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This is the report on two preparation workshops that were conducted as part of the Interagency Group Rights-Based Approaches (RBAs) Learning Process.  The workshops, conducted in Malawi and Bangladesh, were designed to refine the learning framework, which had been developed by consultants, and to prepare teams to use the framework in carrying out the learning process in their countries.

1.1  Background to the Learning Process

Over recent years, various UK-based international development NGOs have begun to use Rights-Based Approaches (RBAs) systematically in their programming. Yet in doing so, they have uncovered numerous concerns and questions about the conceptual and practical application of RBAs. One of the fundamental questions has been: How can we best show to project participants, host governments, staff and donors, that RBA makes a difference, and that this difference can be demonstrated? A few reports and case studies offer examples of successful projects using RBA, but there is little evidence that systematically demonstrates the impact that rights-based approaches can have in strengthening development work. Similarly, few studies have compared RBA projects and identified “best practices” and lessons that could be used to improve the use of an RBA approach in the field.

Building on collaboration over the last year and a half to promote learning around rights-based programming, as well as discussions with DFID in December 2003 and June 2004, the inter-agency group on rights based approaches (“the inter-agency group”) is undertaking a new initiative. The next stage of our joint learning process will explore the fundamental assumption that underlies our commitment to addressing rights through our work: Implementing rights based approaches increases our program impact, and we can demonstrate that impact. With the support of DFID, the agencies will conduct evaluative case studies, joint country-focused learning workshops and synthesize findings that will examine the impact of rights-based approaches on the multidimensional experience of poverty tackled by Interagency Group projects. Findings from this initiative will be useful not only to participating organisations; they will also be disseminated throughout the development field
 so we can share valuable lessons learned with others and ultimately, we expect, strengthen the case for applying RBA. 

1.2  Aims and Objectives of the Workshop

The objectives of the workshops were:

· To build competencies of participants to use the learning framework and to refine the framework, where necessary, according to participants’ suggestions

· To develop the framework for use in the particular country context and pilot projects

· To practice fieldwork, based on the framework, in selected pilot communities in one project.
I

1.3 Participants and Format
In Malawi, participants were:

The two Country Consultants (contracted and managed by CARE-UK to carry out the process in Malawi)
Three members of staff from the PACE project

The CARE M&E Officer in Malawi
Two staff members from the LIFH project

The M&E Officer from CARE-UK

The two Country Consultants from Peru (contracted and managed by CARE-UK to carry out the process in Peru)
The Learning Process Facilitator (contracted and managed by CARE-UK to facilitate the learning process)
In the field in Mangochi, we were joined by the PACE Co-ordinator and two District Education Support Team (DEST) members.

The workshop comprised three full days work in Lilongwe, in a training-room setting, followed by transfer to Mangochi, meetings with the Mangochi District Education Support Team, a half-day planning meeting, and two days fieldwork plus debriefing meetings.

In Bangladesh, participants were:

The two Country Consultants (contracted and managed by CARE-UK to carry out the process in Bnagladesh)
Two members of staff from VSO

Two members of staff from GBK (supported by VSO, the pilot field project)

Two members of staff from RIC (supported by Help Age)
Three members of staff from Save the Children 

Two members of staff from CARE Bangladesh

The Learning Process Facilitator

The VSO, CARE, RIC and SC-UK staff did not accompany the group to Dinajpur.  A different VSO staff member joined the group, and we were also joined by two local members of staff/ project constituents from the GBK project.

The workshop consisted of 1 ½  days work in Dhaka, followed by transfer to Dinajpur and meetings with GBK management, a half-day planning session and 1 ½ days in communities plus debriefing meetings.

(An agenda is included as Annex 2)

1.4 Development of the Framework

The learning framework was developed by consultants and brought to the first workshop in Malawi, to be refined with participants.  Ideally, if time has been available, the framework would have been developed with the consultants, and other team members, selected to carry out the work in each of the three countries (Bangladesh, Malawi and Peru).  This would undoubtedly have led to a greater and more immediate understanding of the concepts of the framework itself, and a fuller appreciation of how the framework could be implemented.  Time was constrained, however, by the need to complete the workshops and begin implementation by the end of March (so as to achieve disbursement of available funds within the financial year)
The framework itself
, was based on consultant’s understanding and experience gained from earlier learning processes and evaluations of both non-RBA and RBA projects and programmes, and on previous learning processes undertaken by CARE and OXFAM USA in Bangladesh and Ethiopia, and by CARE-UK In Rwanda and Burundi.  In both these latter cases, the aim had been to compare the effects and impacts of non-RBA and RBA processes.

