-legals now.

· The para-legals have formed and then joined higher level organisations formed to focus on conflict management, land titling and community advisory services.

· Fifty communities have claimed and then obtained legal status.  This is the prerequisite to formal recognition of property rights.

· Thirty six communities have secured title to about 50,000 hectares of their traditional lands.

· The communities argued and won the legal right not divide communal, traditional land.

· The communities pushed successfully for Afro-Ecuadorian recognition in the national constitution and constitutional protection for their collective rights as indigenous peoples.

· The communities are exploring the significant of indigenous group rights under the constitution.  In particular they are pursuing collective ownership of territories where indigenous peoples could govern themselves with ‘considerable autonomy’.

· The para-legals have already solved many land related conflicts and potential conflicts.

· Education levels have risen.  There is a growing interest from the indigenous and Afro-Ecuadorian communities in the different legal processes and procedures in which they might be involved.

The CARE Ecuador staff member who also lead the research analysing the project argues, ‘This project’s approach has also changed the way CARE relates to the community and other stakeholders’(Morales Feijoo 2000).  He then articulates what those changes are:

· CARE is treating the community as a partner in the development process, rather than as a beneficiary.  

· The community has taken the lead by providing the para-legal workers.

· CARE is the facilitator and organises their training and supports the ensuing initiatives.

· There is close collaboration between the community and the state agencies in Quito that allow the para-legals to visit and learn from them.  CARE merely supports this relationship, rather than being involved.

· There is close collaboration between the community para-legals and the Lawyers Association of Quito that evaluates para-legals and certifies their learning.  This is also only facilitated by CARE.

· CARE has recognised and sought to strengthen the capacity of national civil society organisations.  In doing so it is currently seeking such an organisation to take over the facilitation of the para-legals, their communities and further expansion of the project.

· Considering the historical baseline of CARE, there has been a major shift from service delivery to being an advocate for poor people whose rights are denied.

All of these changes signify a wholehearted effort by CARE to initiate a rights approach.  They are endeavouring to facilitate the protection, respect and fulfilment of rights as part of the development process.  It is also interesting that the process of adopting a rights approach came from CARE field workers.  This analysis was written in 2000, the initiative started a few years before.  Therefore, it was the practice of protecting the right to development of the poor and marginalised that is argued to have lead to the policy of a rights approach by CARE.

What are the Main Implications of adopting a Rights Approach for CARE?

·  A significant change from CARE as a needs based service provider to a rights based facilitator.  This is probably one of the most dramatic changes of the NGO world.  There is proof of this change, by the extent of it is not yet clear.   

· The DM&E process of CARE has undertaken significant change and is committed to a long term learning exercise in order to monitor, evaluate and develop CARE’s rights approach.  It is important to analyse how the Benefits-Harm Toolkit is used in practice.

· The change from an implicit to an explicit rights approach has given CARE a clear value system and enhanced transparency of the organisation.

· There has been a change in how staff are recruited.

· There is more emphasis on collaboration with other NGOs and members of civil society and a clear commitment to the dissemination of CARE’s experiences.

· A longitudinal external analysis needs to be established by CARE to analyse the impact of the rights based approach over a fixed period of time.  This should feed back into the manuals, journals and other initiatives so as to learn from their experiences yet more.

Christian Aid

What does a Rights Approach Mean to Christian Aid?

Christian Aid does not have a rights approach, but it has an approach to rights.  Rights are integral to Christian Aid’s relationships in Asia, Latin American and the Caribbean, less so in Africa.  Rights are linked to specific groups or issues, such as Dalit peoples or child labour.  There is no encouragement or requirement for Christian Aid’s partners to have a rights based approach.  

Christian Aid does not engage with ‘rights language’, but nor does it refuse to work with rights in certain contexts.    The language they prefer is that of marginalisation and justice.  The reasons for not having a right approach are based on the perceived weaknesses of the UN Conventions.  Firstly, the rights framework has western origins.  Secondly, the Conventions tend to emphasise rights over and above duty, which Christian Aid rejects.  This is extremely important to Christian Aid as faith demands the duty of the individual to the community and those less fortunate who are living within it.

Due to this rejection of a rights approach in itself and of itself, Christian Aid does not link development and rights directly.  Christian Aid is aware of the debate on rights, but there has been no discussion within the organisation of linking rights and development.  

What is Christian Aid’s Value System and Does it Affect How Christian Aid Engages with Rights?

Christian Aid is the official relief and development agency of forty church denominations in the UK and Ireland. Christian Aid exists to ‘expose the scandal of poverty and to contribute to its eradication’ (Christian Aid 2003). In 1999 Christian Aid undertook a period of self-reflection.  This culminated in their organisational understanding of poverty (Christian Aid 2000a&b). Christian Aid’s values derive from ‘the belief that God has a special concern for the poor and that their needs should come first’ (Christian Aid 2003).  Christian Aid explains its value system by arguing that the bible emphasises the importance of taking responsibility and recognising one’s duty.  ‘Since there will never cease to be some in need on the earth therefore I command you, ‘open your hand to the poor and needy neighbour in your land (Deuteronomy 15:11).   Christian Aid’s value system is made clear in the executive summary of the 2000-2004 Corporate Plan:

· To strive for a new earth transformed by an end to poverty.

· To help promote the dignity and basic rights of everyone.

· To provide the resources which enable people to raise their quality of life.

· To work with poor and marginalised communities struggling for justice and to support them as they tell their stories, so that no one can plead ignorance.

· To ask questions and take the risks which spotlight the causes of poverty.

· To capture the heart of young and old, poor and rich, in a global movement which changes the course of history.

· To work with our partners in the church and people of other faiths and beliefs and all those who side with poor people.

· To be inspired by the Gospel of good news to the poor, which promises a fulfilling life for all and the hope of a new earth.

Christian Aid 2000b

Since then Christian Aid’s value system has been more transparent and more clearly explained in their many publications.  

This value system has formed the basis for Christian Aid’s campaigns:

· Trade justice ‘Trade for Life’ 2001.

· Justice for debt. 

· Standing up for people living with HIV/AIDs.

How this value system affects how Christian Aid engages with rights is as follows.  Firstly, one of the foci of their operations is the empowerment of the poor to enable them to escape poverty.  Christian Aid argues that it is important that the poor own the development process themselves.  The organisation bases their conceptualisation of development on Amartya Sen’s interpretation of poverty.   As explained earlier in this paper, Sen sees development as an expanding of freedoms.  Christian Aid explains their engagement with rights in the following way:

These freedoms, or rights, need to be expanded by increasing peoples’ participation in decision-making, by strengthening the capabilities of poor people and by broadening their asset base to achieve sustainable livelihoods.  Asset strengthening includes the capacity building of communities and peoples’ organisations as well as increasing microeconomic opportunity for individuals and families.

(Christian Aid 2000)

Christian Aid articulates this through emphasising social justice.  These are in terms of the injustices of trade, debt and HIV/Aids, as mentioned above.  This is carried through in their funding criteria which stipulates, ‘Projects should promote social justice’ (www.christian-aid.org.uk/world/how/criteria.htm).  In this way the Christian bible is the value system, clearly articulated through organisational documents.  Concomitantly, justice and freedom are how the NGO puts these values into practice.  

How does Christian Aid Engage in Rights through Programming?

Christian Aid’s has four main aspects to all its programming:

· Food security: ensuring that poor people can meet their food needs.  This includes work on issues connected to land, water, trade and the environment.

· Health: supporting poor people in accessing health care.  Christian Aid’s particular focus is on HIV/Aids.

· Rights: supporting and undertaking work which enables poor communities to assert their civil, social, political and cultural rights.

· Peace building and reconciliation: helping communities to overcome situations of conflict.  Experience has shown Christian Aid that conflict is a major obstacle to development.

www.christian-aid.org.uk/world/how/how.htm
When engaging with partners it is Christian Aid’s ‘partnership principles’ that are crucial.   In programming it is more appropriate to engage with the language of the bible, than that of rights or development.   This is because Christian Aid is identified in developing nations as being Christian based.  Therefore, partners and potential partners prefer to talk the common language of biblical teaching.  Christian Aid staff do not come with rights based tools or rights language.  Neither is the international framework of rights explicit in their engagement with rights.  However, specific rights issues are a focus of Christian Aid’s work.  This has to be a contradiction?  How can those working on rights work, not know about rights?

Has Christian Aid’s Engagement with Rights Affected their Stakeholders Yet?
As stated above, Christian Aid engages with social justice in eclectic contexts.  There has not been an analysis of the NGO’s overall engagement with rights.  However, there are several anecdotal examples of how Christian Aid’s focus on rights has affected partners and stakeholders.

The first example is an historic case in South Africa. The Regional Land Claims Commission returned nearly 700 hectares of prime land to the Getrudsburg community.  The residents were forcibly removed from their community nearly forty years ago.  Christian Aid partner Nkuzi Development Association played a critical role in reaching the settlement.  It has been Nkuzi who has been helping the community in their fight for the last two years.  Christian Aid has supported Nkuzi financially an in terms of facilitation.

The second example is better known.  Christian Aid has been working with the Dalits of India since the 1990s.  The campaign focuses on the Dalits’ rights to land, rights to education and rights to dignity.  Christian Aid supports a number of organisations that focus on this.  Specific work that is done includes gender equity of Dalit women, income generation, skills training and credit schemes (NCDHR 1999).  There is also involvement in the national lobbying initiative, the National Campaign on Dalit Human Rights, which lobbies and educates about the inhumane practice of ‘untouchability’.  Through these means economic, social and cultural rights and civil and political rights are combined by Chritian Aid.  Christian Aid is gaining an increasingly high profile for facilitating this rights work, whilst not having a rights approach in itself.  There is no reason why this should not continue, providing the partners know about the rights issues and Christian Aid can facilitate their progress.

What are the Implications of ‘Social Justice’ for Christian Aid?
The rights language of the NGO community is seeping into Christian Aid’s engagement with social justice.  The mainstreaming of gender and HIV/Aids issues is part of this.  To ensure social justice, it is felt that the mainstreaming of these two issues is vital if Christian Aid is going to carry its value system into practice.  Meanwhile, Christian Aid is engaging with the discussion of rights approaches in peer NGOs.  An example of which is their involvement with the interviews and workshop for INTRAC’s research.  However, they are observers in other NGOs’ learning process on rights approaches, rather than an NGO who are likely to become directly involved.  However, the question has to be asked, when will Christian Aid clarify their position on rights in one of their publications?

Concern World Wide 

What does a Rights Approach Mean to Concern?

Concern is probably the most relevant NGO to this research as it is at the cusp of initiating a rights approach.  What a rights approach means to Concern is expressed in the Strategic Plan in the following way:

Concern is committing itself to adopting a rights based approach in its work. The rights based agenda runs parallel to the agenda of the International Development Targets, which deal with economic, social and environmental development and focus on poverty and human development.  A rights based approach recognises that all human rights are both components of development and the means of achieving it. 

Concern 2002

After writing the Strategic Plan Concern committed itself to a series of sector policy documents, one of which was an elaboration of their new rights based approach.    The policy document intends to guide Concern staff in the overall development and direction of Concern programmes.  In the document Concern states their human rights aims are:

· To uphold and encourage the moral imperative and to promote and defend the human rights of the poor and marginalised.

· To contribute to the realisation of the rights of their target group by:

a)encouragaing development actors to focus on meeting the basic human rights of all people in an effort to reach the International Development Targets.

b)advocating for coherent and just foreign policy by international donors, whereby human rights concerns are not undermined or overlooked as a result of strategic interest of donors.

c)monitoring appropriate human rights instruments and pressing for their implementation.

d)apply a rights based approach to our programming.

Concern 2002

What is Concern’s Value System and Does it Affect How CARE Engages with Rights?

The Council of Concern carried out an extensive review of the core values of the organisation in 2000-2001 and agreed the following:

· Extreme poverty must be targeted.

· Respect for people comes first.

· Gender equality is a prerequisite for development.

· Development is a process, not a gift.

· Greater participation leads to greater commitment.

· All governments have responsibility for poverty elimination.

· Emergencies call for rapid response.

· Democracy accelerates development.

· Environment must be respected.

· Good stewardship requires good procedures.

· Experience is the best teacher.

Concern 2001

While rights were not explicitly stated as a core value, Concern believes that most of the current values imply a commitment to rights. The policy review also includes the articulation of general policy aims for the organisation and speaks of the attainment of rights under the Programme policy aim.

In its Human Rights Policy, Concern recognises the interdependence of economic, social and cultural rights with civil and political rights but recognises that its programme work is more likely to focus on economic and social rights. Concern’s rights approach is explained at length in the Human Rights Policy document (2002).

How does Concern Engage in Rights through Programming?

Concern is focused on five organisational programmes:

· Health

· Primary education

· Livelhood security

· HIV/Aids

· Emergency preparedness

Concern has two basic principles to guide their rights based programming:

· To always aim towards poverty elimination.

· To build their approach from their practical experience.  This will happen in consultation with the poor themselves and with people who have to use the policies in their everyday work.

Through these two principles of programming Concern engages in the the five organisational programmes in the following ways:

· Programme design will include an analysis of how people’s rights are being infringed in specific contexts.  

· Then cause and effect of those infringements will be established.  The roles of Concern, government and other actors will then be ascertained.

· Concern will develop strategies to address the identified causes.  

· At the same time, Concern will seek opportunities to use advocacy to bring about change at a structural level too.

· Advocacy will be added to service provision, rather than replacing it.

· Programming will emphasise economic, social and cultural rights, but civil and political rights are of equal importance to the NGO.

· Each programming context will be analysed separately, but with reference to Concern’s strategic plan, rights based approach and value base.

Concern 2002

However, this is all very well in theory.  How can Concern be sure they have the key components of a rights approach in the eyes of their southern stakeholders?  Furthermore, how can they be sure that adopting a rights based approach is the correct move towards poverty eradication?

The answer comes in an internal analysis.  This is designed to explore, ‘where we are now in relation to rights based approaches, before we launch into developing strategies around this objective’.  Concern wanted to find out to what extend its programmes were dealing with rights already.  Also to establish the attitude to and knowledge of rights of their key staff already. 

The findings were encouraging for the future of Concern’s rights approach.  However, it must be remembered that the research was undertaken internally rather than externally, meaning an objective analysis was unlikely.  Despite this consideration, it was firmly established that Concern already engages with many rights.

Rights Involved in Concern’s Programming
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Gibson and Williams 2002

The findings were:

· Rights are already implicit in much of what Concern does.  Making them explicit will strengthen the transparency and credibility of Concern’s operations in the south.

· The most common right Concern deals with is the right to participate.

· The least common rights Concern deals with are labour rights.

· Concern is already involved in a variety of rights prior to engaging with an explicit rights based approach.  This is one of the main reasons for Concern’s deciding to undertake a rights based approach to development.

· International advocacy and networking are not strong within Concern at this time.

