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Background

The ‘Grand Bargain’ agreed upon as a follow-up to the High-Level Panel on Humanitarian Financing (HLPHF) report to
the Secretary-General and the Secretary-General Report to the World Humanitarian Summit (WHS) call for
improvements in the way assessments are done so that analyses of humanitarian situations and needs are
comprehensive, reliable and timely. This requires greater collaboration between stakeholders, as well as an
improvement of existing approaches, methods and tools to enable the use of different pieces of information in a coherent
manner.

OCHA'’s Coordinated Assessment Support Section (CASS), based in the Programme Support Branch (PSB) in Geneva,
as co-lead with ECHO of the Grand Bargain Needs Assessment Work stream, is taking on this challenge by convening
and facilitating an inter-agency initiative to strengthen the coordination and quality of humanitarian needs assessment
and analysis. This ‘Joint Intersectoral Analysis Group’ (JIAG) has commenced work focusing on 2 pillars:

1. Refinement or development of methods and tools

2. Conduct of joint inter-sectoral analyses in crisis contexts.

Key to Pillar 1 is the development of an analytical model for inter-sectoral analysis, to assist with the identification of
inter-linkages between various factors and sectors resulting in given outcomes for the lives and livelihoods of crisis-
affected people. This model should have a foundation in current best practices in needs analysis and adapted to address
requirements across all sectors.

In order to build this foundation, existing analysis frameworks must be themselves reviewed, analysed and compared.
The results of the review will then be used for developing an analysis framework for inter-sectoral understanding of
needs and the factors related to needs. ToRs for the consultancy are available at https://goo.gl/a7033D and detail the
following activities:

1) Review existing sectoral and intersectoral definitions of needs analysis frameworks detailing how the needs are
interpreted in relation to other factors, related indicators, and thresholds that define levels of severity:

o Inconsultation with CASS and JIAG, set the bounds for review across different fields and contexts (i.e. humanitarian
vs. development, local vs global, chronic vs. acute needs, etc.)

o Conduct literature review to compile a bibliography/compendium of needs analysis frameworks; investigate possible
lessons learned, strengths/weakness, evidence of use etc. via consultations with framework owners/custodians,
users. Etc.

o Develop matrices or visualization method to enable sector cross - comparison of selected analytical frameworks
Visualize / compile results; identify data/information requirements related to establishment of levels of severity of
need, thresholds for response, etc.

2) ldentify commonalities and discrepancies between sector and inter-sectoral approaches on how needs and severity
are defined, using given analytical frameworks, and propose ways to harmonize definitions and seek coherence
across sectors:

o Prepare a presentation of the comparison(s) of how needs are defined, analysis frameworks, indicators and severity
thresholds to the wider group

o Identify gaps, or ‘weak links’ in the fabric of the assembled frameworks
Highlight all opportunities for harmonization of language, analysis approach (e.g. focus/level of analysis), data
(interoperability), use of COD, units of measure, thresholds etc.

Photo on the cover page represents a sunburst visualization of Benjamin Beccari’'s database of indicators from 56
composite measures on risk, resilience and vulnerability (2016).


https://goo.gl/a7033D
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Note from the author

The documents reviewed are available using the following dropbox link.
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/gxg7e70ixwrgg3u/AABGLVYw7eRoUV1mSdffGhvtHa?dI=0

All frameworks mentioned in the main findings and recommendations part are hyperlinked to their profile in Annex 1.
For an unknown reason, it was not possible to hyperlink the exact framework but only the first page of the framework
family. We apologize for the inconvenience caused in navigating the document.
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Introduction

This review intends to support the work of the Joint
Intersectoral Analysis Group’ (JIAG), an inter-agency
initiative to strengthen the coordination and quality of
humanitarian needs assessment and analysis. The
group focuses on the refinement or development of
methods and tools for conducting joint intersectoral
analyses in crisis contexts.

The JIAG proposes the development of an analytical
model for inter-sectoral analysis, to assist with the
identification of inter-linkages between various factors
and sectors resulting in given outcomes for the lives and
livelihoods of crisis-affected people. This model should
have a foundation in current best practices in needs
analysis and adapted to address requirements across all
sectors.