Building on this earlier work, the current framework was deigned to encompass a range of components which work together to build up possibilities for sustained positive change.  The aim was to design the framework and question themes in a way that would allow them to be used both for non-RBA and RBA projects.  This meant that common themes between RBA and non-RBA projects had to identified, to allow for comparisons to be made.  We were also conscious that there is often an elision between non-RB and RB approaches, as policy makers and practitioners become increasingly aware of what they hope to achieve through RBA, and what focuses of work this requires.

There are five interlinked components of the impact assessment framework all centred on assessing different aspects of the Fund. They build on and develop the evidence provided by the full context analysis of the projects (see below) at beginning and end of non-RBA and RBA phases. The components are:

· Voice and Participation 

· Relationships, Linkages and Accountability;

· Institutional response;

· Gains and benefits towards the Millennium Development Goals,

· Sustained Change.
These five themes all relate to the measures of impact contained within the MDGs and the Declaration, and to the analytical assumption on which the learning comparison is based.
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The framework is divided into five components to provide as organisational structure on which analysis can be made.  Ultimately, the components are not exclusive.  The first four are inter-linked to lead to sustained positive change:

Voice and Participation
This component looks at the extent to which people are able to participate in project activities, what form that participation takes, and what participation leads to.  People will also be asked about their opinion on their participation

Relationships, Linkages and Accountability
This component examines whether, and how, individuals, groups and organisations form links to work together and to work in partnership.  Questions are also asked on aspects of systems of accountability, on roles and responsibilities.

Institutional Response
Questions cover how organisations respond to the issues raised by people in their constituency.  We look at the systems that organisations use, how they ensure accountable and equitable resource allocation, whether and how they address issues of inclusion, and how they measure their success.

Gains and Benefits Towards the MDGs
This component looks at the data available which points to impacts as measured against the concrete targets contained in the MDGs.

Sustained Change
Assesses whether gains made by the project are likely to have lasting impact (positive) which may extend beyond the designed remit of the project 

During the first workshop, in Malawi, participants worked on the framework to ensure that all the question themes were contained within the right component channel and that all relevant issues were included.

1.4 Opportunities and constraints of the Workshop Processes

A number of opportunities were opened up by the workshop processes.  Participants in Malawi were able to explore and refine the general learning framework, and to spend some time piloting aspects of it in the field.  There were, however, constraints.  Opportunities and constraints are tabulated below
 and selected issues are discussed in more detail.

	Opportunities
	Constraints

	Worked together on the framework and make refinements

Increased understanding, as a team, on the Learning Process 

Discussed and sorted out aspects of logistical arrangements which will need to be made for the work to take place

Identified areas where problems are most likely to arise

Met project staff and constituents

Began to plan for the actual work

Began to translate the framework into a working process suitable for the local context and language

Learned from the initial fieldwork so as to be able to refine the process during the actual work

Gained from PACE experience with similar sorts of process


	TIME: there was not enough time to ensure full understanding and agreement on all aspects of the framework

There was no opportunity to ensure that participants from Peru had real chance to explore the differences in approach that work in the Peruvian context would require

The time available in the field did not allow for analysis of the quality of findings gained, nor of the full extent of their fit in answering the questions contained in the framework

There was not enough time to develop the full range of questions and methods necessary, nor to explore them in the local language

In Bangladesh, time was further constrained by a hartal on one full day.

Participants had very different levels of confidence, capacity and confidence for development and use of participatory approaches

Not all participants understood the concepts of evaluation in the same way.  More time than anticipated had to be devoted to discussing, for example, the meaning of “impact” and how it can be measured.  

In Malawi, because the second case study was only decided upon just as the workshop was starting, project staff did not attend the whole of the workshop.