· There is a lack of knowledge of rights amongst Concern’s staff.  There is more knowledge of rights in the south than in the north.

· The rights approach must be owned by southern stakeholders.

This is the only research into programming of rights of its type.  Although a snap-shot in time, it provides information about what eclectic programmes are doing. Concern is following up the research by developing programme information and guidelines.  The Concern Project Cycle Management System and the Planning and Monitoring Groups of the five organisational programmes are both incorporating the rights based approach and ensuring that rights are part of programme and project design and analysis.

To prepare for the next organisational Strategic Plan, papers are emerging from the Policy Development and Evaluation Directorate.  They are provoking discussion on how rights can be better incorporated into all of the organisation’s work.

The practical way the rights based approach is being undertaken by Concern is through

‘Objective Indicators’.  They are being shared with all Concern country staff:

· From March 2002 most new non-emergency programmes will be implemented with or through local partners.  In planning emergency projects consideration will be given to working with or through local partners

· By the end of the plan almost all non-emergency projects and a substantial proportion of emergency projects will be operated with or through local partners
· In at least five countries, programme support will be given to one or more partners who are influencing national policy

· By the end of the plan all projects will embrace Concern’s rights based approach to planning and will conform to agreed organisation wide minimum standards

	Actions
	 Indicators 

	· Action 1.  Each Country Director will prepare a Country Specific Strategic Plan


	· All fields (established for at least a year) have a Strategic Plan by end of 2002



	· Action 2.  A Country Specific Strategic Plan will contain an analysis of civil society organisations and identify those potential partners capable of impacting on National Anti-Poverty Strategies


	· All country Strategic Plans contain analysis of possible partners and their potential for influencing National Anti-Poverty Strategies

	· Action 3.  During 2002 an analysis will be made and the proportion of projects carried out with or through partners.  The results of this analysis will be used to set realistic specific numerical targets for partnership

 
	· Targets set and progress made towards them

	· Action 4.  Policy, Development and Evaluation Department will prepare a series of guiding documents on a rights based approach to programming, minimum standards, partner selection and working methodologies


	· Papers ready by mid 2002


Concern 2002
How does Concern Analyse the Impact of Rights through Monitoring and Evaluation?

Concern’s current Monitoring and Evaulation system remains focused on needs.   However, as of mid-2003 a full review of the system has begun.  This will build on an acknowledgement that the existing system is weak in a number of areas, two of which are policy and rights impact assessment. Concern has allocated the responsibility for initiating this process with the Senior Management and Council.

Has Concern’s Rights Approach Affected their Stakeholders Yet?

The internal analysis undertaken by Concern indicates that their stakeholders have been affected by the NGO’s engagement with rights.  However, the analysis came prior to Concern’s adoption of a rights approach.  It remains to be seen as to what difference a mainstreamed rights approach will make to concern.  The following are some examples of how stakeholders have been affected:

Firstly, the Bangladesh team has worked with an alliance of about 86 human rights organisations to advocate on behalf of commercial sex workers.  They are advocating their right to work and be protected.  In 2001 the Bangladesh courts rules in favour of the sex workers, recognising their rights to earn a living from their work.  However, the government is currently appealing the ruling.

Secondly, and also in Bangladesh, the Dimla project staff have successfully persuaded the local authorities to allocate Khas land (local government owned land) to families displaced by the 1989 floods.  1400 families received the deeds to the land on which Concern had provided housing (Datta and Hossain 2003).

Thirdly, in Cambodia, Concern has had considerable success in networking organisations together to advocate for land rights.  There has now been a change in the legal recognition of the rights of village to manage their own forest land (Williams 2003).
What are the Main Implications of adopting a Rights Approach for Concern?

· Increased advocacy to encourage change at the structural level.

· Advocacy will be added to, rather than replace, service provision.

· Capacity building will be a supportive approach to enable ‘duty-bearers’ to deliver on their responsibilities rather than mere demands being made of governments.

· Increased transparency in the theory and practice of Concern’s approach to development.

· Increased monitoring and evaluation of how southern stakeholders interpret rights and how they feel they should be articulated by Concern as an NGO.

· An increased politicisation of Concern’s work.

· The need to increase knowledge on rights and related issues.

· The rights approach will evolve if Concern listens to its key stakeholders.

· Concern needs to mainstream disability as well as gender and HIV/Aids.

· A definite need for longitudinal monitoring and evaluation of the approach.

Cordaid

What does a Rights Approach Mean to Cordaid?

Cordaid does not maintain a rights approach to development.  However, it works with rights in many contexts.  It is engaged with the debates of peer NGOs and the academic development community concerning rights approaches.

What rights mean to Cordaid is made clear in a working document.  

Human rights means civil and political rights as well as economic, social and cultural rights and the collective rights of a group, minority or community.  Observance of all those rights offers people the opportunity to develop their talents in a fulfilling way.

Cordaid 2001

Cordaid distinguishes between civil and political rights, economic, social and cultural rights and collective rights.  It conceptualises civil and political rights as the right to life and security, the freedom of movement and association, freedom of conscience and religion and the right to participate in political decision making.  The community or/and state has a duty to guarantee these rights to individuals.  Cordaid conceptualises economic, social and cultural rights as health care, education, food security, accommodation, the right to work with fair pay for a day’s work, the right to form trades unions and the right to social security.  The community or/and state must encourage a situation in which these rights are realised as well as possible and where they apply equally to all people.  Cordaid conceptualises collective rights as the right to development and to peace and security in a clean environment.  The rights of individuals and the community can never be achieved if collective rights are not also guaranteed.

What is Cordaid’s Value System and Does it Affect How Cordaid Engages with Rights?

In 2000 Cordaid merged with Memisa, Mensen in Nood and Vastenaktie.  Cordaid’s value system and approach to development builds on the Catholic origins of the merged NGOs.     Today Cordaid still has a ‘strong belief in the strength and dignity of every human being, irrespective of age, sex, belief, ethnic descent or political persuasion’ (Cordaid 2002).  The main principles of Cordaid are solidarity and subsidiarity.  Solidarity is interpreted as meaning standing up for the poor on the basis of biblical teachings concerning compassion and duty.  Subsidiarity to Cordaid implies trust in people’s own ability to work towards the eradication of their own, and others’ poverty.  These two principles have the underlying theme that Cordaid aims for sustainability for future generations.  This value system encourages a dialogue between religious and spiritual groups and for strengthening the social role of religious organisations.

This value system means that democracy and citizenship are crucial to how Cordaid engages with rights.  Cordaid has made an explicit choice to be present in countries where there is no decent government and democracy.  The aim of this is to promote human rights and democracy by reinforcing civil society and expanding citizenship (Lucardie 2001).

At the group interview held with Cordaid it was said that the Dutch government imposes choices on Dutch NGOs.  The NGOs have to choose specific themes; rights is not a theme for the Dutch government.  So Cordaid works with rights through the themes that they have chosen: quality of urban life, HIV/Aids and conflict management and reconciliation, trade and access to markets and health care.  The way Cordaid sees rights is as a cross-cutting issue pertaining to all of these.

This is further complicated by the dislocation between the church and civil society in the Netherlands.  This was also identified by Cordaid representatives at the group interview who said that the church focuses on pastoral work, rather than on development.  The most Dutch churches get involved with are education and health care.  What was felt as particularly significant when considering Cordaid’s value system and its consequent relationship to rights was that the Protestant church was more engaged with the rights debate than the Catholic church in the Netherlands.  This is of significance as Cordaid has Catholic roots.  It is challenging for an NGO with a Catholic base to be at the forefront of pushing rights issues forward when the members of the Catholic church are not conversant with the principles and/or intricacies of rights and development.

How does Cordaid Engage in Rights through Programming?
Cordaid engages with rights through its allocation of resources, as well as in its value system.  The proportion of Cordaid’s financial commitments for 2001 were:

1% emergency aid

19% means of existence

25%human rights and democracy 

55% basic needs

These were articulated through programming in three areas:

10% policy influencing

25% civil society building

65% poverty reduction

(Cordaid 2002)

There are several aspects regarding how Cordaid engages with rights through programming.  The first is that from 2000 onwards there have been the aforementioned themes that are central to all Cordaid’s programming.  These are quality of urban life, health, HIV/Aids, trade and access to markets and conflict management and reconciliation.  

The second aspect is that human rights and democracy are a cross-cutting issue for all of Cordaid’s programming.  This is because Cordaid has interpreted its value system, together with its chosen themes, as reliant on a healthy democratic basis in order for development to occur.  This also applies to all the groups with whom Cordaid works.  However, Cordaid has identified specific groups where human rights and democracy are pivotal.  These are particularly deprived and vulnerable groups such as minorities, for example the Dalits and Adevasi, victims of violent conflict, the elderly, children and women.  In these cases programming is designed to increase the capacity of partners in terms of knowledge of human rights and democracy (Lucardie 2001).  In most programmes this means providing support for local intermediary and service providing NGOs and CSOs.  Only in this way can the communities guide the programming, following Cordaid’s principle of subsidiarity.

The third aspect is the emphasis placed on the principle of solidarity Cordaid promotes in the relationships it has with partners.  Structural support is made real by a combination of service provision and advocacy with and on behalf of specific communities or organisations.  Much research has gone into the partnerships and the consequences for programming by Cordaid.

The fourth aspect is that rights are most consistently used in programming for justice and peace.  For example, there is rights training within Cordaid for this sector, but not for any other sector.

The fifth aspect is that Cordaid is still settling into its new organisational structure.  The merging of the members has meant that there is a short term inconsistency in some of the programming.  Therefore, the strategy is not yet settled.  Furthermore, at the group interview Cordaid representatives felt that staff tended not to work in isolation, rather than seeing themselves as part of a large NGO.    Programming and organisational structure will become more streamlined and consistent – including its programming of rights – over the next few years.

The overall impression gained is that Cordaid’s field workers tend to focus inwards, rather than looking outwards to overall Cordaid strategy.  This maybe be for the following reasons: they have undergone much change during the merger period, there is no clear training concerning rights and rights related issues, so how they deal with rights is highly context specific and, finally, the staff come from different organisations and are likely to have loyalty to their original organisational models.

How does Cordaid Analyse the Impact of Rights through Monitoring and Evaluation?

Cordaid argues it is very involved with impact assessment and self analysis.  This is through both external internal reflection and external analysis.  The idea is not simply to assess impact but to learn lessons for the future.  At the moment programming uses an interpretation of the Logical Framework model.  There is a working group in Cordaid involved in developing techniques, but at the moment no analysis from them concerning monitoring and evaluation of working with rights by Cordaid is forthcoming.  What has been proposed is use of the EFQM model to assess both results and impact.  By using this organisational development approach it is argued Cordaid could be clear in its lobbying and advocacy and in creating an environment in which rights could flourish.  However, it is not clear as to how rights will be compared to other modes of engagement with the development process, such as participation or partnership approaches.

At group interview the representatives explained that Cordaid is working towards a network approach for analysis.  Through this each organisation will have a different responsibility at a different level.  Each organisation will serve as a component of the monitoring and evaluation process.  Due to the principle of subsidiarity Cordaid is keen to engage partners in bottom-up analysis of how policy and practice affects the lives of poor people.  How this will be organised, is not yet decided.  Nor is how rights will be analysed as a cross-cutting theme within that assessment process.

The key document for impact analysis is the ‘Cordaid 2001 Retrospective’.  In it there is a presentation of Cordaid’s work in Latin America, the Palestinian Territories, Africa, Asia and the Middle East and Central and Eastern Europe.  The work of each of these parts of Cordaid is divided into basic needs, means of existence, human rights and democracy and emergency aid.  Although the analysis is in house, it includes analysis from southern partners, and clearly demarcates the importance of the cross-cutting issue of rights.  The retrospective is factual, rather than analytical or comparative.  What is of significance is that rights and democracy are identified as a quarter of Cordaid’s activities at this time.  Yet there appears to be little or no analysis of this engagement with rights.

Has Cordaid’s Engagement with Rights Affected their Stakeholders Yet?
It appears that different parts of Cordaid are either more or less engaged with rights.   In the case of Eastern Europe Cordaid is far less engaged with rights than in Latin America.  In the case of Palestine, all of Cordaid’s work focuses on rights issues.  The following are two anecdotal examples of how rights have affected stakeholders positively.

The first example is that of Asia.  Cordaid is involved in three types of programming there: emergency aid and peace building, urban issues such as squatting and marginalisation and the right to primary health care.  These are articulated in the rights language more than many Cordaid programmes.  There has been a distinct shift from service-oriented projects to empowerment.  This has been in the form of lobbying and advocacy of local authorities during the last four years.  Social justice is one of the crucial elements in this approach.  This is based on an analysis of the contextual and institutional setting of the programme itself, and the injustices within that setting.  True to Cordaid’s principles the main impetus behind this change has been support for civil society and democracy, solidarity and subsidiarity.  What is not made clear by Cordaid is the extent to which advocacy has replaced service provision and if so, how happy, local people are with that decision.

The second example comes from Cordaid’s work in Eastern Europe.  Cordaid representatives at the group interview reported that many had asked for an explicit rights based approach to Cordaid’s work in this region.  At the moment, this was not the case, although Cordaids engagement with rights has affected the stakeholders there. The two themes Cordaid works on in the region are peace and conflict and health care.  In practice this means that social capital needs to be built to reinforce democratic civil society.  In this way Cordaid decided that organisational support was the most appropriate mode of engagement.  Through this means the countries with whom Cordaid are working will gradually become less dependent on external agencies.   

In the case of health care, Cordaid has been engaging with social rights by working with the mentally ill in Eastern Europe.  A strong institutional tradition is in the process of being broken down, by endeavouring to engage the mentally ill with wider society.  Cordaid has been developing networks and funding clubs to help construct care in the community  organisational structures.  With the principles of subsidiarity and solidarity at the forefront of the work, financial sustainability is of the utmost importance to these programmes.  It was not clear whether Cordaid is also lobbying government for rights of the mentally disabled to complement these programmes.

What are the Main Implications of Engaging with Rights for Cordaid?

· Clarity on how Cordaid engages with rights is of paramount importance for the forthcoming strategic planning process.

· Linkages between the Catholic church in the Netherlands and the poor in developing countries needs to be readdressed.

· The extent to which Cordaid wishes to divert funds from service delivery to advocacy together with cogent reasons for such a decision needs to be established.

· Training on rights issues, not necessarily rights approaches, needs to be mainstreamed into Cordaid’s organisational learning structures.

· Comparative measurement of the effectiveness of engaging with rights, rather than other aspects of Cordaid’s relationships (eg partnership or participation) needs to be undertaken.

· More consistency in approaches to rights – or an explanation of current inconsistencies – would be appropriate.

Danchurch Aid

What does a Rights Approach Mean to Danchurch Aid?

