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The current study

1. Stakeholder engagement is a key factor for the success of impact
evaluations — both doing them and using their findings

2. Earlier study collated models for stakeholder engagement and how
to choose between them depending on what is known from
generalizable research and what is known about specific contexts

3. This study explores the face validity of these models to develop
more practical guidance about choices and application of
stakeholder engagement models for impact evaluation & synthesis

www.cedilprogramme.org ‘ ' ‘



The current study

1. The study team to reflect on how we describe different models of
stakeholder engagement and how to choose between

2. Workshop participants to discuss models of stakeholder
engagement and how to choose between them

3. An option to participate in the study by
e Offering written feedback, or
* Volunteering to be interviewed later this week

and giving us your name and email address — for more information
to options for involvement

www.cedilprogramme.org ‘ ' ‘



The Problem



Cash transfers: what does the evidence say?

The design, implementation and ~ **
Impact of programme on what
iIndividuals/ households can afford

|
Colombia: Familias en accion —— ] -0.33 (-0.57, -0.10)

|
razil: Bolsa Escola ‘ —0.09 (-0.41, 0.23)

B

and sustain (Bastagli et al. 2006) 1 oo

g ) Mexico: Oportunidades + —0.08 (-0.14, -0.02)
i

Nicaragua: Red de Proteccion Social - —0.05 (-0.10, —-0.01)
Uruguay: Plan de Equidad —%—0-— —0.04 (-0.11, 0.04)
Costa Rica: Superémonos % > 0.27 (-0.53, 1.08)
Overall (I-squared = 13.0%, p = 0.330) @ —0.07 (-0.10, —0.03)

T }
-75 0 75
Favours CCTs Favours comparison

Effects of CCTs on children’s work
participation (Kabeer and Waddington 2015)
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Cash transfers: what does the evidence

N OT Say7 We’ve reviewed the evidence from
i P . 165
Little about the ‘ S Ll i A §d6
* political and institutional context
in which an evidence informed 20
approach might flourish (mccord, s

209) - (Bastagli et al. 2006)

Little about the

* degree to which local political actors
and governments might sustain the
process, even if it “works”
technically. (McCord, 2009)

People queuing with their cash
vouchers outside a bank in South Sudan.

Photo credit: Dauda Koroma/Oxfam
www.cedilprogramme.org ‘ ' ‘



Engaging stakeholders: a possible solution

What do we know from studies
of similar contexts elsewhere?

What do we know from living
and working in, for instance,
South Sudan?

Discuss with stakeholders:
» generalisable knowledge to maximise rigour of research used for decisions
» context specific knowledge to maximise relevance of research to, for instance,

South Sudan
www.cedilprogramme.org ‘ ' ‘



Your role in relation to research?

e Conducting research, or making decisions that (could) use research
findings?

* Describe a familiar project briefly

* List the stakeholders who might be affected and their interests

e Underline those you have involved, or might involve in the project
e List ways you have involved them or might involve them?

www.cedilprogramme.org ‘ ' ‘



Framing the evidence ecosystem



Contribution to generalizable knowledge

Known Unsure
1) Common problems 2) Specific, immediate problems
Generalizable evidence Policy driven

Rapid studies with close links to
decision-makers
Evidence largely structured & aggregated

Trials, counterfactual studies
Taxonomies & core outcome sets

Review evidence largely aggregated
(e.g. for HIV antiretroviral

guidelines) What works,

where & how?

4) Common problems

Generalizable evidence 3) Specific, immediate problems

As above, plus... Policy driven

Extra deliberation time Rapid studies with a knowledge broker
Evidence largely configured Evidence largely configured (e.g.

(e.g. optimising roles for tasks) investigating HIV stigma)
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Known

Context of knowledge implementation
Unsure

Relevance of generalisable knowledge

Unsure Known
C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt, A) Traditional linear programming, e.g.
e.g. problem driven iterative efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV

adaptation (PIDA); typical support for antiretroviral therapy (ART)
people living with HIV from local NGOs
or faith-based organisations

What suits

here & now?