Time
Time constraints created various problems and exacerbated others.

Ideally, the learning process would have had a three month lead-in time, from January to March.  During this time, projects for the study would have been selected, and teams established.  At the end of the period, the teams could have been brought together to work on the framework and develop question themes and country-specific questions.  These would later have been refined in relation to each project in the assessment.

Because it was necessary to begin implementation at an earlier date (so that budgets would be disbursed before the end of the financial year), the framework was developed without input from the people who would be implementing it.  This inevitably led to difficulties.  Time was not sufficient to ensure that all participants had enough opportunity to follow the thought process that fed into development of the framework, nor to solidify their understanding of why, and how the question areas related to each other and to the themes.  This was more of a problem in Malawi than in Bangladesh.

In Malawi, it also became clear that not everyone was working with the same understanding of impact.  Considerable time had to be devoted to analysing basic issues of evaluation and, particularly, the relationship between analysis of the process of RBA and the MDGs.  Although this time was not foreseen, discussion proved to be fruitful and meant the the workshop in Bangladesh was able to introduce these issues more clearly.
Fieldwork
During the fieldwork, we were able to carry out Participatory Interest Group Discussions (PIGDs) with various different interest groups in the communities and to explore participatory methods.  This was vital, as three of the country consultants had little, or no, experience of using participatory methods.  To overcome these difficulties, consultants were each paired with another team member with more experience.
In Malawi, the period of time in the field was only long enough to allow for development of local language questions and piloting around three of the learning process components.  Three main tools for facilitation of Participatory Interest Group Discussions (PIGDs) were developed (see Annex 3).  In both Malawi and Bangladesh, there was insufficient time to analyse preliminary findings in depth.  It was judged to be more important, at that stage, to devote time to analysing process and method issues of the work, so as to leave the local consultants able to build on this learning as they further developed the framework in local languages.
In Bangladesh, one of the country consultants does not speak Bangla (she is from India).  This meant that she could not participate fully in the fieldwork, as the only woman on the team in Dinajpur does not speak English.  To overcome this difficulty during the learning process, the consultant will work with a translator and/ or be paired with a team member conversant both in participatory methods and in English.
1.5 Choice of Case Study Projects
The process of how projects for the case studies were chosen, and the criteria they needed to meet, are documented elsewhere (see criteria and learning framework documents).

By the time of the Malawi workshop, not all projects for case studies had been decided upon.  One case study project, Propilas (CARE-UK, water sector) had been chosen for Peru.  In Malawi, PACE had been selected, to be compared with BESP.  It was only during the workshop that the decision to include LIFH (CARE-UK, Health sector) within the learning was finalised.  The difficulty in Malawi was that, despite initial enthusiasm from various agencies, none had come forward with project suggestions, once the criteria for selection were known.  In the event, only CARE projects were put forward.  The difficulty in deciding on the LIFH project came because there was no immediately obvious comparator: LIFH was designed with an RBA and had no earlier non-RBA phase.  Furthermore, CARE had not done earlier work in the health sector, so there was no separate project (like PACE and BESP) with which a comparison could be made.
In the end, it was decided that a very interesting comparison could be drawn between LIFH and another CARE project in a different sector, the Central Region Sustainable Livelihoods Project (CRSLP).  Both LIFH and CRSLP focus on institutional strengthening of government and civil society structures, however, they tackle this issue from very different perspectives.  The LIFH project is entirely based on rights, whereas CRSLP was targeted towards provision for basic needs.
In Bangladesh, we were faced with a different problem.  Although only two case studies were required, three agencies were keen to have projects included in the study, and all three seemed to fit adequately within the requirements.  In the event, it was decided that all three case studies should be carried out.  This will enrich the learning process analysis, although it does mean that the time-frame for completion of the learning process has to be pushed back.

It is now envisaged that case studies and internal workshop in all three countries will have been completed by the end of June.  The first internal workshop, in Malawi, will be held in the third week of May.  A date for the international workshop, in London, has yet to be fixed.