Danchurch Aid has its historical roots firmly set in political activism.  However, during the last ten years the political manner in which Danchurch Aid engaged with development was eroded as the amount of funds supplied by bi-laterals increased.  However, today DANIDA has an explicit rights approach, encouraging Danish NGOs to also have one.  Although the manner in which Danchurch Aid chooses to interpret rights is somewhat different, it is not insignificant that DANIDA is more likely to negotiate with NGOs that have a rights approach.  Paradoxically, in this way the re-politicisation of Danchurch Aid via a rights approach has occurred.

During 2002 Danchurch Aid developed its own interpretation of a rights based approach to development.  Danchurch Aid has developed its rights approach as the basis of its national and international work.  The rights approach it as developed has three basic elements: values, central rights or areas of intervention and analytical practice (which identifies the causes of poverty and the ensuing possibilities for action).  The approach emphasises empowerment activities as well as legal aspects of economic, social and cultural rights together with civil and political rights.

What is Danchurch Aid’s Value System and Does it Affect How Danchurch Aid Engages with Rights?

Danchurch Aid is committed to the Christian understanding of humankind and to the Christian practice (diakonia
) that is its consequence’.

www.dca.dk/usr/noedhjaelp/dcaweb.nsf

Therefore, Danchurch Aid sees itself as part of a joint-church network that endeavours to implement the diaconal vision.  Danchurch Aid identifies its own task as performing international diakonia in on behalf of the churches in Denmark.

In its policy documents and on its website Danchurch Aid is keen to make its value system of diakonia transparent.  There are several compatible elements of Danchurch Aid’s value system and a rights approach to development.  Firstly, it argues that a diakonia approach to development is inclusive and non discriminatory.  This is a primary principle of rights approaches.  Secondly, it also means that every Christian has a duty to those in need.  However, Danchurch Aid stipulates that the person who assists does not belong to another category than the one who is being assisted.  This too is central to rights approaches, philanthropy has been replaced by rights.  The relationship with partners has to be mutual and the traditional donor-receiver relationship has no place in Danchurch Aid’s value system.  Thirdly, diakonia seeks to empower the poor to claim their own rights for themselves, this too is compatible with a rights approach.  Fourthly, diakonia attempts to link the wider context with the local context.  In other words social justice at the level of civil society is also within the remit of Danchurch Aid’s work.  This is highly politicised and is the value underlying Danchurch Aid’s lobbying and advocacy work.  This too is compatible with a rights approach (Danchurch Aid 2000). 

With a value system that so strongly reflects the common elements of a rights based approach, Danchurch Aid’s engagement with rights is likely to be wholehearted, if maybe somewhat unquestioning.

How does Danchurch Aid Engage in Rights through Programming?

The Overall Objectives of Danchurch Aid’s Programming





Danchurch Aid 2003

As can be seen above, the rights approach pervades all Danchurch Aid’s development work.  ‘The rights approach is the principle that connects Danchurch Aids’ rights-based country programmes with the perspectives of the communities in which we work.  This means that Danchurch Aid does not support services without actively and simulataneously addressing the obstacles resulting from the fact that governments either cannot or willnot ensure services to the marginalised’ (Danchurch Aid 2003). In other words advocacy is as important to Danchurch Aid as lobbying and advocacy.

Danchurch Aid sees a direct link between these objectives and diakonia.    The combination of the objectives and the values of diakonia form a mission for social justice in developing nations.  Their target group is the poorest and marginalised.  The objectives indicate the direction for programming, such as the types of organisations with whom they would like to work.  The objectives also highlight the core competencies needed for programming in the short and long term, such as staff that are conversant with rights in the specific thematic areas in which Danchurch Aid works.

How does Danchurch Aid Analyse the Impact of Rights through Monitoring and Evaluation?

First and foremost, there appears to be no internal or external analysis of the impact of rights through Danchurch Aid’s work as yet.  However, this is not surprising considering the rights approach has only just been initiated within the NGO.  On the other hand, Danchurch Aid has engaged with rights for many years, so it is slightly incongruous that no analysis has been undertaken hitherto.

However, what Danchurch Aid does have is a transparent sharing of each country strategy and many of their outlines (available on www.dca.dk).  The difference between these two documents is the former outlines the mode of engagement, whereas the latter shares the reality of that engagement.  Both analyses appear to be completed by Danchurch Aid staff.  They fall short of monitoring and evaluation in its truest sense.

There is, however, a country that Danchurch Aid is using as a pilot for programming its rights based approach.  The programme in Cambodia has been analysed by DANIDA (by Anton Barre).  His conclusion is that Danchurch Aid is not really implementing a rights based approach yet.  It has elements of a rights approach but there are several vital criteria missing.  These appear to be very general: not all staff are knowledgeable of rights issues, there are a lack of instruments for using a rights approach and that Danchurch Aid is using rights more in some Cambodian contexts than others.  At the time of the interview with Danchurch Aid a meeting had been planned with the DANIDA team to discuss Danchurch Aid’s rights based approach.

How are Stakeholders Affected by Danchurch Aid’s New Rights Based Approach?

There is no evidence, anecdotal or otherwise, of how rights have affected Danchurch Aid’s stakeholders.  It appears that the main impact has been increased politicisation of Danchurch Aid’s approach.  Accompanying this has been an increased objectivity concerning structural changes, rather than local changes, that Danchurch Aid needs to engage with.  This implies that there is less of an emphasis on the grassroots or small scale, local interventions for which Danchurch Aid has been well known.

What are the Main Implications of adopting a Rights Approach for Danchurch Aid?

· To develop instruments with southern partners for using its rights based approach, then pilot them, then re-analyse them.  This should be a process with several outputs at different dates in the future.

· An implication identified by Danchurch Aid is that it will have to engage in a higher profile within the countries in which it is operating.  This is because if it is to truly advocate and protect the more vulnerable local partners, it needs to initiate lobbying and advocacy on their behalf.  Danchurch Aid has always maintained a low profile hitherto.

· Another implication identified by Danchurch Aid is that it needs to have a clear cycle whereby field information is fed back into policy.

· To emphasise the theological links to a rights based approach.

· To balance rights with duties.

· To balance individual and collective rights.

· To balance advocacy with service delivery.

Norwegian Church Aid

What does a Rights Approach Mean to Norwegian Church Aid?

It was in the early 1990s that Norwegian Church Aid shifted from operational, service delivery work to what they called ‘principled partnership’.  This ‘principled partnership’ soon brought up questions about the nature of Norwegian Church Aid’s engagement with development partners.  Questions as to the type, affiliation, values and funding sources of current and new partners were asked.  This encouraged change within Norwegian Church Aid because the nature of their engagement was questioned.  Concomitantly, rights and rights based approaches began to be discussed in the process of exploring participation and ownership.

In 1999 a rights based approach was incorporated in the mission statement of Norwegian Church Aid, but there is still no separate policy for it.  Norwegian Church Aid has a theological conceptualisation of humankind.  As such, every human being has innate rights.  Therefore, rights are part of life and therefore integral to development for Norwegian Church Aid.  Norwegian Church Aid is at the beginning of establishing their interpretation of how development and rights link.  There is a commitment to this linkage within the organisation, but how it is to be organised in theory and practice is not yet clear.

What is Norwegian Church Aid’s Value System and Does it Affect How Norwegian Church Aid Engages with Rights?

The policy document, ‘Together for a Just World’ provides the overall values of Norwegian Church Aid 2000-2010.  It expresses the core values that define the work of Norwegian Church Aid as being:

· Compassion

· Justice

· Participation

· Responsible stewardship of God’s creation

· Peace

Norwegian Church Aid 2003

Like Danchurch Aid, Norwegian Church Aid is committed to international diaconal service.

For Norwegian Church Aid, diaconia means serving the True God by giving unconditional assistance to the whole human being, catering to spiritual as well as physical needs.  This diaconal service shall be given regardless of race, nationality, gender, political persuasion or religious beliefs.

Norwegian Church Aid 2003

These values are then explained at length and put in the context of Norwegian Church Aid’s engagement with development, and rights.  Norwegian Church Aids commitment is to:

…participate in strategic alliances which promote basic rights, challenge complacency, greed and cynicism and inspire people to believe that it is possible to change the living conditions of the poor and the attitudes of the rich.  

Norwegian Church Aid 2003

It is due to this value system that Norwegian Church Aid asserts it has engaged with rights for many years.  They found that they have been particularly involved in the area of peace and conflict.  This is because rights are most consistently violated in this context.  However, although there has been much engagement with rights on the ground, little has filtered up to policy level as yet.   

How does Norwegian Church Aid Engage in Rights through Programming?

Norwegian Church Aid has established a descending scale of rights for use in programming:

· Women’s rights

· Rights of those with HIV/Aids

· Labour rights

· Rights of indigenous peoples

The rights of the disabled is a cross-cutting issue, relevant to all of the above categories (www.nca.no)

Practice of using these through programming is inconsistent within Norwegian Church Aid.  Some parts of the organisation are more engaged than others. However, a tool-box is being developed over time to mainstream rights in the organisation.  This is being undertaken through a process of ‘listening and learning’ from peer organisations and from stakeholders within Norwegian Church Aid.  Like CARE, this process is much influenced by the notion of ‘Do no harm’ as explained by Mary Anderson (Anderson 1999).  

To help focus their programming, Norwegian Church Aid have four key areas:

· Core areas of work: to save and protect lives, to develop sustainable living conditions and to influence attitudes and decisions

· Cross cutting perspectives: defending the rights of the poor as expressed in international law, strengthening responsible management of the environment and natural resources and promoting equal rights for women and men.

· Different levels of engagement: local level, national level, regional level.

· Alliance building: in Norway, in the countries where they work and with other church organisations.

How does Norwegian Church Aid Analyse the Impact of Rights through Monitoring and Evaluation?

At the moment this is not happening.  As in the case of the programming, the monitoring and evaluation of rights is evolving.  

What are the Main Implications of adopting a Rights Approach for Norwegian Church Aid?

· Norwegian Church Aid argues that it is not an advocacy organisation.  However, it also argues that it wishes to influence local, national and regional powers. If it wishes to commit to a rights approach, the NGO’s position concerning advocacy warrants clarification.

· As Norwegian Church Aid has rights in its mission statement, it would help programming if a rights policy were developed.  

· Mainstreaming of rights knowledge is a clear implication.

· Norwegian Church Aid will need to be more clearly politicised if it is to become rights based.  As it has maintained a fairly neutral political profile, this may be a major implication in practice.

· There needs to be a balance between having rights in the mission statement and policy papers with what is going on in the field.  This may be achieved through the ‘listening and learning’ process in which the NGO is currently engaged.

Oxfam International (with examples from Novib and Oxfam GB)

Oxfam is a confederation of twelve organisations working in over one hundred countries.  The three member organisations that have been directly involved with INTRAC’s research are Novib, in Den Haag and Oxfam GB and Oxfam International, both located in Oxford.   The Oxfams are served by a small group of twenty people working in different areas and countries, some of them located in the Oxfam International Secretariat in Oxford.  They implement, coordinate and provide support to the Oxfams.  This takes the form of lobbying around the Oxfam International Strategic Plan, bringing people together, defining work processes and providing information and data that is relevant to particular Oxfams.  The vision of Oxfam International is that through a large co-ordination of different NGOs the positive impact on poverty will be greater.  It is argued by Oxfam International that the values, vision, objectives and analysis it envisages can only become a reality through partnership with all of its stakeholders and members. 

What does a Rights Approach Mean to the Oxfam Family?

Oxfam International’s members’ commitment to overcoming poverty is based on the achievement of universal human rights.  With equity as key in the realisation of rights, the Oxfams focus on the realisation of economic, social and cultural rights within the wider human rights context.  Oxfam International’s strategic plan for 2001-2004 is created through a rights-based framework.  All members are theoretically conversant with the plan and helped create it.  The Secretariat of Oxfam International served as the catalyst by establishing a technical team, consisting of different Oxfams to undertake this work.  Rights are seen as central to human dignity, not just in hard law, but in the case of soft law too (de la Varga 2003).  Therefore, rights mean the following to the Oxfams:

· See the poor not as passive aid recipients, but as active citizens with agency to exert.

· Recognise the indivisible continuum of human rights.

· Establish the indivisible link between human rights, economic development and social justice.

· Place equity and inequality and the right to an opportunity at the centre of the debate.

· Make states and international organisations accountable.

· Contrast with narrower views of wellbeing based purely on economic foundations.

(de la Varga 2001)

What is the Oxfams’ Value System and Does it Affect How they Engage with Rights?

Rights are central to Oxfam International’s value system wich is based on the Universal Declaration of Human Rights as well as other international instruments in the field of labour, environmental and humanitarian rights.  This derives from earlier policies of both Oxfam GB and Novib Oxfam Netherlands.  If members of the Oxfam Confederation do not uphold these rights, the basis for co-operation is no longer seen as being there.  

Oxfam believes that:

· Poverty is a denial of the basic rights to which every human being is entitled.

· Poverty is of different kinds, and needs to be understood in its entirety, rather than in part.

· Poverty makes people more vulnerable to conflict and disasters.

· Poverty is avoidable.  Our purpose is to overcome its causes, not simply to alleviate its symptoms.

(Oxfam 2001)

To reflect this, five aims were constructed by Oxfam International and are the value system members subscribe to as well as the nature of its engagement with rights.  The aims are:

· The right to a sustainable livelihood.  (economic and environmental equity and sustainable livelihoods for future generations)

· The right to basic social services.  (equitable access to basic health care and education)

· The right to life and security.  (equitable provision of protection, relief and rehabilitation)

· The right to be heard. (equitable participation in political, economic and social policy-making and decisions)

· The right to an identity.  (equity in gender and diversity)

There are a number of strategic change objectives that will put the value system of the five aims into practice.

Oxfam 2001

There are several ways this affects how members of Oxfam engage with rights.   Firstly, rights are both the value and the basis of members’ engagement with development.  Secondly, rights are transformed into long-term aims that will not be achieved in the lifetime of the 2001-2004 strategic plan or the Strategic Change Objectives.  Thirdly, Oxfam International asserts this value system is a major departure.  Old programmes cannot be made to fit this new value system, including the Strategic Change Objectives.  Change has to be made throughout all levels of the member organisations.  Fourthly, who Oxfams engage with as partners will be affected.

How do members of Oxfam Engage in Rights through Programming?

Much has been achieved regarding programming the rights approach by Oxfam members.  Firstly, Strategic Change Objectives have been identified to make the value system practically applicable.  These are longer-term objectives to guide the whole of the membership of Oxfam International.  Impact will also be measured against these:

· People living in poverty will achieve food and income security as well as greater protection of and control over the natural resources on which they depend.

· People living in poverty will have access to secure paid employment, dignified working conditions, labour rights and be empowered to participate in and benefit from markets.

· People living in poverty will achieve tangible improvements in their health, through increased access to affordable and adequate basic health services, clean water and sanitation and public health services.

· All children living in poverty will achieve their right to a good quality basic education and adults living in poverty will have educational opportunities to help them overcome their poverty.