To conduct the review and develop appropriate
recommendations, we made the following assumptions
regarding the focus and design of the future Analytical
Framework (AF):

o AF will include both theoretical AND conceptual
framework and detail the entire methodological
ecosystem required to develop and derive quality and
credible analysis. It will be supported by appropriate
guidance, facilitation, training and standards.

o AF will be used primarily for humanitarian needs
analysis and situation analysis (see definitions
below). It will focus on a holistic and inter-sector
analysis at crisis/country level.

o AF focuses on strategic/programmatic humanitarian
decision making, i.e. is not meant to inform
operational decision-making.

e AF covers four levels of the analysis spectrum, i.e.
description, explanation, interpretation and
anticipation. This implies that, at a minimum, the AF
is need AND risk based.

e AF will be conducted by various stakeholders on
behalf of the humanitarian community and require
joint/collaborative analysis.
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Some definitions are necessary to situate the work in its
broader context.

Needs analysis is the process designed to estimate or
provide informed opinions about deficiencies, their
underlying mechanisms and their humanitarian
consequences. It entails a systematic set of procedures
and the use of specific lines of inquiry undertaken for the
purposes of setting current and forecasted priority needs
and informing at a later stage, during the response
analysis, appropriate decisions about program design,
system improvement and allocation of resources
(adapted from ACAPS 2014, Witkin & Altschuld, 1995).

Situation analysis is broader than just needs analysis
and entails both the assessment of needs AND the
operational environment (humanitarian access, context,
stakeholders, market functionality, response capacity,
etc.) to provide all information required for an appropriate
analysis of response options. The term situation analysis
and needs analysis are often conflated but in this
document, are not considered interchangeable.

Typically, the future framework could support the
development of a Humanitarian Needs Overview (HNO),
a Situation Analysis (phase 1 of coordinated
assessments) or a Multi-Cluster Initial and Rapid
Assessment (phase 2 of coordinated assessments).

This document is structured as follows:

1. First, we detail what analytical frameworks are, based
on a literature review of social research guidance.

2. We present the approach and methodology used to
do the review (selection criteria and tools), as well as
the limitations and difficulties faced during the
research.

3. We then detail the main findings of the review and
implications for the JIAG. In addition, we provide 25
recommendations and a roadmap for the
development of the JIAG Framework.

4. In Annex 1, we present a profile for each of the 39
frameworks selected for the literature review.

5. In annex 2, we provide examples from the literature
review which have been labelled “framework”, but
which do not match our definition.

6. In annex 3, we detail the results of the literature
review of social research guidance’s on the
importance, value, use and design of analytical
frameworks.



Analysis Frameworks in a nutshell

Analysis Frameworks help researchers to approach a
problem with logic and in a systematic way, and to set a
clear driving force behind their lines of inquiries.
Developing frameworks suppose breaking down the
issue at stake into sub-components and creating a
mental model, often presented visually, that provides a
foundation and a guide for data collation and analysis,
as well as their boundaries.

Analytical frameworks are essentially a methodological
ecosystem aiming at guiding and facilitating sense
making and understanding. They are found in the
humanitarian sector in thematic research such as
vulnerability, risks, needs, food security, nutrition,
displacement, etc. Their use goes much beyond
humanitarian settings and they are considered
foundational and indispensable in all applied research
fields, e.g. social science, statistics, physics, etc. (See
literature review available in annex 3).

Analytical, conceptual, and theoretical frameworks
are intimately linked to the sense making theory, or the
process through which the human mind fits data into a
model, creating a frame to contain, contrast and derive
meaning from data.

Frame or structure allowing to organize knowledge,
information and thinking, are called conceptual
framework, and drive methodology and rigor in inquiries.
They differ from theoretical frameworks in terms of scope
and detail. A theoretical framework usually precedes the
conceptual framework and includes a general
representation of the investigated topic:

Example of theoretical framework

e Risk = Hazard * Vulnerability / Capacity to cope
e Response Gap = Needs — Response

¢ Needs = Desired standard — current condition

e E=mc?

A conceptual framework includes specific information on
the research scope and objectives, as well as how the
problem will be explored (synthesis of what is already
known about the issue, information gaps, data collection
techniques, tools, information needs, etc.). An analysis
plan is generally part of the conceptual framework and
summarizes the research question(s) and the steps to
conduct the research project in detail.