	Country
	Case Study

	MALAWI
	

	PACE / BESP (CARE-UK)
	Education Sector, PACE is rights-based, BESP non-RBA support to civil society and education

	LIFH / CRSLP (CARE-UK)
	Institutional strengthening, LIFH is rights-based, CRSLP non-RBA

	PERU
	

	Propilas (CARE-UK)
	Water sector, shows a transition from non-RBA to RBA.  Although there is no “cut off” point between the two approaches distinct differences can be shown

	BANGLADESH
	

	GBK (VSO)
	Project working with minority Santal people.  Shows progression from welfare to rights-based approach

	RIC (Help Age)
	Working with older people and Voice.  Shows progression from welfare to rights-based approach

	Child Labour and Social Protection (SC-UK)
	A wide scope covering much of SC’s work looking at progression of approaches to child protection as they became fully rights-based

	(see Annexes for available outlines of projects)
	


1.6 Ensuring Impact Measures
To have weight, the learning process must measure impact against indicators which relate directly to the MDGs.  However, as stated in the framework document, the ability to do this will depend heavily on the quality and quantity of baseline and m&e data available for each of the case study projects.  Where there are lacks in project baseline data, we will have to make use of “proxy” data – from national and local records, or from other agencies working in the area.  The workshops identified the range of sources which might be available to provide comparative data, and teams will explore these during the learning process.
1.7 Conclusions
The workshops were able to meet their aims in large part.  However, time was not sufficient to ensure that the teams felt fully prepared for the work ahead.  Importantly, particularly for the consultants from Peru, there was no time for compare the way in which the framework would work across all three countries, or to explore how the different contexts would affect its working.  In Peru, consultants agreed to devote time to working with country teams to ensure that a fuller understanding of the framework could be developed.
For agencies wishing to carry out a similar learning process in the future, we would recommend an ideal one week preparation time in a capacity-building workshop, followed by one week in the field to build confidence and competency and follow data analysis through to the reporting stage.

In the current learning process, the difference in consultants’ experience of working with participatory methods, is an issue.  What this is likely to mean is that not all consultants will feel comfortable with taking a flexible approach to the PIGDs – they will be more likely to feel at ease working to a set, and inflexible, plan.  However, the fact that consultants will be able to work with other team members, more experienced in use of participatory methods, will give support.

The experiences during the workshop suggest that the framework is workable and can provide information and understanding to allow for the analysis needed.  It can make a contribution to understanding whether RBAs can have greater positive impact than non-RBAs.  
The workshop in Malawi also showed that the framework can have application beyond the scope of this learning process: LIFH project staff have since adapted the framework to their own, specific project context and have integrated an internal life evaluation with the learning process assessment.

Our thanks go to everyone who participated in the workshops, in any way, and to all those people who worked to ensure that the workshops could run smoothly and at short notice.
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RESEARCH THEMES AND QUESTION AREAS 
	Theme
	Question Areas
	Methods

	People’s Participation in Decision-Making Processes
	
	To be completed by country teams

	· Trends in poor and marginal people’s participation in decision-making processes


	· Type of participation practiced at different times with different people in different circumstances? What has participation of poor and marginalised people achieved?  Is it ethical?  Who participates and who does not?  In what fora? 


	

	· Trends in movement towards self-mobilisation and autonomy
	· Changes in ability of different interest groups to represent own views?  Replication and application of principles, skills and knowledge by project constituents?
	

	· Changes in people’s ability to challenge offices and institutions of power (at all levels)
	· How do people question authorities and service providers?  Are there recognised channels through which to do this?  Has the process changed over time?  Who can challenge?  What is the effect and impact of challenging?
	

	External and Internal Linkages
	
	

	· Trends in linkages between local, middle and national levels


	· Are there changes over time in the ways that local, middle and national level people and organisations work together?  What are the types of interactions between local, middle and national levels?  (meetings, visits, participation in work and presence).  What is the agenda, and what gets decided?


	

	· Changes in the partnerships and networks including poor and vulnerable people


	· Are poor and marginalised people able to participate in partnerships (of all/ any kind)?  How are organisations working together to enable this participation?  What do poor and marginalised people feel about the process?  How are achievements monitored?  Is there any evidence of communities/ organisations taking initiatives to ensure continuing/ increasing inclusion?
	