· A significant reduction in the number of people who die, fall sick, or suffer deprivation as a direct result of armed conflict or natural disasters.

· A significant reduction in the number of people who suffer personal or communal violence, forced displacement, or armed conflict.

· Marginalised people will achieve their civil and political rights; will have an effective voice in influencing decisions affecting their lives and will gain the moral support and skills they need to exercise these rights.

· Women, ethnic and cultural minorities and other groups oppressed or marginalised because of their identity will enjoy equal rights and status.

(Oxfam International 2000)

Secondly, because these nine objectives are long term, some of the Oxfams have identified medium term objectives for programming too.  For Oxfam GB these are called ‘the priority areas of focus’:

· Increasing the power of poor people in markets.

· Building poor people’s assets.

· Securing adequate financing for basic social services.

· Increasing access to basic medicines.

· Increasing access to good quality basic education for girls.

· Ensuring high quality humanitarian aid and protection.

· Promoting arms control.

· Stopping international profiteering from war.

· Increasing the accountability of governments and international institutions to the poor.

· Ending violence against women.

· Getting institutions right for women.

· Overcoming discrimination.

For Novib, the consist of the following foci:

· Income and trade

· Basic education for girls

· Human security

· Civil participation

· Violence against women

With these medium term aims, each member of Oxfam International has established its own guide.  However, they are all written within the framework of a rights based approach.

a)Novib

Novib has developed various tools, initiated specific programmes and constructed specific polities to mainstream rights and collate information on rights issues:

1)A consultation process called ‘linking and learning in the field of economic, social and cultural rights’ took place during 1999-2000.  Five workshops took place in Asia, Latin America, Europe and Africa.  They brought together over 120 partner organisations of Novib, either working in development or human rights, or both.  The idea was that partners would exchange and learn from each others experiences.  However, it helped partner organisations understand and articulate their complementary roles in implementing economic, social and cultural rights.

2)www.toolkitparticipation.com is ‘a source of inspiration and information about popular participation in local decision-making’.  It provides insights into Novib’s work with partners, how rights are put into practice, lessons learned, an analysis of the programming process and impact analysis.  It appears to be the only tool of its type on the web.

3)Novib’s new Executive Director gave further impetus to the rights approach and helped put it on the Oxfam International agenda.

4)During a staff consultation on the rights based approach, Sylvia Borren concluded that although many within Novib think that the rights approach will not involve changes for the organisation, it will have implications for the way Novib works with southern partners.   

5)Novib is currently re-considering its policy of not having offices in the South.  Partners frequently complain that lack of consistent contact with Novib alienates them from what is happening.

b)Oxfam GB

1)Oxfam GB has budget allocations for all five of the Oxfam International aims (as does Novib).

2)There are two working groups within Oxfam GB that work on programming the rights based approach.  The first deals with slower, long-term programme and policy reviews.  The second deals with quicker campaign work that responds to the current context and has to react quickly.

3)It is through pressure from regional offices of Oxfam GB that they changed their policy to a rights based approach, not the other way around.  Oxfam GB is continuing to learn from its regional offices on centralising the programming of a rights approach.

4)There is some training being done within Oxfam GB, but not nearly enough.  Oxfam GB has had several cases where Oxfam’s rights based approach is being utilised by people who do not really understand the linkage with the international human rights framework.

How do members of Oxfam Analyse the Impact of Rights through Monitoring and Evaluation?

Oxfam International explains the theory of the members’ monitoring, evaluation and learning process.  In the strategic plan it is said that the Oxfams will work together and share resources to develop and implement a joint approach (Oxfam International 2001).  ‘This approach should support internal and external accountability, further strategic planning, policy development, advocacy and learning to enhance our capacity’ (Oxfam International 2000).  Five parts to this process are outlined as being crucial to this joint capacity:

· Learning from practice to improve both accountability and future policy.

· Better integration of programming, advocacy and marketing together.

· Building up a knowledge base of using the strategic change objectives to cut down on staff time, bureaucracy and paperwork.

· Tracking progress on the impact of the strategic change objectives for learning, accountability and strategy.

· To generate learning results during 2001-2002 to contribute to a mid-term review of ‘Towards Global Equity’.

a)Novib

· ?

b)Oxfam GB

· Indicators have been developed but are not totally understood and/or well used in the south.

· Oxfam GB is better at collating information than analysing it.  An example of this would be information collection on government: there is no systematic approach for how such information should be analysed or used.

· Impact assessment is vital, but tools are neither comprehensively used, nor tested yet.  However, impact analysis is carried out internally at the regional level.  This is contained in the annual reports.

· There is insufficient training on the monitoring and evaluation of rights at the moment.  Crucial to this is how the international human rights framework can be used in the process of impact assessment, monitoring and evaluation.

What are the Main Implications of adopting a Rights Approach for members of Oxfam?

· The Oxfams are best able to contribute to the realisation of human rights by focusing on areas they know best.  These are economic, social and humanitarian rights.

· There is a need for a multidisciplinary focus, to include human rights specialists along with environmental and child specialists, for example.

· The pursuit of the five strategic change objectives necessitates a wide range of strategic interventions in many sectors and at different levels.

· As well as setting standards for impact, by means of the international human rights framework, the strategic change objectives also provide a measure for monitoring and evaluation.  

· Strategic change objectives need aligning with the agendas of the programme, advocacy and marketing departments of member organisations.

· Thinking from a rights perspective is a new departure for many staff.

· Engagement with non-funded partners is going to be challenging via a rights based approach.

· There is a need to reach out to other approaches to rights provided by the south.

· There is a demand to strengthen members’ learning and build up a sound body of best practice that is accessible to all members.

· Monitoring change.

· Developing and applying standards.

· A key question has to be, ‘does a member of the Oxfam confederation advocate on behalf of itself, Oxfam International, or its members in the south?’.

· Some rights seem to be easier to protect, promote and fulfil than others.  An implication of this is, if all rights are equal and indivisible, how does Oxfam know which ones to promote, where and when?

· A balance needs to be struck – and explained – between advocacy and service delivery work.  Novib’s partners together with the Dutch Ministry punished Novib for being too involved in advocacy by withdrawing some of its funding in 2002.

Save the Children (SC Sweden, SC UK, SC Norway)

The International Save the Children Alliance works in close collaboration with its members.  The Alliance is based in the UK and serves as the nexus for the different members’ programming and policy.  The main purposes of the Alliance are the various working groups it co-ordinates and networking. Each Save the Children member is autonomous regarding strategy, programming and policy.  However, at the present time, strong efforts are being made to consolidate programmes within specific countries.  Pilot countries are Nepal, Papua New Guinea, Sri Lanka and Uganda.

What does a Rights Approach Mean to Save the Children?

There are two aspects to what a rights approach means to members of the Save the Children Alliance.  The first aspect is the difference between a needs and a rights approach.  The second aspect is why are rights approach has been chosen rather than any other approach to development.

Save the Children emphasises that a rights based approach is fundamentally different from a needs based approach.   The following shows the differences between a needs and a rights approach from the viewpoint of Save the Children:

	NEEDS PERSPECTIVE
	RIGHTS PERSPECTIVE

	Private charity
	Public, political, moral and legal responsibility, obligation and duty

	Voluntary
	Mandatory

	Welfare, alms, charity
	Legal entitlements, claims, guarantees, justice, equality, freedom

	Address symptoms
	Address root causes

	Partial goals (example: 80% of children are immunised; aim to deliver services to the largest number of people)
	Complete goals: all people have the same rights (80% immunisation coverage means the right to immunisation has not been realised)

	Hierarchy of needs.  Some needs are more important than others e.g. food before education
	Rights  cannot be divided, they are indivisible and interdependent

	Needs vary according to the situation, the individual and the environment
	Rights are universal (the same everywhere)

	Providing welfare services (object of needs)
	Empowering (subject of rights).  Right holders are empowered to claim their rights

	Determination of needs is subjective
	Rights are based on international standards

	Short term perspective, filling gaps
	Long term perspective

	Service provision
	Awareness raising of all groups

	Specific projects targeting specific groups of children
	Holistic approach

	Children deserve help
	Children are entitled to help

	Governments ought to do something but nobody has definite obligations
	Governments have binding legal and moral obligations

	Children can participate in order to improve service delivery
	Children are entitled to help

	Given scarce resources some children may be left out
	All children have the same right to fulfil their potential

	Each piece of work has its own goal but there is no unifying overall purpose
	There is an overarching goal to which all work contributes

	Certain groups have the technical expertise to meet children as well
	All adults can play a role in achieving children's rights (and children as well)


International Save the Children Alliance 2002

The second aspect is the reason why a rights based approach has been chosen by Save the Children.  Save argues that many governments, donors, UN agencies, NGOs and civil society organisations talk about rights more and are more knowledgeable of rights issues than hitherto.   Furthermore, many of these already have an explicit rights approach.  There are two reasons Save identifies for why they and peer organisations engage in a rights approach: they believe it is morally right and also that it brings a number of benefits to traditional approaches to work.  In short, Save argues that a rights approach is the only just approach for equitable development. 

What is Save the Children’s Value System and Does it Affect How Save the Children Engages with Rights?

The Convention on the rights of the child is the basis of the value system of Save the Children.  It guides their operational framework and is the moral reference point at the same time.  

	SAVE THE CHILDREN'S VISION
	SAVE THE CHILDREN'S MISSION

	· A world where all children have hope and opportunity
	Save the children fights for children's rights. We deliver immediate and lasting improvements to children's lives worldwide

	· A world which listens to children and learns
	

	· A world which respects and values each child
	


Save the Children 2002

Save the Children identifies its own special role within this vision and mission.  This is to advance the rights of the child because:

· Boys and girls have equal status with adults – they are not possessions of parents or people-in-the-making.

· Children's development and active participation are crucial to the progress of any society.

· Boys and girls play no part in the formal political process and it is difficult for them to use the legal system.  Therefore, special arrangements are required to ensure that children's rights and interests are properly represented in all decision-making which affects them.

In this way rights are the basis of the value system of the NGO.  Therefore, the values and framework are one and the same.  This is very interesting given the history of Save the Children Fund, as was.  It is well known that Eglantyne Webb founded British Save the Children in 1919 as a child rights organisation.  Between then and the 1980s the different Save's policies veered from rights to service provision.  In 1989 the Convention of the Rights of the Child served as a catalyst for Save and its members.  During the early 1990s Save was gaining knowledge and understanding of the content of the Convention.  From 1996 onwards, a rights based approach was introduced as the way of working by the Save the Children Alliance.  This made the Alliance members pioneers of rights based approaches.  The initiative mainly came from Save Sweden and Save the Children UK, although all members have committed to a rights based approach.   As a result of this the Convention of the Rights of the Child is now central to all aspects of the Save network's engagement with poverty and rights abuse.

How does Save the Children Engage in Rights through Programming?

The first objective of the Save the Children Five Year plan 2001-2005 states, 'The Save the Children's aim is to achieve greater benefits for children by operating a coherent programme focused on key children's rights issues' (Save the Children 2002).  To fulfil this objective the Saves have agreed to develop and implement a common set of policies, programme principles and approaches in key strategies areas.  One aspect of this is child rights programming itself.  So far Save has produced three resources for child rights programming:

· 'An Introduction to Child Rights Programming – Concept and Application', (SCUK 2000).

· Resource materials for child rights programming workshops by Joachim Theis who is the Regional Child Rights Advisor for SCUK and SC Sweden (2001).

· 'Putting Gender Equity into Practice: Guidelines for Implementing the International Save the Children Alliance Gender Equity Policy (CDRom).

The principles of child rights programming are set out in the 2000 and 2002 publications.  They are best explained by Joachim Theis in his many publications on programming and project cycles:

Save the Children's Rights Based Programming: The Theory


Theis 2003

Theis explains that rights based programming draws on the values, instruments and mechanisms of human rights, development and social and political activism.  Together these provide a more effective approach to poverty eradication.  The graphic representation above, 'effectively puts issues of power and politics back onto the development agenda' (Theis 2003).  It holds duty bearers accountable, it ensures participation, it clarifies the right holder and this is all done in a context of equity, inclusion and non-discrimination.  This is the theory behind Save’s programming.

Save the Children's Rights Based Programming: The Programme Cycle















Save the Children 2002

The programme cycle for all Save the Children programmes, depicted above, is organised in four basic stages:

· Situation analysis: how to make an analysis of the status of child rights in a population and how to analyse the underlying causes of problems and the observed trends.

· Setting priorities: based on the analysis above, how to identify priority areas for the organisation to tackle.

· Implementation strategies: once these key issues have been identified, how to plan the programme strategies.

· Monitoring and evaluation: how can the programme be assessed and learning achieved

All of these are explained at length in the 2002 publication.  At the time of writing the priority rights for children are: non-discrimination, the right to be heard, the right to education and the right to health and a good physical environment.  These are not protected at the cost of other rights, but are identified first.

In practice, rights based programming requires the analysis of why the priority rights (and other rights) are breached – or not – and the identification of measures to address this.   The programming response is to influence duty bearers to fulfil their obligations and /or assist them in removing the obstacles preventing the fulfilment of children's rights.  Again, in practice, this means working at different levels with eclectic people:

· Capacity building of NGOs to monitor the status of children's rights and the ability to generate supplementary and critical reports to the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child.

· Development of monitoring bodies.  For example in Bosnia-Herzegovina  to function as part of the federal human rights monitoring mechanisms put in place after the Dayton agreement.  Or the development of a Child Rights Centre in Mongolia.

· Initiatives at local community level.  Create and facilitate a dialogue with/mobilisation of local communities concerning the ways to strengthen community structures and improve the status of children locally.

· Influencing conceptions of and attitudes towards children.  Influencing the way in which politicians, public officials, parents, teachers and others who work with children perceive and relate to children.

· Provide space and opportunities for children.  Recognise children's agency and create spaces for them to exercise their agency.

Kramer 2002

Kramer identifies the underlying yardstick of overall development is the extent to which  child rights have been realised.  This is fundamental to all Save programming.  By this means the relevance of projects is assessed in terms of their ability to promote the rights of children or to address their breach.  Similarly, the impact of each programme is measured through the extent to which child rights have been realised and/or protected.

However, it must be mentioned that there is a tension within the Save the Children Alliance.  This is that not all member organisations have fully espoused the Convention of the Rights of the Child as the basis for their work.  As a consequence, there are varied levels of commitment to child rights programming amongst Alliance members (Kramer 2002). It very much depends on who you speak to as to whether this tension is acknowledged, or not. However, those engaged with this research, Save the Children Norway, Sweden and UK all have the Convention as the basis of their work and are extremely proactive in promoting child rights approaches to development.  

What is of great importance is the extent to which Save the Children members are committed to sharing their findings and experiences.  There have been many workshops and training sessions, at the local, national and international level.  A recent example of this would be the Save the Children Sweden workshop held in February 2003.   Many different actors from the UN, NGOs and bi-laterals joined to share experiences, conceptualisations and practical implications of adopting rights approaches.  Save the Children is definitely at the forefront of programming and reflecting on rights approaches.