B) Fast feedback; rapid response with
approaches known to work elsewhere,

D) Capture local knowledge e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid,
of context or coping (positive deviance) and delivery of vaccines, bednets,
to develop promising approaches HIV/ART shared decision-making etc



Introducing stakeholders

and knowledge exchange, or knowledge mobilisation



Using evidence Producing evidence

Decision-makers demanding evidence

[ |
Researchers offering evidence




Stakeholder engagement — ‘KE’

Using evidence Producing evidence

1) Common problems

Generalizable evidence
Trials, counterfactual studies
Taxonomies & core outcome sets
Evidence largely aggregated (e.g.
for HIV antiretroviral guidelines)

A) Policy decisions
e.g. efficacy of vaccines, bednets,
HIV antiretroviral therapy (ART)

Decision-makers demanding evidence

Researchers offering evidence

* Access to evidence libraries

* Packaging evidence to suit each Research priority setting

audience

* Building evidence literacy and
‘intelligent customers’

* Incentives for using evidence
* Building social norms for using evidence

Advisory panels

Peer review through
infomediaries/ translators

Citizen science




Using evidence Producing evidence

1) Common problems

A) Policy decisions GIIEHEI'EI|IZE||:)|E ewdenge

e.g. efficacy of vaccines, bednets, Trials, cmjmterfactual studies

HIV antiretroviral therapy (ART) Researcherr avidence Ta).-:onom|es & core outcome sets
Evidence largely aggregated (e.g.

for HIV antiretroviral guidelines)

Decision-ma. «ing evidence

* Relevant evidence not available in the libraries?
* No prior clarity or consensus on the key concepts?

* Evidence ‘context sensitive’ and implementation
unpredictable?




Known

Context of knowledge implementation
Unsure

‘Simple” KE only part of the picture

Relevance of generaligable knowledge Contribution to}nemlizable knowledge
Unsure Known Known Unsure
C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt, A) Traditional linear programming, e.g. 1) Common problems 2) Specific, immediate problems
e.g. problem driven iterative efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV Generalizable evidence Policy driven

adaptation (PIDA); typical support for anftiretroviral therapy (ART) Rapid studies with close links to

Trials, counterfactual studies

people livingwith HIV from local NGOs R T e e T decision-makers =
or faith-based organisations e e e e ] Evidence largely structured & aggregated g
(e.g. for HIV antiretraviral =
What svuits Decision-makers seeking evidence What works,
.1 I.-..L y ?
here & now: Researchers offering evidence ~were & how:
4) Common problems c
B) Fast feedback; rapid response with Generalizable evidence 3) Specific, immediate problems 3
approachesknown to work elsewhere, As above, plus... Policy driven =
D) Capture local knowledge e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid, Extra deliberationtime Rapid studies with a knowledge broker
of context or coping (positive deviance) and delivery of vaccines, bednets, Evidence largely configured Evidence largely configured (e.g.
to develop promising approaches HIV/ART shared decision-making etc (e.g. optimising roles for tasks) investigating HIV stigma)
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I NTERESTS, INCENTIVES, POWER

& POLITICS

Relevance of generalisable knowledge Contribution to generalizable knowledge
Unsure Known Known Unsure
E C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt, A) Traditional linear programming, e.g. 1) Common problems 2) Specific, immediate problems D
= e.g. problem driven iterative efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV Generalizable evidence Policy driven E
§ _ | copie vimgwith Hry from locainigos | o ereey(ART e ecision-makers ~ 3
E g or faith-based organisations Taxc?nomli.es L Evidence largely structured & aggregated 23 B
B 2 Review evidence largely aggregated Y
E ~ (e.g. for HIV antiretrayiral - 0
& What suits Decision-makers seeking evidence What works, =3
9 here & now? here & how? g
3 ére & now: Researchers offering evidence where ow: T
2 4) Common problems — o
x g B) Fast feedback; rapid response with Generalizable evidence 3) Specific, immediate problems 3 E
;, P approaches known to work elsewhere, As above, plus... Policy driven S o
& O D) Capture local knowledge e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid, Extra deliberationtime Rapid studies with a knowledge broker © £
€ of context or coping (positive deviance) and delivery of vaccines, bednets, Evidence largely configured Evidence largely configured (e.g. 3
S to develop promising approaches HIV/ART shared decision-makingetc (e.g. optimising roles for tasks) investigating HIV stigma) S

IDEAS, CULTURE, « INSTITUTIONS, RELATIONSHIPS
& ALLIANCES
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Context of knowledge implementation

K.nown

Unsure

Relevance of generalisable knowledge

Unsure

Known

/a Relevant research NOT available in
advance, context of project familiar
and well understood

A) Relevant research available in
advance, context of project familiar
and well understood

( What suits W
L here & now? J

Contribution to generalizable knowledge

Known

Unsure

/1/} Common problems, key concepts
understoodand agreed in advance

2) Specific, immediate, local prohlems:\
key concepts understood and agreed in
advance

D) Relevant research NOT available in

advance, context of project NOT
familiar or well understood

B) Relevant research available in

advance, context of project NOT
familiar or well understood

J

.