	· Changes in how constituents within programmes/ projects treat each other and how conflict and tension is addressed


	· How are conflicts and challenges resolved and have processes for resolution changed over time? What value is given to the way people work together and treat each other? Has this changed during the course of the project?


	

	· Accessibility of middle and national people/ offices and processes to local voice


	· How do project constituents feel they are valued by officials and people in authority?  Are people aware of the channels for accessing officials and authority at their own, and other levels?  What priority is given to demands from poor and marginalised people in decision-making processes, at all levels? Have there been strategic 


	

	· Trends in information flows


	· Number and type of information exchanges planned and recorded between different organisations and people at different levels in each year of project lifetime? What is the quality of the information and what actions does it generate?


	

	· Changes in attitudes, behaviour and practices which, over time, point to changes in power relationships based on gender, age, etc.
	· Number of women engaged in public decision-making processes? How have these changed over time?  What is the impact of involvement? Are young people able to join in decision-making?  How?  Impact of this?  What are the changes in relationships in the home? Has instances/ type of domestic violence changed?  How?  How are financial decisions made in the home?  Has this changed over time?
	

	· Trends in trust between duty bearers and rights holders over time (including elected and appointed officials)


	· What are the perceptions of “trust” (constituents to people in authority and vice-versa)?  How have these changed over time?  What is the level of rights holders’ satisfaction with the action of duty bearers and how has this changed over time? 


	

	· Changes in transparency and accountability of offices and institutions between poor and marginalised people, their representatives (traditional, elected and organisational)
	· How have systems of transparency and accountability developed over time?  What are these systems?  Who is accountable to whom, and for what?  How has this changed over time?  What do people, at different levels, feel about how transparency and accountability works?
	

	Institutional Response
	
	

	· Changes in the way organisations develop and strengthen networks and partnerships with each other and with poor and marginal people.
	· Do poor and marginalised people have active roles in partnerships and networks and how has this changed over time? To what extent do the partnerships work to address the issues of poor and marginalised people and how has this changed over time?  What sort of organisational partnerships, linkages and alliances exist? Are there systems and mechanisms to regulate these? Who decides on how these are organised and implemented?


	

	· Changes in accountability, transparency and equity (including redistribution), in resource allocation


	· What is the percentage of resources (people, goods and money) given to specific interest groups, and how has that changed over time? How are decisions made on resource allocation, how are these decisions transmitted, and how has this changed?  Are they publicised?  How is resource use reported, and how has this changed over time? What mechanisms of accountability exist and how are they implemented and monitored?


	

	· Changes in identifying and implementing more appropriate responses to the needs of poor and most marginal people


	· How have projects been planned?  How has this changed over time?  Who is involved?  Whose voice is included in project planning and how is this reflected in implementation?


	

	· Changes in the processes and systems used within the organisation and between organisations


	· What are project constituents perspectives on project systems, processes and protocols (simple? easy to understand and follow?) Have there been changes over time in response to constituents’ concerns?


	

	· Continual learning and organisational systems which are disaggregated in tracking outcomes and impacts on poor and most marginal people
	· Does the project framework contain indicators which explicitly disaggregated by interest group? How is this disaggregation made?  When were explicit indicators introduced?  Who tracks outcomes and impacts and how? (Not just: are people involved in PM&E, but how, and to what ends?) How and when is learning carried out?  What routine actions are taken in response to learning?  How does local learning feed into middle and national levels?
	

	· Changes in mechanisms processes and success of redress
	· What are the trends in development and implementation of processes by which poor and marginalised people seek to confront rights abuses (legal and cultural) (what are the mechanisms?

What are the trends in success of these processes?
	

	· Changes in tackling issues of exclusion, poverty and marginalisation 


	· Have project constituents carried values and principles of the project into other areas of their lives and work? What evidence is there for changes in practice over time in partner and network institutions tackling exclusion, poverty and marginalisation? How is inclusion envisaged by people at all levels?  Who is included, who is left out? What do people at all levels understand by inclusion?
	