How does Save the Children Analyse the Impact of Rights through Monitoring and Evaluation?

There is an evolving process by which monitoring and evaluation of programmes can be assessed.  This is based on the basis of programming outlined above.  Indicators are designed to track both the outcomes as well as the outputs of a programme.  For example, specific programmes have milestones within their programme plan.  Indicators need to be developed to explore details of those milestones and if/how/to what extent they were achieved.  Indicators should also glean details on lessons learned and how those may be used for future programming.  Depending on the milestone or goals identified, the monitoring process should include the changes in awareness of children's rights, changes in policies, resource allocation and spending, strategies and institutional capacity to respect and fulfil children's rights and the change in the actual situation of children.

The following is an extract from the guidelines issued by the Alliance for monitoring and evaluating:

Monitoring and Evaluating Child Participation and Children's Civil Rights

 (extract only)

	PURPOSE OF CHILD PARTICIPATION
	PROCESS ISSUES
	OUTCOME ISSUES
	QUESTIONS FOR MONITORING AND EVALUATING CHILD PARTICIPATION

	Promote children's civil rights and recognise children as right holders
	Children have access to information; can from their own organisation; have opportunities to express themselves; are involved in decision making
	-Legislation facilitates children's civil rights

-political and institutional structures, mechanisms and processes facilitate children's active involvement in claiming children's rights
	-are children recognised as right holders?

-level of recognition, realisation and fulfilment?

-to what extent has the programme contributed to promoting children as rights holders?

-to what extent has the programme promoted children's civil rights?

	Children claim their own rights
	Children have the opportunity to claim their own rights
	Political and institutional structures, mechanisms and processes facilitate children's active involvement in claiming children's rights
	-level/degree/extent of children claiming their own rights

-assessing political space for children to claim their rights

-role children have played in claiming their rights: relative to other rights claimants/advocates


There is much written on the monitoring and evaluation of child rights programming, much of which is produced by Joachim Theis and his colleagues.  Partly due to the fact that Save have been engaged with monitoring and evaluation of rights approaches and partly because they have committed long-term resources to it, the NGO has much to teach other NGOs who are endeavouring to engage in rights approaches.

What are the Main Implications of adopting a Rights Approach for Save the Children?

· Save has changed from being an NGO concerned with rights, to being a child rights NGO.

· As dissemination of information about the Convention and education about child rights are of paramount importance to Save's rights based approach, advocacy has developed enormously within the organisation.

· Save the Children has changed its advertising from depicting children as victims, to active children who are denied their rights.

· The empowerment of children is necessitating an enormous research machine with collaborations amongst academia (The Childhood Poverty Research and Policy Sector), with other NGOs (Action on Disability in Development), and with government (DFID).

· Initiatives to engage children have lead to a widening of participatory methods.  An example of this is the use of participatory video as a negotiating tool for quality of care (Braden 2003).

· Direct linkages between soft and hard law are necessitated by Save's commitment to the Convention of the Rights of the Child.

· Save the Children needs to question the rights approach, its rationale, practice and impact regularly.  Although some external monitoring and evaluation has been commissioned, it is probably not sufficiently comprehensive.

World Vision

What does a Rights Approach Mean to World Vision?

World Vision does not have a rights approach to development.  It has discussed doing so, but they have chosen to have a separate rights policy, rather than an all-encompassing approach.  The rights policies World Vision has developed concerns Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Discrimination Against Women and the Convention on the Rights of the Child.  World Vision is also explicitly committed to the universal declaration of human rights.

In practice, social, economic and cultural rights take precedence in World Vision’s work.  This is not to say that civil and political rights are not important, rather that they are not as frequently arising.  It very much depends on the context in which as specific World Vision is working.  For example, within the child rights framework civil and political rights are engaged with as frequently as economic, social and cultural rights and this is reflected in way in programming.  An example comes from World Vision’s work in India.  A specific village could not get their goods to market due to weak transportation links.  The village development committees run development in their communities and it was they who realised they needed to join forces.  Several villages grouped together to lobby the Panchayat for better communications.  The Panchayat ignored them.  So all the participating villages ignored the elections.  Suddenly, after an election fiasco, the Panchayat agreed to negotiate.  At this point World Vision was asked by the village committees for support.  Both economic, social and cultural rights were involved at the same time as civil and political rights in this one case.  

What is World Vision’s Value System and Does it Affect How World Vision Engages with Rights?

As a Christian organisation World Vision sees rights as having a spiritual basis.  The ‘Core Values’ were established in 1989 and are available at www.worldvision.org.uk.  At interview the representative argued that World Vision sees rights in a different way from other NGOs, because the spiritual context of development is of paramount importance. This affects how the organisation engages with rights.  In practice, rather than seeing rights as the moral basis of development, the bible and Christian teaching is.  Rights are seen as part of development, rather than development itself.  Furthermore, the language of ‘justice’ or ‘injustice’ is used more readily than the language of rights by World Vision.

World Vision prioritises child rights, the rights of the disabled, the older person and those with HIV/AIDs.   It has training for staff in these priority areas, but the language is based on Christian teachings and on disabled ‘needs’, or the ‘needs’ of the older person, rather than rights language.  This is despite the fact that conventions are tied to the written policies World Vision has. The rights of women are a cross-cutting issue for all of World Vision’s work.  This too is always tied to World Vision’s interpretation of Christian teaching.

How does World Vision Engage in Rights through Programming?

As Christianity, not rights, is central to World Vision’s mode of engagement, rights are not always an integral part of the work they do.  However, development and rights is one of key focus areas for programming.  The others are HIV/AIDS, peace and conflict, food security and the needs of the disabled (rather than the rights of the disabled).  

There are several aspects of World Vision’s engagement with rights in its programming.   Firstly, the international rights mechanisms are used at both country and local level.  This is through advocacy work and lobbying, such as World Vision’s work on the Convention of the Rights of the Child at EU level.  It is also through specific programmes themselves, such as the current work in Tanzania on female genital mutilation.  Secondly, it is important to realise that most of World Vision’s rights work is on child rights.  There is specific training on the Convention on the rights of the child, but not in any other specific conventions.  As mentioned above, there is other training on rights in the form of toolkits, but linkages to the international rights framework are not explicit.  World Vision’s child protection document goes to every member of staff, who are supposed to be trained in it prior to planning a programme. 

There is also much commitment to research on rights related issues.  World Vision UK has working groups on disability and gender, these groups are a mix of field practitioners and policy people.  Combined these specialists produce policy documents and advise on new initiatives.  Publications that have derived from research on rights include, ‘A Shared Vision? Human Rights and the Church’, which discusses the role of rights in Northern Ireland, ‘All Things Being Equal: Perspectives on Disability and Development’

How does World Vision Analyse the Impact of Rights through Monitoring and Evaluation?

This appears to be very context specific.  There is a large team dedicated to the process of monitoring and evaluation.  However, the manner in which they engage with the programme cycle seems to depend on the project itself.  Furthermore, there is no prioritisation of the impact on rights specifically, apart from where child rights are concerned.

Has World Vision’s Engagement with Rights Affected their Stakeholders Yet?
Evidence from annual reports suggest a positive change in the cases of rights programmes.  However, a longitudinal, participatory impact assessment has not been undertaken so far.

What are the Implications for World Vision in Engaging with Right Issues?

· At an anecdotal level there appears to be some disquiet within World Vision concerning rights issues.  Many traditionalists feel that rights are integral, but not central to Christian based development work.  Others feel that there is not incompatibility at all between a rights approach and Christian values.  This debate is currently underway.

· World Vision is increasingly recognised for its work on disability and child rights.  In the eighties and nineties it was marginalised for being over-evangelist in its approach to development.  However, through changes of leadership, much research and evolving policies it appears that the engagement with rights issues is slowly changing World Vision.  An example of its increased profile is the female genital mutilation advocacy and programming work.  World Vision had more response from the public on this issue than on any other in its history in the UK.  

· A major implication is that World Vision needs a more coherent approach to rights.  This is in terms of programming, monitoring and evaluation and also in how it markets itself to the public.  Until it has decided its viewpoint, it will not be able to holistically engage – or disengage – with rights issues.

· Engagement with rights has made World Vision more outward looking than before.  The advocacy work has increased and more commitment is made to networking than before.

3.2What are the Similarities and Differences in NGOs’ Interpretations of Rights Approaches?

The evidence for the following discussion of the similarities and differences in NGO’s interpretations of rights and rights approaches is supplied from five sources.  Policy and analytical documents from the NGOs discussed, the individual and group interviews, external analysis of the NGOs discussed, the workshop held by INTRAC to analyse the results of the interviews and to discuss the research questions more thoroughly and wider secondary material available in development circles.

What follows is an analysis of participating NGOs that is divided into the four broad research areas of the interview:

· What does the rights approach mean to your organisation?  

· If your organisation has rights approaches are there any instruments through which the rights approach is applied by your organisation?  

· If your organisation has a rights approach, has the rights approach affected your stakeholders yet?  

· Do the norms and values of your organisation affect whether the rights approach has been adopted?



Similarities:

· Rights approaches encourage debate.  Not everyone working for an NGO with an explicitly rights based approach agrees with that approach.  The converse is also true.  That is, within NGOs that do not have a rights approach, there are  staff that think the NGO should.  Such dissent is probably more healthy than unhealthy.  This is because if a ‘party line’ is so strong and so binding, the capacity and inclination to question and challenge is stifled.

· Rights approaches mean seeing development in a different way.  Participants said the poor are no longer victims, but agents of their own development.  Similarly, the development process no longer has anything to do with charity or philanthropy, but has everything to do with duty.

· There is a broad similarity between some faith based NGOs that were examined.  Christian Aid, Cordaid, Islamic Relief, Tzedek and World Vision all engage with rights.  Yet they have decided within their organisations not to approach development from a rights perspective.  How they articulate these similarities differs, but there is much networking between faith based NGOs on the discussion of rights.

· The majority of NGOs had rights in their mission statement.  

· All except one NGO felt that economic social and cultural rights are as important as civil and political rights.  That was confirmed during the workshop (see ‘Tree of Ideas’ below).  

· All except one felt rights have a history.   They articulated this in several ways.  For example, one argument was that a dialogue on rights commenced with the slavery abolitionists, worked through the French and American Revolutions and were made hard law by the UN.  Another argument was that the civil and political struggles for women’s suffrage, the rights of the disability, and the rights of the gay and lesbian community have all fed into the history of rights.  Part of this history was the fundamental change from philanthropy and charity to the right to development.  This was also unilaterally confirmed during the rights workshop (see ‘Tree of Ideas’ below)

· All except one NGO felt their organisation makes explicit rights of those who are  most frequently disadvantaged.  When discussing this, several NGOs, such as Concern Worldwide and Danchurch Aid, feel that they prioritise the chronically poor above the middle poor.  

· All except two NGOs felt rights and development are linked by their NGO.  This again was triangulated in the ‘Tree of Ideas’ activity at the workshop.  

· NGOs used to clearly distinguish between civil and political rights and economic, social and cultural rights.  Today there is a diminution of that distinction.

· Duty is seen as being of equal importance to the concepts of both ‘rights’ and ‘justice’ in all organisations as dissimilar as those participating in this research.

Differences:

· There is a distinct difference between faith based NGOs such as Danchurch Aid and Norwegian Church Aid that have explicit rights approaches to development and faith based organisations that choose not to.  Participants from these two NGOs argued that because justice and duty are the basis of a Christian life, rights are part of that.  As became evident during private correspondence and conversations with members of other faith based NGOs this interpretation of a faith based rights approach is fairly common.

· Seven of the NGOs felt rights approaches were new, whilst four gave other answers.  

· Many faith based NGOs, most notably World Vision, felt that although philanthropy as an end in itself was not appropriate, the notion of ‘Christian charity’ as explained in the bible is.  This ‘Christian charity’ has less to do with notions of superiority than duty and humility as envisaged by World Vision’s value system.

· There is some confusion over individual versus collective rights.   Answers were very varied and seven NGOs either did not respond or were not sure.  This rings true in the overall context of development.  There is much indecision about individual versus collective rights, despite the theory of compatibility voices from the field indicate this is a particularly challenging aspect of rights approaches.

· There was a mixed response to whether participants felt rights were perceived by their NGO in a different way to other NGOs.  Four NGOs said their NGO had used rights in their work for more than five years, whilst five said they had not.  Most NGOs argued that funding is not tied to rights approaches.

· A major difference is between the NGOs that emphasise that rights are primarily political and those that are less politicised.  NGOs such as Novib, Oxfam GB, ActionAid and Concern are keen to illustrate that asserting rights attacks the injustices of the current balance of power.  Norwegian Church Aid, Christian Aid and Cordaid emphasise the importance of changing the balance of power, are more politicised than previously, but less so than those NGOs previously mentioned.  Other NGOs, such as Tzedek and World Vision see rights as part of a just development in a just world, but are not overtly political in their aims.

· The concept of citizenship was emphasised by some NGOs, whilst remaining unmentioned by others.  As explained earlier in this paper citizenship and the duties and rights of each citizen are crucial to building a rights framework.  NGOs that were more linked to the International Rights Framework, such as Save the Children, Novib and Oxfam GB emphasised citizenship more than the less politicised NGOs during interviews, in publications and during the workshop.

Anomalies:

· Whilst all of the participating NGOs emphasised that all rights are equal and indivisible in theory, all of them chose ‘priority rights’ on which to concentrate.  The question has to be asked as to whether this is an irony, or simply a setting of priorities?

· Although World Vision does not have a rights approach it is surprisingly prolific in its publications on child rights issues and similarly comprehensive in its training on specific aspects of rights.

· CARE seems to have made the most dramatic leap in its approach to development when compared with peer NGOs.  It has changed from a contract-based aid organisation with an unclear value system to an NGO that is committed from the top down and the bottom up to a rights approach.  The commitment to dissemination, advocacy and sharing of knowledge is evident in the accessible and high quality training it circulates.

· There seems to be confusion over whether rights are tied to funding.  Only one NGO was absolutely clear that it is, and that NGO does not have a rights based approach.  Most NGOs responded vaguely, or left the issue untouched.  There could be several reasons why this is the case.  Firstly, that NGOs are not willing to admit that rights are tied to funding because this makes their approach seem less based on morals and more based on finance.  Secondly, it could be that they have not really discussed the issue.  This is unlikely as NGOs are more competitive and business oriented than at any other time in their history.

· What rights and justice mean to a specific NGO will always be influenced by the context of the country of origin of that organisation.  It will also be influenced by the countries in which it works.  Such history should not be forgotten when analysing why each NGO interprets rights in a specific way.

· There is a gap between what rights approaches mean in theory and in practice.  On the one hand all the NGOs had clear theoretical interpretations of rights and justice, but only a few had substantial proof of what this means in practice.  These were CARE, Novib, Oxfam GB, ActionAid, Save the Children and some from Concern.