( What works, W
 where & how? J

4) Common problems, key concepts
NOT all well understood and agreed in

advance, but emerged from the work

3) Specific,immediate, local problems,
key concepts NOT all understood and

agreed in advance, but emerged from
the work

/
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Stakeholder engagement

Methods and tools



Questions or prompts to help people understand the nature of the
uncertain knowledge they face as them embark on a new task

A diagram, flow chart, network or mind map to help them identify:
(a) why involving stakeholders might help; and
(b) appropriate methods for engaging stakeholders with their task

(c) where differences in interests and power might lie
A map of the evidence underpinning those methods
A map of tools supporting those methods

An appraisal tool for assessing the suitability of a method given the
nature of the uncertain knowledge they face

www.cedilprogramme.org ‘ ' ‘



Making decisions

Using evidence in different circumstances



Making decisions

informed by generalisable evidence
in contexts that are understood suits
Traditional linear programming

Known

Context of knowledge implementation
Unsure

Relevance of generalisable knowledge
Unsure 4 Known

C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt,
e.g. problemdriven iterative
adaptation (PIDA); typical support for
people livingwith HIV from local NGOs
or faith-based organisations

What

A) Traditional linear programming, e.g.
efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV
antiretroviral therapy (ART)

—

\

SUILD

here & now?

D) Capture local knowledge
of context or coping (positive deviance)
to develop promising approaches

B) Fast feedback; rapid response with
approachesknown to work elsewhere,
e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid,
and delivery of vaccines, bednets,
HIV/ART shared decision-making etc



I\/I d k| ng d eC|S | ons /°Access to evidence Iibraries\

* Packaging evidence to suit
each audience

* Building evidence literacy
and ‘intelligent customers’

informed by generalisable evidence
in contexts that are understood suits
Traditional linear programming

Relevance of generalisable knowledge + Incentives to use research
g C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt, A) Traditional linear programming, e.g.
'ﬁ e.g. problemdriven iterative efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV
r adaptation (PIDA); typical support for antiretroviral therapy (ART)
@ people livingwith HIV from local NGOs
£ C
O g or faith-based organisations
=1
£ = v,
o What siiits
g
2 here & now?
o}
£ o
w S B) Fast feedback; rapid response with
O 0 approachesknown to work elsewhere,
E > D) Capture local knowledge e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid,
T of context or coping (positive deviance) and delivery of vaccines, bednets,
S to develop promising approaches HIV/ART shared decision-making etc



Decisions about contexts that are understood
and informed by generalisable evidence,

decision-makers engaged in programming as a technical exercise by

v’ Facilitating access to research evidence, (e.g. communication strategies and
evidence repositories) if ALSO enhancing decision-makers’ opportunity and
motivation to use evidence

v’ Building decision-makers’ skills to access and make sense of evidence (e.g.
critical appraisal training programmes), if ALSO enhancing both capability and
motivation

v’ Fostering changes to decision-making structures and processes by formalising
and embedding one or more of the other mechanisms of change within existing
structures and processes (such as evidence-on-demand services integrating push,
user-pull and exchange approaches)

Langer L, Tripney J, Gough D (2016). The Science of Using Science: Researching the Use of Research Evidence in Decision-Making. London: EPPI-
Centre, Social Science Research Unit, UCL Institute of Education, University College London

www.cedilprogramme.org ‘ ' ‘



Decisions about contexts that are understood
and informed by generalisable evidence,

decision-makers engaged in programming as a technical exercise by

v'Facilitating collective decision-making by small, well-facilitated committees (6-
12) with time to share and debate relevant evidence, making the most of
constructive conflict

v'Research organisations embedded in networks have good reputations, research
capacity, quality and quantity of connections to decision-makers

Oliver, S., Hollingworth, K., Briner, B., Swann, C., Hinds K., Roche, C. (2018). Effective and efficient committee work: A Systematic overview of
multidisciplinary literatures. Evidence Base, 2018 (2), 1-21.