	· Changes in the way roles and responsibilities are defined and acted on in relation to meeting obligations


	· Who defines R &R? How are they documented? How are they m&ed? What are the changes in the approach to accountability & systems used? Have there been changes in who is involved?


	

	Gains towards the MDGs
	
	

	· Trends analysis of programme outcomes and impacts in relation to MDG empirical data


	· How appropriate are project outcome and impact targets in contributing to the MDGs? To what extent have/ do projects meet their outcome and impact targets? How has this changed over time?


	

	· Change in capacity of poor and most marginalised people  to apply skills and competencies outside programme


	· What are the changes in poor and marginalised people’s abilities to access new opportunities? What are the changes in livelihood security (broad analysis of assets and vulnerabilities)?


	

	· Perspectives of poor and most marginalised people on the benefits, gains and losses from the project


	· What do constituents consider to be the important changes (positive and negative) in their lives as a result of being part of the project? When did these changes happen?


	

	· Ability of projects to maximise resource take-up in relation to targets.


	How has/does the project been able to be flexible in reallocating its own resources, staff and support in response to changing circumstances?
	

	· Likely long – term impacts, positive or negative on inclusion and equity within the programme area and on the achievement of the MDGs
	· What have been, and what are, the predicted longer-term impacts on poverty reduction?
	

	Sustained Change
	
	

	· Trends in power relationships between poor and most marginal people and other social groups.
	· What has the power of poor and marginalised people changed in relation to other more powerful groups over time?


	

	Changes in processes to embed processes of inclusion, equity and obligation at local, middle and national levels
	· Have local and middle level actions led to changes in national policy and strategy? What are they?


	

	· Assessment of amounts, or different types, of sustainability including likelihood of withstanding shocks

	· What are constituents perceptions of altered capacity to adapt to changing circumstances by themselves, and other organisations? What is the perceived future of the decision-making processes and systems put in place since the project started?


	

	· Changes in the perceived vision of the future


	· How do poor and marginalised people think of their future and the future of their community? How do they perceive this has changed since their involvement in the project?


	

	· Changes in the influence of state and the outside world 


	In what ways do constituents interact with the state (participation in electoral processes; seeking representation; lodging complaints, lobbying; etc.) Have there being changes in the way the state understands the local context and what does it do differently in response to this?
	

	· Changes in cultural values and practices
	· Has there been change in cultural values and practices that discriminate against people or may be damaging?
	

	· On the basis your analysis what are the trends towards or away from structural change
	· What are the indicators that changes generated by the project are likely to contribute to increased equity in the longer term?
	


Annex 2: Research Workshop: Malawi 21-27.02.05
Welcome and Introductions:

Poster introduction: Name and its meaning, 3 qualities, 3 skills I bring, interests, my work and a phrase that inspires me.

General on logistics:

Objectives of the week:

· Create a sense of team

· Build common understanding on RBD

· Share experiences

· Finalise and understand the research framework: for primary, secondary (and tertiary) data

· Practise in the field

· Finalise the Team Contract and the Way Forward

Where we will be when during the week

Dealing with people’s needs and queries

Introduction to RBD acc CR2 (normally, vocab used, power field under everything, interdependence of PIO, needs encompassed in rights, poverty = powerlessness = poverty)

Plenary discussions

Discussion on rights-holders and duty-bearers

Multi-dimensional aspects of poverty

The Learning Process Purpose, Indicator and the MDGs

The Analytic Assumption

Increase freedom and equity are required for sustained reduction in poverty (the comparator)

The Case Study Format

Hazards and Limitations of what we are going to do

The criteria for case study selection

Need to be non-biased

What characterises development before RBD? Deciding on “good” and “bad” characteristics of development projects
Understanding Impact
Working to understand the differences between activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts

The Learning Framework

(The workshop went through the second part of the learning process document, with activities to build understanding)
Sources of secondary data

Report format
Where the Themes come from and what they mean

Relating Question Areas to the themes.