Similarities:

· Save the Children and Oxfam International appear to have a rights approach that is most explicitly and comprehensively tied to the international rights framework.  Both NGOs have extensive experience of policy-making, programming, monitoring and evaluation of rights.  However, although the ‘corporate face’ of these two organisations presents an holistic rights approach, there appears to be some discontent amongst field staff.   This dissent has neither been qualified or quantified, but there are some workers from both NGOs that feel that rights are not always what should come first in all cases
.

· All but one NGO asserted they offer support to new and long-term staff in either the organisational rights approach, or the way in which rights are to be engaged in.  This was mostly through training.  Although details of all the different training schedules was impossible to collate, the impression is that the majority of training is organised in the north and shared throughout the organisations.  This is because the training teams seem to mainly be based in the north.  Although the south is consulted and plays a major role in training and dissemination of ideas, it appears that there is are more northern staff leading such initiatives.  The exceptions to this are the CARE training Advisor who lives in the south, the Novib meetings over two years that were based in the South and, to some extent, the decentralised ActionAid network.  

· Five of the NGOs said there is equal support for staff working in the north as those in the south in comprehending and assimilating rights approaches.  In the open part of the question this was explained by participants.  Save the Children, ActionAid, Novib, Oxfam GB, Norwegian Church Aid, Danchurch Aid, World Vision, CARE, Concern and Cordaid admitted that dissemination of knowledge is still sporadic and can be focused on certain geographical areas with prior knowledge of rights issues.

· Those organisations with rights approaches had a variety of mechanisms to ensure development was tied to the UN rights conventions.  However, many of these are under development.  Save the Children, Novib and Oxfam GB explicitly and consistently tie programming and policy to UN conventions.  Other NGOs refer to conventions in a variety of ways and in particular contexts.  Many argued that the context of disaster and humanitarian relief was where rights were most consistently referred to in terms of international law.

Differences:

· Save the Children is different from the other participant NGOs studied as it focuses on a single issue in the context of development; child rights.  All its work can thus work through the Convention on the rights of the child.  It is arguably easier for Save to set strategy and programming structures than the more eclectic oriented development NGOs.

· ActionAid’s decentralised organisation lends itself to local interpretations of central policy.  As a result it is the only NGO that gave conclusive evidence of the independence of training machines.



Similarities

· Ten of the organisations interviewed argued the rights approach to development has affected how their NGO functioned.  Examples of affects were: different criteria for selecting staff, more engagement with how the organisation is seen outside, prioritising of sharing of information with peer NGOs and also with the public, more analysis of the northern parts of NGOs by those in the south.

· All NGOs that had a rights approach argued that stakeholders were positively affected by having such an approach to development.  All could qualify this by examples, but only Save the Children and the Oxfams could offer long-term proof of positive affects.  Interestingly, not one participating NGOs could provide an external analysis of the ‘value-added’ for stakeholders of rights approaches.

· One of the main implications identified by the NGOs studied was the increase in importance of advocacy and lobbying work.  Huge amounts of money have been invested in this.  There is increasing interest in how to assess the impact of advocacy eg ActionAid, but less in assessing rights approaches themselves eg Concern.

· The most frequently cited specific obstacle to the practical application of rights was government.  Intransigent governments unwilling to accept their role as duty bearers were frequently frustrating rights consultancies and programmes.  The common solution is to dress rights up in a different language, depending on the context.

· Concern, Novib, Oxfam, ActionAid and CARE all argue that the rights approach has been pushed from the south rather than the north.  The question has to be raised as to whether the northern counterparts are now re-organising the south’s ideas into something other than what the south originally envisaged.

· Specific regions of the world where rights discourse is more recognised were identified by four NGOs.  The areas were Latin America, South Asia and South East Asia.  The reasons given were that due to the struggle for civil and political rights in those countries the NGOs and citizens were accustomed to rights language.

Differences:

· At the same time as asserting that the south are more involved with analysis, there was lack of clarity as to whether stakeholders talk of rights more than needs today.   This is surprising given the emphasis on rights and justice by participating organisations.  Is this evidence that training, sharing and dissemination is insufficient?

· Concern was the only NGO that had undertaken a comparative analysis pilot study of if/how stakeholders were affected by a rights approach.   Although, this was done in order to decide whether a rights approach was appropriate it has some validity in that no other NGO has undertaken such a comparison.

· There was a lack of consensus on whether partners have alternative approaches to development.  Many NGOs chose not to answer this question.  Three suggested that there are alternative approaches.  Does this mean that NGOs are not keen to have their rights approaches challenged?

· Four NGOs said a rights approach had more effect on poverty eradication, none said they did not, three gave alternative answers.  When combined with the primary and secondary material discussing rights approaches this is a little surprising.  How much does this lack of consensus reveal the cracks in the moral high-ground that advocates of rights approaches claim?  Surely, the whole point of a rights based approach is equitable poverty eradication?  If the NGOs that are engaged in rights do not think a rights approach is more effective in eradicating poverty, some more questions need to be asked by their Boards and other stakeholders.

· Six NGOs said they had not measured the effectiveness of their organisation’s rights approach yet.  Most of these were qualified by saying that the rights approach has not been used for sufficient time for any analysis to be undertaken or completed.



Similarities:

· The attitudes and commitment of those working in the field were seen as important in affecting the adoption of a rights approach by an NGO, but not as important as expected.  Surely , if a rights approach is to be engaged in the staff have to fully commit to it to work.  Six of the eight answers agreed, but not all NGOs decided to answer that question.

· Nine of the NGOs agreed their NGO had a clearly defined value system.

· Eight of the ten that answered said the cultural background or faith of the NGOs and southern counterparts had implications for the adoption of a rights approach by Northern NGOs.  Of those it was the faith based NGOs that gave the most detailed and substantiated answers.  It appears that faith based NGOs feel rights are vitally important and have put much effort into their approach to rights.  Consequently, the staff could articulate their organisation’s viewpoint cogently.  It should be remembered that faith based NGOs have umbrella organisations, such as CIDSE
, that share and disseminate on specific debates, such as rights.

· Participation: there is a remarkable repetition of the word ‘participation’ in the context of rights approaches.  If an individual has the right to participate, they have to participate in order for their rights to be recognised.  So not only do rights mean participation, they converse is also true.  Commitment to participation is part of the value system of all the NGOs interviewed, whether they have a rights approach, a justice approach or any other approach to development.

· Solidarity: there is a repetition of the importance of solidarity, especially in the cases of Danchurch Aid, Norwegian Church Aid, Cordaid and MS Denmark (the latter was not interviewed).  Solidarity is articulated as the ability to empathise or sympathise with a context and to act in solidarity with a person or group to eradicate their poverty.  Solidarity is usually seen as indivisible from participation in the context of rights by these NGOs.

· Partnership: NGOs have relationships that are not always partnerships (Fowler 2002).  However, if a rights approach is engaged in the relationships an NGO encourages and develops have to be partnerships.  The nature of the partners chosen often changes due to a rights approach (Novib).   The way in which the partnership is run also alters when a rights approach is engaged in (Concern and ActionAid).  Furthermore, the analysis of poverty eradication will also change if the partners are envisaged as rights holders (Save the Children).  

· Faith, legitimacy and rights: justice is the key word used by faith based NGOs.  This has been explained at length during the first part of this paper.  What was clear when reading policy papers and at the interview and during the workshop was that faith based NGOs feel strongly that their values are those of justice, rooted in their own faith.  Rights are part of justice and thus connected to their value system.  Rights are not the value system for faith based NGOs.  This is also true of Islamic Relief.  Although they were unable to commit fully to this research, due to their commitments in Iraq, several letters were exchanged.  Like Tzedek and the Christian NGOs, Islamic Relief felt that a justice approach articulated through the muslim faith was how they were engaging with development at this time. 

· Rights are universal and indivisible – whatever faith or secular organisation you come from.

Differences:

· Faith based NGOs emphasise justice, secular NGOs tend to emphasise rights.  This is a wide generalisation, but it is proven in the primary and secondary material that is publicly available.  For example, CAFOD’s slogan is, ‘it’s time for justice’ and Cordaid and Christian Aid are writing consistently on justice issues.  Secular NGOs with explicit rights approaches tend to tie their policy and programming to the international human rights framework.  They have mixed their values with rights.

· It was very interesting how dismissive secular NGOs are about faith based NGOs during the interviews.  At the same time faith based NGOs were respectful of secular ideas and interpretations of rights.  It seems that faith based NGOs are allotted less of a ‘right’ to be involved with the development process than their secular peers.

Anomalies:

· There appears to be a blurring of rights with values that is not always helpful.  Can a value system really be based on rights?  Are rights not the articulation of values, rather than the values themselves?

· Rights and cultural specificity still bother NGOs of all hues.  Group cultural rights are the most challenging of all rights.  It is significant that most of the NGOs repeated at the workshop and at interview that the context of group cultural rights is vital and that they do not yet have the balance of group and individual rights confirmed.  The values are there, but there is an anomaly in the practice.

The Tree of Ideas of the Research Workshop

The ‘Tree of Ideas’ was a tool to represent consensus at the workshop.  The interviews were carried out prior to the workshop and circulated to all participants.  So workshop participants brought the implications of rights approaches that they felt were most crucial.

            






The workshop was intended to do three things.  Firstly, to test the ideas collated from the interviews and the primary and secondary writing.  Secondly, to establish if anything had been missed in the preceding research.  Thirdly, the extent to which consensus could be reached regarding rights approaches needed to be established.  The tool for this was the ‘Tree of Ideas’.  This tool served to illustrate what were felt by workshop participants to be the main implications of rights approaches for Northern NGOs.

Most of the concepts and discussion points raised at interview came up again during the interview.  It was significant that the majority of ideas had been covered by the preceding research process.   This indicates there is some consensus over the issue. Considering different people were involved with the interviews and with the workshop it was surprising the extent of verification of ideas.  However, there were two main elements that were emphasised during the workshop and illustrated in the ‘tree of ideas’.  The first of these was the extent of the mixed knowledge of rights and the implications of rights within the NGOs themselves.  The second was the extent to which rights approaches have changed the role of NGOs in society.

Participants felt that the mixed knowledge of rights leads to confusion within NGOs.  Workshop participants shared anecdotes on the different levels of knowledge that have had negative implications for them.  For example, lack of knowledge has led to problems of recruitment.  Or lack of understanding means lip service is paid to rights approaches.  Lack of knowledge amongst the upper echelons of NGOs has lead to lack of commitment to rights approaches.  Conversely, lack of a critical voice about the intricacies of rights programming and evaluation has lead to some NGOs engaging with rights with a staff that is not conversant with the basic tenets of rights.  Another example is the lack of sharing both amongst NGOs and with the academic community.  Much could be learned from cross-fertilisation of ideas.  Finally, many of the NGOs have policy teams dedicated to rights issues and the knowledge disseminates from them – but with mixed results.   This lead to participants questioning how best to share knowledge on rights, if training is not gleaning the intended results.

The extent to which rights approaches have altered the role of NGOs in society has been touched on.  However, participants felt that it should have played a larger role in the research.  It was felt that rights approaches have re-politicised NGOs, giving them a critical voice they were lacking.  Although this politicisation has not always been with positive results (as is also represented on the Tree of Ideas), rights have given NGOs a new and challenging role.  NGOs such as Save the Children have become vociferous in their protection of child rights and this has changed their role in civil society on a permanent basis.  Similarly, low-profile NGOs like Norwegian Church Aid, Concern or DanChurch Aid have a louder voice, also changing their role in society.

3.3 Gaps in the Research Findings

There are several gaps in the research findings:

· The point raised above concerning the role of NGOs in society is one of the main gaps in the research findings.  It was always the intention of the research to keep it connected to the wider context, whilst concentrating on the micro, NGO level.

· Particular countries have specific interpretations of rights approaches.  For example Brazilian NGOs have a great deal to teach Northern NGOs about rights and relationships between civil society organisations.  India has such an extensive legacy of fighting for civil and political rights it too is at the forefront of the rights debate.

· The extent to which the marketing and publications divisions of large Northern NGOs are committed to rights approaches.  Similarly, it would be significant to assess how explicit rights approaches have won, or lost, public support.

· A major gap in the research findings is proof that the participating NGOs are doing what they say they are doing.  There is an almost complete absence of independent evaluation of the extent to which policy is being put into practice.

· Similarly, the extent to which rights approaches have eradicated poverty more effectively than other approaches.

· Another gap is the lack of southern interpretations of the research questions.  As has been mentioned, this has been identified as a possible area for further research.

4. What Other Research is being Undertaken Concerning Rights and Development?

The following is intended to inform concerning other research on rights and development.  It does not intend to be analytical.  All of the research is based within the British Academic community only, many are collaborations between NGOs and Academics.

4.1 Participatory Rights Assessment Methodologies

DFID has explicitly committed itself to its own interpretation of a rights based approach to development that incorporates the Millennium Development Goals
.  In part of its recognition of the challenges of operationalising rights approaches, DFID is looking for the best models for implementation.  Consequently it has sponsored the Participatory Rights Assessment Methodologies (PRAMs). This is collaborative research being undertaken by work the Centre for Development Studies of Swansea University and Associates Edinburgh Resource Centre Ltd.  The parameters of the research are explained in the 2002 background working paper published by the Centre for Development Studies, Swansea and Associates Edinburgh Resource Centre Ltd.  They are described as:  

· PRAMs aims to find ways in which DFID can put its focus on rights fulfilment into practice.  This is to be undertaken by supporting governments, civil society and other actors in understanding their rights and obligations.  Also to create the institutional change that is necessary to ensure participation, inclusion and obligation for human rights.

· PRAMs aims to facilitate the individuals’ own identification and assessment of their rights.

· PRAMs aims to facilitate understanding and agreement between stakeholders of the obstacles poor people face in accessing those rights.

· PRAMs aims to help identify the actions need to support governments and other duty bearers in the protection, promotion and realisation of human rights.

· PRAMs aims to facilitate the institutional change and the opening of new channels of institutional engagement between citizens and duty bearers towards these ends.

· PRAMs also intends to keep linked to the evolving Participatory Poverty Assessment (PPA) and Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP) process.

(Centre for Development Studies 2002)

In late 2002 PRAMs was being piloted by the Social Development Department in partnership with DFID country desks in Malawi, Peru, Romania and Zambia.  In the first phase of the project a team of consultants from both research institutions was managing the design of PRAMs in these pilot countries.

The 2002 background working paper argues it would be reductionist to see the PRAMs as a narrow toolbox of participatory methods.  It says that the piloting process has shown the importance of scoping and partnership building to ensure that rights assessment is integrated into processes of institutional change.  The team identify specific phases or steps for the PRAMs process.  They are scoping, partnership building, identification of entry points for rights assessment, assessment and finally institutional change.