Koon A, Rao K, Tran N, and Ghaffar A (2013) Embedding health policy and systems research into decision-making processes in low- and middle-

income countries. Health Research Policy and
www.cedilprogramme.org ‘ ' ‘

Systems 11(30),



“We challenge DFID to better evidence
generation, transmission, adoption”

%4 04 What
Department | ~opinet Office Works

for Int ti |

Devolopment Network W

What Works Review of the Use of Evidence
in the Department for International

Development (DFID)

Evidence into Action and What Works Team — June 2014




Making decisions

informed by generalisable evidence
in contexts that are understood suits

Traditional linear programming Relevance of generalisable knowledge
Unsure Known
C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt, A) Traditional linear programming, e.g.
e.g. problem driven iterative efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV

adaptation (PIDA); typical support for antiretroviral therapy (ART)
people livingwith HIV from local NGOs

c
0

3=t

©

)

c

]

£ < : L

o = orfaith-based organisations

o 2

£ xw

Q What suits

T

2 here & now?

g )
- g B) Fast feedback; rapid response with

o 2 approaches known to work elsewhere,

5 O D) Capture local knowledge e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid,

t of context or coping (positive devianc¢) and delivery of vaccines, bednets,

8 to develop promising approaches HIV/ART shared decision-makingetc

Relevant evidence IS available in the libraries,

BUT:

e Evidence ‘context sensitive’ and implementation unpredictable

* More people required to understand context of knowledge
implementation



Making decisions

informed by generalisable evidence
in contexts that are understood suits

Traditional linear programming

Context of knowledge implementation

Known

Unsure

Relevance of generalisable knowledge

Unsure Known

C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt,
e.g. problem driven iterative
adaptation (PIDA); typical support for
people livingwith HIV from local NGOs
or faith-based organisations

efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV
antiretroviral therapy (ART)

What suits

here & now?

A) Traditional linear programming, e.g.

B) Fast feedback; rapid response with
approaches known to work elsewhere,
e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid,
and delivery of vaccines, bednets,
HIV/ART shared decision-makinget

D) Capture local knowledge
of context or coping (positive deviance
to develop promising approaches

Relevant evidence IS available in the libraries,
BUT:
Evidence ‘context sensitive’ and implementation unpredictable

More people required to understand context of knowledge

implementation

Access to evidence libraries \
Packaging evidence to suit
each audience

Building evidence literacy

and ‘intelligent customers’
Career incentives

Building social norms

/

\
Plus:

* |Inviting regular feedback

* Collective deliberation
about current state of
knowledge and
implications for action

\_




Decisions in unfamiliar contexts
informed by generalisable evidence

stakeholders engaged in fast feedback and adaptation by

v Refining theories of change with local stakeholders
v'Adapting international guidance for local use
v'Knowledge brokering to support organisational change
v Making technical decisions by committee

v'Better complementarity of community efforts and national programmes

www.cedilprogramme.org ‘ ' ‘



Directly observed therapy for TB failed
when...

* Practitioners rationed
incentives to those they
considered most deprived and
therefore most deserving;

 Patients found the timing of the /&
incentive (a midday meal) and [l
treatment inconvenient; and

* Civil conflict displaced most of
the local population and
prevented clinic attendance.

Lutge EE, Wiysonge CS, Knight SE, Volmink J, Sinclair D.

(2015). Incentives and enablers to improve adherence in - Apqreyy Kivori, 53, receives directly observed treatment (DOT)
tuberculosis. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, ¢ 5 World Vision Liaison Officer at the Port Moresby General

Issue 7. Art. No.: CD007952. DOI: Hospital (Photo: Tanya Hisanan/World Vision)
10.1002/14651858.CD007952.pub?.