Refining the framework

Preparing for Fieldwork
Logisitics, and aims

Fieldwork

Preparing real questions

Relating questions to methods

Carrying out fieldwork

(Separate discussions between the Learning Process Facilitator and Peru Consultants)

Debriefing and planning for ongoing work
(the Workshop in Bangaldesh followed a similar format)
Annex 3: Tools
RELATIONSHIP MAPPING
Relationship mapping tools can be used to look both at:

The types of relationship people / groups / organisations have

Who they have relationships with

The quality of these relationships

How important these relationships are – to the participants in the activity and to each other

How close or distant participants feel to the individuals, groups or organisations with which they have relationships

What people ant from these relationships

How they would like to change the relationships, etc.

There are many different ways to make a relationship map.  A simple way is to start from a central point (the participants) and to mark on the ground, or use symbols, around this point to show different relationships.  The size of the mark (or the number of counters used to express the relationship) can show the importance of it.  The distance of the mark from the central point can show how close or distant participants feel.  So you could have a large mark at a greater distance to express and important relationship with, say, an organisation from which you feel very distant.  Using the map, you can expand the conversation and the symbols on the map to cover all your relevant question topics.

The example below shows a simplified map of relationships around schooling from the perspective of girls:

From a base map like this, the discussion can be drawn out to gain understanding of what people think is good, how things need to change, how the different organisations should relate to each other etc..  Different marks, colours, symbols etc., can be used to express different types of relationship (equal, one-way, two-way, controlling, advising, dependency, etc.)  What you choose to mark on the map, depends on the questions to which you want answers.

Another way of mapping is to ask participants to stand in as symbols.  Or participants could act out relationships through role plays.  

When the map is completed, participants can be asked to use counters to indicate their priorities (for change, for good relationships, or whatever).

SPOKES
Spokes is a very simple activity which can be used to explore any number of different themes and topics.  Following discussion on a topic, symbols for issues are arranged around the outside of a circle.  These are then joined to a central point by lines drawn on the ground, or by sticks etc. to form a wheel. The centre represents “us”, or “the project” or “now”, and the symbols around the edge of the wheel represent things we want to achieve.  Participants are asked to discuss together and mark along each spoke where they think they, or the project, is now, in relation to the things they want to achieve.  It is important that participants do not try to give percentage values to the distances they are marking.  The marks should show the value in spacial terms and shows also the achievement of one issue relative to another.

Participants generally find this a very accessible tool which give them plenty of space to think and discuss with each other, whilst keeping their focus on the issues under discussion.  The example below shows a spokes wheel relating to issues around partnership:


ON THE BUS

In this activity, we use the metaphor of a bus (or any other form of transport that is suitable) journey to build up a history of project activities over time and to mark out significant events, opportunities and constraints, over the route.  The bus needs a driver and, possibly, a guard, and it needs passengers.  This can tell us who is doing what in relation to the project.  Some people may not join the bus at the beginning of the journey, they may come “on board” later down the road.  Others may leave at certain points.  The road may be smooth or bumpy, there may be pot-holes or floods that wash the road away.  Someone may pay for new tarmac – etc.  each journey tell as different story.

The aim is for participants to map out the journey using sticks, stones or other symbols on the ground.  By adding in new drawings or symbols a bigger and bigger picture can be built up around answers to questions from the framework.

The picture below shows a group of young men building a bus journey in Malawi.



Annex 4:  Feedback from Malawi Workshop Participants

Team Feedback On The Interagency RBA Review Preparation Workshop And On The Framework/Methodology For Review

February 21-26, 2005
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	This week
	Framework/methodology

	Meeting different  people with new ideas and thoughts on RBA and development

Exchanging/learning

Meeting extraordinary committed and friendly people.

Logistical arrangements

Meeting the CARE and DEST team, Malawi, the knowledge and experience of all the group

Meeting new people and learning how they think

Commitment people-showed to have things done within a tight schedule
We have an amazing bunch of people with experiences and skills
	A first step to a RBA measurement. Helpful and very welcome

Testing tools , learning from others on tools and skills

Appropriateness of tools in RBA/ participatory environment

Great opportunity for learning the tools and methods and cross fertilization of ideas across the 3 countries

Leant a lot through the process

The methodology has brought in new ideas of arranging information

Sharing of ideas through group discussion

Confident that it will work
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	This week
	Framework/methodology

	Uncertainty abut the roles , responsibilities/decision making about CARE UK and interagency group
The latter inclusion of LIFH in the national process

The role of LIFH project??