Theoretical and conceptual frameworks are both part of
the methodological toolbox of researchers. Together,
they are referred to as analytical framework.

Analytical framework = theoretical + conceptual
framework (secondary data review, analysis plan,
methodology, tools)
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What theoretical frameworks are made of? A
framework is an abstract but sophisticated version of the
map of the territory being investigated. But not randomly,
nor without rationale or order. The best theoretical
framewaorks have five common characteristics:

e Logical: common-sensical, theory-driven or causal (e.g.
baseline, input, outputs and outcomes)

¢ Relationships: Break down the issue at hand into main
components/sub-components. Connect/group components
and show the presumed associations between them

e Interaction: Detail how components are related and
intersect analytically to provide with more analytical value
(A+B=C)

e Operational: Can be applied easily and intuitively
(quantification, database, report template, etc.)

e Visual: Fit in one page and are visually displayed, easy to
communicate and intuitive

Building a robust, simple and valid theoretical framework
is a long process (often years...) and all researchers
highlight the iterative nature of their development, before
maturity can be reached. Sense making is a complex
process in which the model and the frame help making
sense of the data, but also are shaped and modified by
newly available and analyzed data. The mental model,
or frame, is used until new data contradict, question or
challenge it and makes it necessary to review or adapt
the model.

Even with time and resources, the best models generally
stay imperfect. For instance, the general theory of
relativity breaks down in black holes. George Box in
1976 offered the famous line “all models are wrong,
some are useful”. His point was that we should focus
more on whether something can be applied to everyday
life in a useful manner rather than debating endlessly if
an answer is correct in all cases. “Scientists generally
agree that no theory is 100 percent correct. Thus, the
real test of knowledge is not truth, but utility. Science
gives us power. The more useful that power, the better
the science.” Yuval Noah Harari.

Why frameworks are important? Defining a theoretical
framework forces researchers to be selective, to decide
which variables are most important and necessary,
which relationships are likely to be most meaningful, and,
therefore, what information should be collected and
analyzed. Data collected using frameworks is ordered in
descriptive “chunks” which support question-focused
analysis and comparisons. Analysis conducted using
frameworks is systematic, comprehensive and
transparent and reduce the impact of selection and
process biases. If multiple stakeholders are involved, the
framework helps them study the same phenomenon
using the same categorization and provide with a good
defense against information duplication and overload.



Selection of Analysis Frameworks for the Review

A large number of frameworks are already being used in
applied research (academics, public health, intelligence,
civil protection, etc.), and reviewing all of them goes
beyond the scope of this consultancy. In order to focus
only on those the most relevant to the work of the joint
intersectoral analysis group, a preliminary list of
frameworks and conceptual models was drawn from
existing literature using the following keywords:

Box 1. Key word list for research

e Vulnerability, needs, risk, wellbeing, quality of life, welfare,
human security, public health, displacement, resilience, or
poverty AND/OR

e Cross concepts such as severity and priorities AND/OR

e Theoretical/conceptual/analysis/analytical
framework/model, index, indices AND/OR

e Review, literature review, desk review AND/OR

e UN agencies, academics, IASC, ILNGOs, civil protection,

intelligence AND/OR

Humanitarian crisis, conflict, natural disaster, etc.

From this initial list, exclusion criteria were applied as
listed in Box 2.

Box 2. Exclusion criteria

e “Things” called “framework” which are in fact “process” or
“step by step” charts (See Annex 2)

e Listing of dimensions, variables or information needs
without hierarchy or relationships between them (table
format), unless unique to the category under review

e Sector specific and unique frameworks, as the review
focuses on supporting the development of an intersectoral
AF

e “Events” or “drivers” specific frameworks, such as fragility,
conflict, etc. The only exception to this rule was for
displacement and migration frameworks.

A list of 15 frameworks was originally selected and
presented in the inception report. As the review
progressed, it became obvious that the available
frameworks were at different stages of maturation and
implementation, and some were just iterations of others.
To avoid repetition, frameworks were grouped into
“families”, e.g. vulnerability frameworks, Poverty
frameworks, etc.