The PRAMs project hopes to contribute to the development of rights indicators in the following way:













(Centre for Development Studies 2002)

The relevance to Northern NGOs interested in rights approaches is twofold.  Firstly, the PRAMs research may circumnavigate some of the questions of the policy and research teams and thus save NGO research resources.  The second is that PRAMs is not the oracle on assessing rights in a participatory way.  Work is also published by SIDA, DANIDA and NORAD.  Many research participants from those nations argued that other bi-laterals had lead and DFID is now following what they have done.

However, the process is closed.  Although the website has a PRAMs stakeholder database, it is closed to others.  What little information is available, which does include the background working paper, is at www.swan.ac.uk/cds/research/PRAMs/.  

4.2 Citizenship 

This paper has emphasised the importance of citizenship to rights approaches.  DFID funds various Development Research Centres throughout Britain.  The purpose of these centres is to specialise in a specific area of development studies.  One such centre is the Development Research Centre on Citizenship, Participation and Accountability.  This is based at the Institute of Development Studies of Sussex University
.  The Centre aims to ‘bring the voices of citizens in different contexts to the often abstract debates around citizenship’ (Jones and Gaventa 2002).    The explicit aim is to learn about citizenship from citizens of different countries.  By doing so it is hoped that new forms of citizenship will be discovered or evolved that will help make rights real for poor people.  

In order to gain the critical understanding of issues relating to citizenship, three core themes have been identified.

· Rights and citizenship

· Citizen participation

· Changing accountabilities

These interlinking themes have given rise to much research either undertaken by the Centre itself or by associates.  Examples of useful publications for NGOs include:

· Nyamu-Musembi, C. (2003) IDS working paper.  ‘Towards an actor-oriented perspective on human rights’.

· Goetz, AM et al (2001) IDS working paper 138. ‘Bringing citizen voice and client focus into service delivery’.

· Gaventa, J., Edwards, M. (2001) ‘Global citizen action’.  Lynne Reinner publications.

· Cornwall, A., Welbourne, A. (2002) ‘Realising rights: transforming approaches to sexual and reproductive wellbeing’.  Zed publications.

· Cornwall, A. (2000) ‘Beneficiary, consumer, citizen: perspectives on participation for poverty reduction’. SIDA studies2.

The relevance to Northern NGOs of this research is twofold.  Firstly, it makes the vital links between the public and the private individual, between institutions and the person within society.  This too could be of great use to NGO research bodies.  Secondly, unlike the PRAMs research it is far more accessible.  There are many publications, including the many IDS Policy Briefings and working papers dedicated to rights issues.  By producing many publications others can learn from the centre’s discoveries and collaborations.  The extensive and informative websites are, firstly, www.ids.ac.uk/ids/particip/research/index.html.  This outlines the place of the Development Research Centre within the wider themes of the research of the Institute of Development Studies.  The other website is www2.ids.ac.uk/drccitizen/index.htm . This website is of the Development Research Centre itself and details the research, news, publications, the researchers themselves and the partners.

4.3 Child Rights

The Childhood Poverty Research and Policy Centre is a collaborative venture between Save the Children and the Chronic Poverty Research Centre of Manchester University.  DFID has provided some of the funds for the centre.  

The purpose of the Centre is to research the impact of broad development policies on poor children.  It is also to learn more about possible strategies for eradicating child poverty.  It looks at poverty from the perspective of the rights of poor children.  The research will examine situations in various countries such as India, China, Mongolia and Kyrgystan.  The local contexts will be examined in the wider, international context as well.  The main publication hitherto is Marus, R., Wilkinson, J. working paper 1.  ‘Whose poverty matters?  Vulnerability, social protection and PRSPs’.    There is also the Chronic Poverty Research Centre toolbox which would be of interest to NGO practitioners.  It is available on http://idpm.man.ac.uk/cprc/cptoolbox/toolboxhome.htm.

The research may be of interest to NGOs as it is concentrating on the realities and challenges of child rights.  Many NGOs also emphasise the rights of the child, whether or not they maintain a comprehensive rights based approach.  Much of what CHIP is doing could circumnavigate, or at least enhance the research being undertaken by NGOs.  Specifically the link made by Marcus and Wilkinson between child rights and PRSPs is of particular interest to NGOs.  The second reason this research may be of much interest to NGOs is that a large Northern NGO is co-ordinating the research as an equal with the Chronic Poverty Research Centre.  As such, the academic versus practitioner divide is lessened and a true partnership seems to be emerging, so far as an outsider can establish.  In this way the issues that plague NGOs are more likely to be involved, which is not always the case in purely academic research.

4.4 Rights and the Study of Conflict

Another Development Research Centre has been established by DFID in late 2002 at the University of Oxford.  The Centre for Research on Inequality, Human Security and Ethnicity (CRISE) is based at Queen Elizabeth House.  The purpose of the Centre is to investigate relationships between ethnicity, inequality and conflict.  The aim of this in turn is to identify economic, political, social and cultural policies that promote stable and inclusive multiethnic societies.  A multi-disciplinary approach involving anthropology, economics, sociology, history and political theory will be undertaken.  Partners have been identified in Indonesia, Nigeria, Peru and Bolivia.  However, more partners are likely to join the research.  Key concepts that have already been identified by the centre are:

· Ethnicity and identity

· Ethnic mobilisation

· Horizontal and vertical inequality

· Citizenship

· Democracy

· Human rights

· Gender

· Diasporas

· Distinctions between conflict and violence

· Social assets and social capital

The two reasons why this research may prove valid for NGOs are as follows.  Firstly, the complex nature of ethnicity and conflict is of increasing importance to the humanitarian work of NGOs.  NGOs are dedicating more individual and collaborative research to this theme and it is hoped that some collaboration with British NGOs will evolve.  Secondly, this is an area of rights that is not always included in the NGO agendas.  Consequently, NGOs may find it particularly informative to keep up to date with what the centre is undertaking.  Information is available at www2.qeh.ox.ac.uk/crise-detail.html.

4.5 Millennium Development Goals and PRSPs

The Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR)  is also active in exploring methodologies for putting human rights rhetoric into practice.  Since the reforms introduced in 1997 by the UN Secretary General a major task has been to incorporate human rights into all aspects of the UN’s work.  This includes emphasising the Millennium Development Goals within the PRSP process.  

In July 2001 the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights asked the OHCHR to develop guidelines for the integration of human rights into PRSPs.  Professors Paul Hunt, Manfred Nowak and Siddiq Osmani were commissioned by Margaret Robinson to undertake this.  The ensuing publication is entitled, ‘Draft guidelines: A Human Rights Approach to Poverty Reduction Strategies’ (2002).  The draft guidelines intended to assist countries, international agencies and development practitioners to translate human rights norms, standards and principles into pro-poor policies and strategies.  The theory is that such actors would feedback to the authors.  The guidelines are forthcoming in 2003.  The draft guidelines are no longer on the OHCHR website.

The guidelines themselves intend to emphasise that each country ‘owns’ its PRSP process.  They will endeavour to include the stakeholders within each country in the process.  They will also try to be flexible so that each country can evolve its own interpretation of the guidelines.

The guidelines will be essential reading for NGOs.  Given the emphasis NGOs put on lobbying and advocacy, compounded by the fact that these guidelines are in draft form and constructive criticism has been sought by the authors, it may have been an opportune moment for NGOs to participate in influencing this process.  The guidelines, when they are finally published, will prove interesting reading for development actors.   The general OHCHR website is www.unhchr.ch/html/hchr.htm.

5. What are the Implications of Adopting Rights Approaches for Northern NGOs?

The Executive Summary of this paper identified four, main implications of adopting rights approaches for Northern NGOs:

· The NGOs that have already adopted rights approaches have done so through a process of evolution.  Many of those feel there is a moral impetus for rights approaches and it is only through addressing rights that the root causes of poverty will be addressed.    To many of these NGOs rights and values co-exist.

· Many NGOs believe it is not imperative to have an explicit rights approach to engage in the struggle for the right to development of the poor.  This implies that providing NGOs comprehend the complexities of rights approaches, they can engage in facilitating rights.

· There are many contradictions within rights approaches.  The most important of which is that there is an increasing body of evidence (all of it anecdotal) to suggest rights approaches can exacerbate rather than eradicate poverty in particular instances.  Therefore, despite the islands of excellence, there are is increasing concern that rights approaches are not always the solution to the injustice of poverty.  It is significant that advocates of rights approaches do not want to heed this evidence.

· Rights approaches make explicit the political nature of poverty eradication in an unprecedented and systematic way.  This contains implications for advocacy, advertising, relationships with other CSOs, relationships with the rest of civil society and the funding public.  It can make advocates of explicit rights approaches as many enemies as friends.

The two years of research have yielded fascinating and challenging implications.  However, the adoption of rights approaches is evolving and changing all the time.  However, it is useful to group the detail of the implications as follows:

5.1Financial Implications

· Resources are diverted from local service delivery to advocacy and lobbying.  By emphasising influencing/lobbying structure of developing nations NGOs are being accused of ignoring grassroots organisations.  These organisations see NGOs leaving their areas in droves.  They have several criticisms that are not simply based in self-interest: corruption of middle government where much of the money is now directed, development in their own lifetime, not in the far-flung future, the effort they have put into their relationships with NGOs over the years, half finished programmes and their own future relationship with donors.  It is vital the NGOs do not underestimate the anger in many of the so-called grassroots organisations with whom they used to have relationships.

· Contracts are becoming reliant on a rights approach being taken.  NGOs are scared to admit that.  However, DFID is committed to its own version of rights approaches.  It stipulates in the logical framework that rights are a part of the contract.

· Apart from DFID, sponsorship and partnerships rely on a rights approach being integral, if not the basis of an NGO’s value system for contracts to be forthcoming.

· Funding itself is tied to rights.  Many look at the DFID social challenge fund as tied to its RBA.  At European level this is true of the EIDHR.  Donors are looking much more for programming outcomes and how they achieve rights.  For example, two new World Vision proposals have the question of how rights will manifest themselves in programming.

· Research into policy, programming, monitoring and evaluation has to be  increased if a rights based approach is to be adopted by an NGO.  Every participating NGO affirmed this was the case.  It is needed because rights need to be integral to every aspect of an NGOs’ operation, if they are to become a reality.

· The donor pubic may, or may not, support a rights approach.

· Rights approaches demand much collaboration with other actors in development.  Therefore, a commitment to dissemination and information sharing has to be made.

· ActionAid, CARE and World Vision still persist in sponsorship as a form of fundraising.  Although ActionAid admits in publications that this is an increasingly unpopular form of raising funds, the practice persists.  It is not likely that a rights based approach can be compatible with a sponsorship designed NGO.  This is  for many reasons, not least of which there is a focus by the sponsor on the ‘victim of poverty’.

5.2Implications for the Values of an NGO
· A transparent value system, where the conceptualisation of rights is clearly placed, is a major implication of rights approaches.

· Some NGOs that have not had a clear value system, such as CARE, have found that by adopting a rights approach they have found a value system.

· Values that are linked to the international human rights framework are easily referred to for reasons for actions taken.

· It has to be decided the extent to which an NGO can advocate for a poor people; and when they cannot.

· There seems to be some confusion between rights and values when putting a rights based approach into practice.  In the case of some NGOs rights becomes the way development is undertaken as well as the reason why it is being undertaken in the first place.  Some practitioners are not happy with this.

· Some faith based NGOs argue rights and their faith are inextricably linked.  Other faith based NGOs prefer to keep their values and the role of rights in development separate.

· There is some scant evidence that if an NGO is faith based, and does not have an explicit rights approach, then the faith based value system it maintains and promotes is not seen as relevant to the ‘rights crusade’.  In this way, faith based NGOs are becoming marginalised.

5.3Organisational Implications

· How staff are selected will rely partly on their knowledge of, or potential commitment to rights issues.

· The best part of participation is contained in rights approaches.  Decades of learning about participatory methods has enhanced this knowledge.  Most rights approaches endeavour to build on strong participatory methods to engage stakeholders in genuine partnership.

· Training becomes central to any rights approach.  This need to become international and reflective, rather than didactic and centralised.

· Commitment to the wider goals of citizenship and democracy are made more explicit in the strategies of NGOs with rights approaches.

· Similarly, advocacy has to be at all levels of civil society eg schools, universities, technical and vocational colleges, health system or government parties.  Influencing policy in favour of the poor and marginalised is a vital implication for NGOs.

· Awareness raising of the debate on soft law versus hard law is a major implication; as is a standpoint from which the NGO decides to speak.

· Publications for lots of different audiences eg schools, academia, government.

· Assessment, monitoring and evaluation is central to any rights approach.  The role of partners has to be altered within this context, as in the example of ActionAid.

· There is a change from an organisation as a supplier of resources to a facilitator.

· Human Rights Lawyers are more likely to be employed.

· The NGO becomes more explicitly politicised.

· Equality has to be promoted wholesale.  So gender policies are insufficient.  Disability, age, child rights, HIV/AIDS and faith all have to be mainstreamed and acted upon.

· Research also has to be bottom up.  It is argued that a disabled person will research disability far better than an able bodied Northern NGO worker, provided they have the skills.

· Many advocates of rights approaches say that a focus on the chronically poor is a vital implication.

· Pay more attention to UN committees and EU movements on rights.

· Despite the fact that rights are seen by many as indivisible no NGO can emphasise all rights at all times.  Therefore, strategic planning has to be undertaken to prioritise certain rights by each NGO.

· NGOs have to decide whether they are going to prioritise specific rights as identified by the international human rights framework.  The alternative is to create ‘aims’, such as Oxfam’s, which then connect to specific rights in the international conventions.  
· The dangers of ‘pigeon-holing’ are rife.  A disabled person may not see themselves as disabled, a child who is 17 and has already been working for  5 years may not consider themselves a child.  NGOs are very willing to categorise people, without asking the people themselves.  Do the marginalised identified by NGO workers consider themselves marginalised?  There is evidence to suggest that people resent the labels they are given by NGOs.
5.4Implications for the Relationships NGOs Maintain

· By adopting a rights approach the manner in which an NGO perceives partner citizens should change.  A mutual relationship should be built, in theory, to engender transparency and trust.

· Different partners are likely to be chosen who fit with the value system and approach to rights taken by the Northern NGO.

· The NGO has to be more open to partners refusing, disagreeing and analysing the Northern NGO’s operations.

· The organisational structure has to facilitate bottom up direction.  The rules of engagement have to be made clear, and be acceptable to, all parties.

· NGOs with a rights approach need to learn to work with religions, not against them, or try to secularise them.

· Collective versus individual rights will always be a thorny issue in working with partners.

· Identifying who it is that is not being heard and then building structures so that those voices will be heard.  

· Building institutions of the poor.  These have to be decided on by the poor themselves, they may wish for an umbrella organisation or a single representative.

· NGOs have to be more honest about failure of rights in certain cases and the unpopularity of rights approaches in certain instances, rather than insisting on it being the moral high-ground. Human rights lawyers appear to be the most incensed by people questioning rights approaches.  Only with constant re-evaluation will rights approaches gain the credence they lack at this early stage.