Questions formulated but not shared – not refined after  testing

Some of the team members did not get full exposure they were missing out during the facilitation of some session. How will they cope?

Not enough space and time for interaction

Whether there will be enough time for synthesis and sharing of lessons across project – LIFH/ PACE
	Time frame for overall study need to be developed and available to all.

The fit of methodology across countries versus the need for comparability of findings

Purpose behind comparison of RBA and Non- RB

Wording of themes still not finalized

The number of people to facilitate the process latter

Unconstructured
Criteria for choosing non- RBA project

Not enough and deepest discussion

Different dynamics in Latin America not part of discussion
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	This week
	Framework/methodology

	The rushing through * * *

Time not enough, very de-motivating

Lack of structure, unclearness of what we are doing, for what reason

Setting the atmosphere for learning – openness, trust from each other

Very focused on Malawi. Peru and Bangladesh left out

Being hurried all the time.

Time needed to be observed

The work load needs to be simplified


	The upset in the process of framework development between the designers and users.

The elements/ topics may not encompass all the findings

The scientific collection of data for impact evidence.

Tools, user friendly??

Lack of consolidation of the findings and sharing

Lack of consolidation of field questions after field testing.

Uncertain about objectives of the whole process

Not quite completed process in field testing

Framework not developed at all. Lets think of the research as global and not only Malawi.

Not sure if bias (RBA – Non RBA) issue has been dealt with. i.e. dealing with skeptics. 


Changing


Relationships





Voice and


Accountability





Institutional Response





Gains in relation to MDGs





Sustained


Change





Annex 1: RBA Learning Process M&E Framework: Changes since project began and Impacts





 Trends in poor and marginal people’s participation in decision-making processes


Trends analysis of movement towards self-mobilisation and autonomy by poor and marginal people


Changes in ability to challenge people/institutions of power


                                      





Trends in power relationships between poor and most marginal people and other social groups.


Changes in processes to embed inclusion, equity and obligation at local, middle and national levels


Assessment of amounts or different types of sustainability including likelihood of withstanding shocks


Changes in the perceived vision of the future


Changes in the influence of state and the outside world


Changes in cultural values 


On the basis of your analysis, what are the trends towards or away from structural change?








Trends analysis of programme outcomes and impacts in relation to MDG empirical data


Change in capacity of poor and marginalised people to apply skills and competencies outside the programme


Perspectives of poor and most marginalised people on the benefits, gains and losses from the projects


Ability of project to maximise resource take-up in relation to targets


Likely long-term impacts, positive and negative on inclusion and equity within the programme area and on the achievement of the MDGs





Trends in linkages between local, middle and national levels


Changes in the partnerships and networks including poor and vulnerable people


Changes in how constituents within programme treat each other and how conflict is addressed


Accessibility of middle and national people and processes to local voice


Trends in information flows


Changes is attitudes, behaviour and practices which, over time, point to change in power relationships based on gender, age, etc.


Trends in trust between duty bearers and rights holders over time (including elected and appointed officials)


Changes in transparency and accountability of offices and institutions between poor and marginalised people, their representatives (traditional, elected and organisational)








Changes in the way organisations develop and strengthen networks and partnerships with each other and with poor and marginal people.


Changes in accountability, transparency and equity (including redistribution), in resource allocation


Changes in identifying and implementing more appropriate responses to the needs of poor and most marginalised people


Changes in the processes and systems used within the organisation and between organisations


Continual learning and organisational systems which are disaggregated in tracking outcomes and impacts on poor and most marginal people. 


Changes in mechanisms and processes of redress


Changes in tackling issues of exclusion, poverty and marginalisation    


Changes in the way roles and responsibilities are defined and acted on in relation to meeting obligations





Perceptions and Changes (in individuals and between different groups of people and between institutions) in: 


Roles and responsibilities, gains and losses, institutional response and evidence to support these perceptions and changes














� Including project participants, donor agencies, academic institutions, UN agencies 


� See Annex 1


� And see Annex 3
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