Making decisions

in the absence of generalisable evidence
where context is understood suits action research

Relevance of generalisable knowledge

Unsure \ Known
g C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt, A) Traditional linear programming, e.g.
'-g e.g. problem driven iterative efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV
£ adaptation (PIDA); typical support for antiretroviral therapy (ART)
g — people livingwith HIV from local NGOs
o I2 orfaith-based organisations
o |2
E
e Whal. suits
gl
% noire & now?
(o}
£ o
w5 B) Fast feedback; rapid response with
o o approaches known to work elsewhere,
% D D) Capture local knowledge e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid,
£ of context or coping (positive deviance) and delivery of vaccines, bednets,
8 to develop promising approaches HIV/ART shared decision-making etc

Relevant evidence IS NOT available in the libraries,
BUT:
e Context of knowledge implementation is known



Making decisions

in the absence of generalisable evidence
where context is understood suits action research

Relevance of generalisable knowledge

[ Unsure \ Known

C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt, A) Traditional linear programming, e.g.
e.g. problem driven iterative efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV
adaptation (PIDA); typical support for antiretroviral therapy (ART)

people livingwith HIV from local NGOs
or faith-based organisations

KIMOWTI

Wha. suits

nere & now?

Context of knowle\ ‘e implementation

/ g B) Fast feedback; rapid response with
¢ Pooling knowledge P approachesknown to work elsewhere,
O D) Capture local knowledge e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid,
about the local ConteXt’ of context or coping (positive deviance) and delivery of vaccines, bednets,
and squtlons, already to develop promising approaches HIV/ART shared decision-makingetc
held by local
organlsa.t|ons Relevant evidence IS NOT available in the libraries,
* Developing knowledge BUT:

and solutions with them : .
\ / * Context of knowledge implementation is known




Decisions about familiar contexts lacking generalisable
evidence,
stakeholders engaged in trial and error by

v’ Stakeholder mapping

v’ Beneficiary feedback

v" Accountability mechanisms

v’ Aid agency coordination

v’ Community based participatory research



Example: Community accountability and
inclusive services

Accountability ‘interventions promoted
inclusive service delivery... through the
enhancement of skills, knowledge and
access to resources which enabled
citizens to take incremental steps
along the

ladder of power and strengthened the
voice of some of the most excluded
people in Africa.

Lynch U, McGrellis S, Dutschke M, Anderson M, Arnsberger P, Macdonald G. (2013) What is the evidence that the
establishment or use of community accountability mechanisms and processes improves inclusive service delivery by
governments, donors and NGOs to communities? EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit, Institute of Education, University
of London, London.



Making decisions

in the absence of generalisable evidence and
when context is NOT understood suits mobilising local knowledge

Context of knowledge implementation

Relevance of generalisable knowledge

Unsure

C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt,
e.g. problem driven iterative
adaptation (PIDA); typical support for
people livingwith HIV from local NGOs
or faith-based organisations

\ Known

Unsure

-

here &

D) Capture local knowledge
of context or coping (positive deviance)

to develop promising approaches

Known

A) Traditional linear programming, e.g.
efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV
antiretroviral therapy (ART)

W hat suits

now?

B) Fast feedback; rapid response with
approaches known to work elsewhere,
e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid,
and delivery of vaccines, bednets,
HIV/ART shared decision-making etc



Making decisions

in the absence of generalisable evidence and
when context is NOT understood suits mobilising local knowledge

Relevance of generalisable knowledge

Unsure Known
C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt, A) Traditional linear programming, e.g.
e.g. problem driven iterative efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV

adaptation (PIDA); typical support for antiretroviral therapy (ART)
people livingwith HIV from local NGOs
or faith-based organisations

Known

WWaat suits

here & now?

knowledge implementation

B) Fast feedback; rapid response with
approaches known to work elsewhere,
D) Capture local knowledge e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid,
of context or coping (positive deviance) |and delivery of vaccines, bednets,

to develop promising approaches HIV/ART shared decision-making etc

-

* Pooling knowledge
about the local context
held by individual
practitioners and
community members

\_




Decisions in unfamiliar contexts lacking generalisable
evidence,

stakeholders engaged in mobilising local knowledge by

v’ Gathering and applying local, tacit knowledge
Capturing their insights about factors influencing their lives,

Recognising exceptional instances of coping with challenging
circumstances (positive deviance).

Participatory processes for recreating and nurturing local
knowledge in crisis-affected communities

v'"Remote programming practices: remote control,
remote management, remote support, remote partnership



Example: herders” knowledge

KNOWLEDGE
SOVEREIGNTY
P | k ledge i bedded in th I I AMORS
astoral knowledge is embedded in the cultural,
spiritual, political and social system of pastoral AFRICAN
societies. The cultural aspect is particularly CATTLE
important; the knowledge is often transmitted HERDERS

orally and passed down to each generation
through stories, songs and other rituals, where
cattle are revered.