5.5Implications for NGOs in Civil Society

· Increasing social responsibility through education.  The argument is that if citizenship is not taught in schools how can future generations comprehend citizenship?  At the moment it is an add-on in those countries that have it. In many British schools citizenship is taught by hard-pressed teachers who have no little comprehension of, or commitment to, rights and citizenship
.

· By engaging in rights  a development actor will upset those in power, not all NGOs are prepared to do this.

· The current debate on rights and cultural specificity remains unresolved within wider civil society.  Until NGOs have made up their mind on this, they cannot engage with other parts of society on a clear forward road.

· There is an irony.  On the one hand, by bearing the responsibility of assuring and facilitating the rights of the poor NGOs are regaining their critical voice.  On the other hand with rights as central to bi-lateral development approaches and stipulated on partnerships and contracts, can NGOs maintain a critical voice and win lucrative contracts concomitantly?

6. Conclusions

TO BE FINISHED AT FINAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

There is no doubt that by engaging in rights based approaches, NGOs (and other development actors) are flirting with a cacophony of implications which no one really understands.  One thing is for sure, by adopting rights approaches advocates are embracing a mixture of old and new.  However, in the light of the research undertaken the following conclusions must be made:

Firstly, that there is no, one rights approach.  Each NGO interviewed had a subtley different interpretation.  However, concomitantly, there exist a basic set of principles behind rights approaches that are common to all NGOs.

Secondly, rights approaches are new.  This has been repeated in this paper, but is of huge importance.  If NGOs accept they are new, however much they have come from past best practice, from the south and from the great and the good of academia, they are still neither proven, nor examined in full.  One of the most important conclusions is that NGOs committing to rights approaches must carry out baseline studies followed by longitudinal research to explore the direct relationship between rights approaches and poverty eradication in the eyes of the poor.

Thirdly, NGOs need to collaborate more.  They need to look to academia and other NGOs, not as rivals, but as useful colleagues.  By adopting rights approaches they are making a huge decision about their engagement with poverty eradication.  They have the responsibility to ensure they are correct in the model they have chosen.  By sharing research and cross-fertilising ideas they will not threaten their own jobs, but enhance the knowledge of their teams.

Fourthly, advocates of rights approaches do not have the moral high ground, but they have an important point.  Faith based NGOs also do not have the moral high ground, but have interesting insights into rights issues.  The exclusion of particular groups due to their value system is surely something NGOs strive to work against?  Therefore, it seems an irony that there appears to be a certain amount of prejudice against faith based NGOs at this time.

A final, if somewhat light-hearted, conclusion made by a participant in the research refers to one of the pervading criticisms of rights approaches.  That is rights approaches are a fashion and will quickly be superseded by the next fad:

My guess is that the shelf life for your average (NGO) fad is about five years.  I've been doing human rights work for CARE since September 1998 – about four and a half years.  If I'm right about the fad lifeline and RBA is a fad, I've got a wee job security problem - in about six months, I need to start looking for new work.  You won't be surprised to hear, therefore, that I spend a lot of time wondering about whether RBA is just a fad in CARE.

(O'Brien 2003)
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The human person is central to any rights approach to development





Rights are instrumental, they are the scaffolding on which development policy can be built.  Rights must be supported by a)the legislative framework and b)social mobilisation through citizenship








Duties and rights are inextricably linked; the one cannot exist without the other








Rights are an objective eg empowerment, governance, advocacy.  Rights are thus political





External legitimacy for NGOs within civil society


Eg funders, public, media, government, business, multilaterals as well as the poor themselves








Stages in Accessing Justice





NAMING


Identifying a grievance as a legal problem


BLAMING


Identifying a culprit


CLAIMING


Staking a formal, legal claim


WINNING


Getting rights and legitimate interests recognised


ENFORCING


Translating rights into reality
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Get away from conventions/


declarations as starting point and build on participation
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DCA OBJECTIVE ONE





Sustainable peace and justice through progressive forces within civil society





The Tree of Ideas from the Research Workshop
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Lack of programming tools





There is a mixed knowledge of rights approaches and their implications within NGOs





What’s new and what is not new about RBAs?





Validity of a number of these ‘leaves’ depends on what the organisation means by RBA.  Do they see it as an overall system, instrument, regional policy?





THE ROOTS OF ALL THESE IMPLICATIONS


Tension = ethos versus practice


Role in society of NGOs


Relationship with those in the south  


How rights are envisaged within an NGO
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Sustainable livelihoods for marginalised groups





Change from ‘philanthropy’ or ‘charity’ to the RIGHT to development





NGOs are struggling with individual versus collective rights





1)Analysis at country level


Need to analyse benefits to the poorest from the less poor


2)Contextual analysis needed concerning ESC rights that need resources


From where? 


Scale, pace, coverage


Redistribution


Sustainability


inequality





Rights are being used as a condition by bi-laterals for funding





Rights approaches are widespread and varied





Are we sufficiently open minded (courageous?) to address the doubts and misgivings about RBAs?





NGOs that have historically focused on C&P rights and those that focused on development are collaborating more





As much emphasis on ‘responsibility’ as ‘rights’





RBA changes the working relations:


1)more direct interface with government


2)partners working on rights








An RBA gives legitimacy to all actors in development





Some NGOs are more inclusive than others





Rights are indivisible and universal in theory, less in practice





Politicising NGOs in a way that damages perceptions





Rights are political and stop NGOs being neutral





NGOs should be collaborating more in the struggle to implement rights approaches





Volunteering to be a ‘duty bearer’ is no good if others do not take responsibility AND it is not enforceable





DCA OBJECTIVE THREE





Immediate assistance to people affected by conflict and disaster





CROSS-CUTTING THEME ONE


Rights approach to development
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Integrated approach to development





PROGRAMMING OBJECTIVE ONE





-Democratic capacity


- Peace and reconciliation











PROGRAMMING OBJECTIVE TWO





-Food security


-Access to basic social services


-Disaster preparedness
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-Relief and rehabilitation


-Assistance to internally displaced people and refugees


-Mine clearance and information on mine dangers
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Situation of rights


Government commitment





CAUSES


Values and attitudes


Macro policies and laws


Allocations of resources


Capacity of resources


Private sector





Child rights profile





Identify duty bearers





Identify role of other actors





Actual situation of children’s rights





Prioritisation





Strategy, programme and implementation





Monitoring





Evaluation and learning
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Participation








Inclusion








Fulfilling obligation





Universal MDGs


*economic


*human and social


*environmental
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Contextual indicators:


*qualitative


*quantitative





Target strategy paper principles of DFID





operationalisation





Monitoring outcomes








� This paper does not discuss the intricacies of measuring poverty, extreme poverty and non-poverty.  For this debate see Lipton, M.  ‘The Poor and the Poorest.  Some interim findings.’  Washington DC: The World Bank.


� DanChurch Aid and Novib asserted these arguments during the INTRAC Rights Research Workshop, 14th May 2003


� For a full explanation of the nature and cause of the religious backlash against the BRAC rights campaign see Rafi and Chowdhury 2002.  


� See Morago-Nicolas interview 1/3/03


� See Chachra (2003) for lengthy analysis of the impact and implications of the food rights campaign


� February 2003, Stockholm.


� Personal correspondence, 3rd July 2003


� Diakonia is the Greek word for service.  The expression is used in  the New Testament as a description of what it entails to help people in need.  The concept is centred in Jesus himself who came with his disciples, ‘ot to be served; he came to serve and to give his life to redeem many people’. (Mark 10:45).


� Anecdotal evidence of this was collected during the Field Research for the INTRAC Partnerships research in Tanzania, September 2002.


� 12 mostly European Catholic development agencies


� For more on partnership and rights see Harris-Curtis 2003





� 2000 Target Strategy Paper (DFID) sets out this commitment.


� This particular Development Research Centre is also funded by the Rockefellar Foundation


� five years in the British Education System as a teacher by the author are the grounds for this assertion.
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All people have rights – they are right holders

Governments, institutions and individuals have responsibilities (or duties, obligations) that correspond to these rights – they are duty bearers.  Duty bearers are accountable for rights

As right holders, people have the right to claim their own rights – participate/take part in demanding their rights

The relationship between duty bearer and right holder is the most important part of a rights-based approach.

The core principles of a rights-based approach are:

Accountability

Participation

Equity
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		Do ESC Rights Have The Same Importance As CP Rights For Your NGO?		Do ESC Rights Have The Same Importance As CP Rights For Your NGO?		Do ESC Rights Have The Same Importance As CP Rights For Your NGO?

		Do Rights Have A History?		Do Rights Have A History?		Do Rights Have A History?

		Does Your Organisation Make Explicit Rights Of Those In Society Who Are Frequently Disadvantaged?		Does Your Organisation Make Explicit Rights Of Those In Society Who Are Frequently Disadvantaged?		Does Your Organisation Make Explicit Rights Of Those In Society Who Are Frequently Disadvantaged?

		Are Rights And Development Linked By Your NGO?		Are Rights And Development Linked By Your NGO?		Are Rights And Development Linked By Your NGO?

		Is The Rights Based Approach Something New?		Is The Rights Based Approach Something New?		Is The Rights Based Approach Something New?

		Do Rights Refer To The Right Of The Individual Rather Than Group Rights?		Do Rights Refer To The Right Of The Individual Rather Than Group Rights?		Do Rights Refer To The Right Of The Individual Rather Than Group Rights?

		Do You Think Your NGO Perceives Rights In A Different Way To Other NGOs?		Do You Think Your NGO Perceives Rights In A Different Way To Other NGOs?		Do You Think Your NGO Perceives Rights In A Different Way To Other NGOs?

		Has Your Organisation Used Rights Approach Policy And Programming For More Then 5 Years?		Has Your Organisation Used Rights Approach Policy And Programming For More Then 5 Years?		Has Your Organisation Used Rights Approach Policy And Programming For More Then 5 Years?

		Is Funding Ever Tied To Applying A Rights Approach In The Terms Of Reference?		Is Funding Ever Tied To Applying A Rights Approach In The Terms Of Reference?		Is Funding Ever Tied To Applying A Rights Approach In The Terms Of Reference?
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Section B

		Does Your Organisation Offer Support To New And Long-Term Staff In The Rights Approach?		Does Your Organisation Offer Support To New And Long-Term Staff In The Rights Approach?		Does Your Organisation Offer Support To New And Long-Term Staff In The Rights Approach?

		Does Your Organisation Have Mechanisims To Ensure Rights Are The Basis Of Work In The Field?		Does Your Organisation Have Mechanisims To Ensure Rights Are The Basis Of Work In The Field?		Does Your Organisation Have Mechanisims To Ensure Rights Are The Basis Of Work In The Field?

		Do You Use The International Rights Mechanisims In Your Work?		Do You Use The International Rights Mechanisims In Your Work?		Do You Use The International Rights Mechanisims In Your Work?

		Is There Equal Support For Staff Working In The North As Those Working In The South In Comprehending And Assimilating Rights Approaches?		Is There Equal Support For Staff Working In The North As Those Working In The South In Comprehending And Assimilating Rights Approaches?		Is There Equal Support For Staff Working In The North As Those Working In The South In Comprehending And Assimilating Rights Approaches?
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If Your Organisation Has Rights Approach, Are There Any Instruments Through Which The Rights Approach Is Applied By Your Organisation?
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Section C 

		Has The Rights Based Approach Affected How Your NGO Functions In Any Way?		Has The Rights Based Approach Affected How Your NGO Functions In Any Way?		Has The Rights Based Approach Affected How Your NGO Functions In Any Way?

		Do You Ever Find Your Stakeholders Are Talking Of Rights More Than Needs?		Do You Ever Find Your Stakeholders Are Talking Of Rights More Than Needs?		Do You Ever Find Your Stakeholders Are Talking Of Rights More Than Needs?

		Are There Any Specific International Obstacles To Your NGOs Practical Application Of The Rights Based Approach?		Are There Any Specific International Obstacles To Your NGOs Practical Application Of The Rights Based Approach?		Are There Any Specific International Obstacles To Your NGOs Practical Application Of The Rights Based Approach?

		Are There Any Specific Regions Of The World Where The Rights Discourse Is More Recognised And Utilised Than Others?		Are There Any Specific Regions Of The World Where The Rights Discourse Is More Recognised And Utilised Than Others?		Are There Any Specific Regions Of The World Where The Rights Discourse Is More Recognised And Utilised Than Others?

		Are There Any Core Approaches To Development That Your Stakeholders Prefer To Base Their Work On?		Are There Any Core Approaches To Development That Your Stakeholders Prefer To Base Their Work On?		Are There Any Core Approaches To Development That Your Stakeholders Prefer To Base Their Work On?

		Are There Any Sectors Of Development Or Humanitarian And Disater Relief That Lend Themselves To A Rights Approach?		Are There Any Sectors Of Development Or Humanitarian And Disater Relief That Lend Themselves To A Rights Approach?		Are There Any Sectors Of Development Or Humanitarian And Disater Relief That Lend Themselves To A Rights Approach?

		Is A Rights Approach More Effective In Reducing Poverty Than Other Approaches?		Is A Rights Approach More Effective In Reducing Poverty Than Other Approaches?		Is A Rights Approach More Effective In Reducing Poverty Than Other Approaches?

		Have You Measured The Effectiveness Of Your Organisations Rights Approach Yet?		Have You Measured The Effectiveness Of Your Organisations Rights Approach Yet?		Have You Measured The Effectiveness Of Your Organisations Rights Approach Yet?
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Section D

		Do The Attitude And Commitment Of Those Working In The Field Affect The Adoption Of The Rights Based Approches By An NGO?		Do The Attitude And Commitment Of Those Working In The Field Affect The Adoption Of The Rights Based Approches By An NGO?		Do The Attitude And Commitment Of Those Working In The Field Affect The Adoption Of The Rights Based Approches By An NGO?

		Does Your NGO Have A Clearly Defined Value System?		Does Your NGO Have A Clearly Defined Value System?		Does Your NGO Have A Clearly Defined Value System?

		Does The Cultural Background Or Faith Of Your NGO And Your Southern Couterparts Have Implications Of The Adoption Of A Rights Approach By Northern NGOs?		Does The Cultural Background Or Faith Of Your NGO And Your Southern Couterparts Have Implications Of The Adoption Of A Rights Approach By Northern NGOs?		Does The Cultural Background Or Faith Of Your NGO And Your Southern Couterparts Have Implications Of The Adoption Of A Rights Approach By Northern NGOs?

		Does The Adoption Of A Rights Approach To Development Legitimise Your Organisation In The Rest Of Civil Society?		Does The Adoption Of A Rights Approach To Development Legitimise Your Organisation In The Rest Of Civil Society?		Does The Adoption Of A Rights Approach To Development Legitimise Your Organisation In The Rest Of Civil Society?
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Do The Norms And Values Of Your Organisation Affect Whether The Rights Approach Has Been Adopted?
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