Zeremariam Fre

Fre Z (2018) Knowledge Sovereignty among African Cattle Herders. UCL
Press, London.

*‘UCLPRESS




Making decisions

Relevance of generalisable knowledge

Unsure Known
g C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt, A) Traditional linear programming, e.g.
'-g e.g. problemdriven iterative efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV
= adaptation (PIDA); typical support for antiretroviral therapy (ART)
eople living wit rom loca 5
g — peoplelivingwith HIV f local NGO
o = orfaith-based organisations
T g
E
o What suits
T
2 here & now?
o}
£ o
S B) Fast feedback; rapid response with
[a) =
o approaches known to work elsewhere,
5 D D) Capture local knowledge e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid,
T of context or coping (positive deviance) and delivery of vaccines, bednets,
8 to develop promising approaches HIV/ART shared decision-makingetc



Learning from political science



I NTERESTS, INCENTIVES, POWER

& POLITICS

Relevance of generalisable knowledge Contribution to generalizable knowledge
Unsure Known Known Unsure
E C) Experiment, iterate, learn, adapt, A) Traditional linear programming, e.g. 1) Common problems 2) Specific, immediate problems D
= e.g. problem driven iterative efficacy of vaccines, bednets, HIV Generalizable evidence Policy driven E
§ _ | copie vimgwith Hry from locainigos | o ereey(ART e ecision-makers ~ 3
E g or faith-based organisations Taxc?nomli.es L Evidence largely structured & aggregated 23 B
B 2 Review evidence largely aggregated Y
E ~ (e.g. for HIV antiretrayiral - 0
& What suits Decision-makers seeking evidence What works, =3
9 here & now? here & how? g
3 ére & now: Researchers offering evidence where ow: T
2 4) Common problems — o
x g B) Fast feedback; rapid response with Generalizable evidence 3) Specific, immediate problems 3 E
;, P approaches known to work elsewhere, As above, plus... Policy driven S o
& O D) Capture local knowledge e.g. cash transfers, humanitarian aid, Extra deliberationtime Rapid studies with a knowledge broker © £
€ of context or coping (positive deviance) and delivery of vaccines, bednets, Evidence largely configured Evidence largely configured (e.g. 3
S to develop promising approaches HIV/ART shared decision-makingetc (e.g. optimising roles for tasks) investigating HIV stigma) S

IDEAS, CULTURE, « INSTITUTIONS, RELATIONSHIPS
& ALLIANCES
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Every day political analysis

Understanding interests
Understanding change

Desk work
Team discussion
Ask an expert

22 DLP

DEVELOPMENTAL LEADERSHIP PROGRAM

Everyday Political Analysis

January 2016

David Hudson DLP - University College London
Heather Marquette DLP - University of Birmingham
Sam Waldock DFID - Rwanda

In this short note we introduce a frameweri for Shinking about politics and power called Everyday Poftical Analysis (EPA).ERA, s for ampone who
& corminces thae polbics and powwer mathes but feeds b sure of o Bo work: ot 'what they mean for thier :Wﬂﬂumum a
stripgpesd ok paodical anabyss frarmeswnric = Snpned doven o s harest bones = lessang cnly the esserhiaks nessdes to Fadp frondine st make
quick but poiit iy informed decsions.

Thee poltical emvironment can kil a program, or make it thrive. in
Zambia a technicalty sound conor health program was wrecked
by a poliboan who restructured the health gysiem to externd
iz posver rather than to deliver senaces in Uganda a donor
Iveinonds program wies dosed early becace the mplementers

Where are we? A mirmor, not a'God's eye view’

A oriti sl cornpestesnt B0 afy politoal sk & o indhde ourlae

=~ espacially T we ars Besly B0 be part of the incentive struchre Tacing
cthvers, Dot it 6T Bttt Siplovany oF et

WENE Mane intenested in personal enrichment Tan helping the Buft recsie: than this its eriieal o reflect on our o imtrests and
poor. Making serse of the poifical contesdt = and being abée to et — 1 Undersand whine wi are coming Tom and our e
use This understanding o make more poibiclly sewy decmiors - is e for anodaTe B weoid abvis be aheiable to condiut yoir
exsrntial o improving the eflectivenes: of devslopment programe o il poltical anahen - ot st ook subvardi,

How can busy frontine: staff make the bancs of quick bt paol iy

srart decigons thae will make their programe sucresd! PEA, training andlor a formal PEA study help, but mary staf ol fasd under squippad 1o
mterpret flud poftical comets outside of the dassnoom when makeng frequent and fast decmons.

Everyday poltical analysis helps addness 2 gap in the work of frongine staff: how to understand the changing poliical oot and make poliicaly
nfome deckions on a day-to-cay basis The: average program stafl memieris faced with haing 2o make muitiple polticaly-informed judgmens
every day, often quickly. The EPA framework provdes 2 condensed checikst to hefp condud: quick poliical analysis and make this an accessbie
part of ardinary business practios.

There ane two 'steps” for everyday politicl analysis
s Seep |:Understanding Intarests: VWhat makes pacpls tiod
= Seep X Understanding change Wat space and capacty do peopk have o effect changel

Far earh step a series of yesing questions helps unpack: what is going on.

Do not think of people as Individuzals - no person is an 1sland

Thure is & wdrends @Fiecl i frechiobogy Callied atrite tizen biak where D clrierer e 10 dedribe offery Tadings i1 L of et
o They ane poos becase Ty made Bed decisions. In contri, we fecogniee the robe of comesd Tor cursehes T am poor because | ws
ik o tha aitiateon Cofipired sy i

EF starts T M e et il By Lo i — Cur coounierpaar] o bursicral acthll, poitician or tracitionad beades | o s b
ofgansation or group of indviduais or a coalition, though note that any grouping o incividueks will conmain it own poiites of competing cbjecties and
irtermas Tha repomant thing B 1o undergand thisr ool - th pres e Ty e fom oy and the Fubes within which thigy have o work
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Conclusions
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When context is clear and agreed in advance

Relevance of generalisable knowledge Contribution to generalizable knowledge
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When meaning of context k.nown and When meaning of key concepts known
agreed before implementation and agreed before research

Methods of choice
 Small numbers of stakeholders, drawn from key organisations
* e.g. Committee membership, key informant interviews, partnering stakeholder organisations
Limitations: may miss important voices



When context is unclear, variable or contested in advance

Relevance of generalisable knowledge Contribution to generalizable knowledge
Unsure Known Known Unsure
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When meaning of context unknown or When meaning of key concepts unknown
contested before implementation or contested before research

Methods of choice
* Large numbers of stakeholders, selected for diversity
* e.g. Widespread consultation, facilitating discussion and deliberation, capturing mutual learning
Limitations: may miss important deadlines
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At the centre of this landscape

Relevance of generalisable knowledge
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Decisions tend to be made by (inter)national organisations, who
« Particularly value technically rigorous research, and

 Emphasise how the evidence is appraised technically rather than how

stakeholders interact to make sense of it

Limitations: may be lead by the evidence more than the problem
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At the margins of this landscape

Relevance of generalisable knowledge Contribution to generalizable knowledge
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Decisions tend to be made by local organisations and practitioners, who

« Particularly value locally relevant research, and

« Emphasise the influence of politics on how decisions are made and
Implemented rather than the technical appraisal of evidence

Limitations: may ignore relevant evidence generated elsewhere



Another problem

Evidence geeks have a

* Panoramic vision of global evidence

Development practitioners have a
e Zoom focus on setting of interest

So let’s turn the landscape inside out...
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When context is clear and agreed in advance
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Limitations: may miss important voices



When context is unclear, variable or contested in advance
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When meaning of context unknown or
contested before implementation

When meaning of key concepts unknown
or contested before research

Methods of choice
* Large numbers of stakeholders, selected for diversity

* e.g. Widespread consultation, facilitating discussion and deliberation, capturing mutual learning
Limitations: may miss important deadlines
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At the centre of this landscape
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At the margins of this landscape
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stakeholders interact to make sense of it

Limitations: may be lead by the evidence more than the problem



Next steps

* One-to-one interviews with evidence ‘geeks’ and development or
humanitarian practitioners

e Refining the framework

* Developing tools to support thoughtful choices of stakeholder
engagement methods

* Signpost evidence and tools

If you'd like to offer your expertise through a one-to-one interview
please contact me: sandy.oliver@ucl.ac.uk
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