In total, 39 frameworks or initiatives were reviewed
regrouped into eight families: MIRA, Poverty, Risk,
Vulnerability, Resilience, Wellbeing and Displacement.
The IPC framework was reviewed individually as not
fitting in one category. When possible and if one country
initiative was available and based on a particular
framework family, it was added as a complement. For
instance, the 2013-2015 UNHCR vulnerability
framework in Jordan was added to the Vulnerability
framework’s family.
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Methodology and Tools for the Review

Each family review is supported by a conceptual
background and a description of the related frameworks
or initiatives, in no particular order. A profile is proposed
for each analytical framework, summarizing concepts
and key information (date, tools, owner, framework
visual, dimensions and sub dimensions, school of
thoughts, etc.) if, and when available. In addition, key
characteristics of each framework were captured to allow
a summary comparison. 20 characteristics (Box 3) were
mapped grouped around four main pillars: relevance,
analytical value, reproducibility, evidence of use. For
each characteristic, a simple yes/no was recorded.
When no evidence of presence or absence of the
characteristic was found, we let the characteristic blank.

Box 3. 20 characteristics mapped for the Review:

Relevance (the extent to which the framework is relevant to
humanitarian settings):
o AF was developed specifically by humanitarians and for use in
humanitarian settings
AF is multi-sectoral (>3 sectors/clusters are included)
AF implementation, use or tools are applicable and adapted for
joint, collaborative or multi stakeholder’s settings
AF is used/promoted in humanitarian settings for >3 years
AF is used/promoted by >3 different NGOs or agencies

Analytical Value (the extent to which the framework’s use
leads to conclusions commonly required in humanitarian needs
or situational analysis, e.g. MIRA, situation analysis and HNO
templates:

o AF aims at multi-dimensional prioritization (affected groups,
geographical areas, interventions or resource allocation) and
proposes methodology, tools, approaches or guidance for
ranking (priority) and rating (severity)

o AF includes “meta-concepts” (e.g. impact, needs, risks,
vulnerability) and “micro-concepts” (e.g. drivers, underlying
factors, humanitarian outcomes, etc.) commonly used for
humanitarian needs or situation analysis

o AF covers at least three analytical levels (descriptive,
explanatory, interpretive, anticipatory)

o AF includes guidance on how to deal with uncertainty and
incomplete data

o AF displays clear association or relationships between
concepts and/or analytical conclusions. A visual display of the
theoretical framework is available to ease and conceptualize
relationships

Reproducibility (the extent to which documentation,

expertise, tools and templates are available and accessible so

humanitarian workers can use or implement the framework in

a systematic and rigorous way):

o AF has at least one public guidance document available,
detailing concepts, methodology, tools, etc.

o AF is supported by a detailed Ilist of information
needs/indicators and sources

o AF is accompanied with tools and templates (database,
questionnaire, templates, thresholds, severity scales, etc.)
allowing its use or adaptation at the field level

o AF is supported by at least one official training/certification
package

o At least one external review on the use and value of the AF is
publicly available



Evidence of use (the degree to which the framework and its

outcomes are being used in the humanitarian sector):

o AF has been used at least in 5 different humanitarian crises

o AF has been used/adapted at field level in the last 6 months

o AF is re-used/mentioned in articles, guidance’s, academic
papers, assessment report, articles, etc.

o A dedicated specialist/‘community of practice currently exists to
roll out the framework and deploy in emergencies

o At least one official communication/website is available to
promote the AF

Those 20 characteristics are used to form a simple
theoretical framework allowing to focus on and identify
interesting features of the 39 Frameworks. Criteria used
in this mapping focuses on establishing the degree of
success the frameworks encountered in the
humanitarian world, and subsequently, of interest the
joint inter sectoral analysis group should give to a
particular initiative. The chart below is the visual
representation of the theoretical framework. The result of
the mapping is available next page.

Review

In addition to the review, a specific research was made
regarding indices or meta-review of composite
measures. Composite measures (e.g. risk, resilience,
vulnerability) are interesting for our purpose and
objectives as representing a deliberate attempt and
effort to link and operationalize theoretical and
conceptual framework. Designing an index implies that
specific attention is given to the choice of dimensions
and sub-dimensions that form the index, as well as their
measurement. They are accompanied with a list of
indicators and sub-indicators, and gathering/classifying
them provides with an overview of metrics commonly
available or chosen to measure concepts.

A meta-review of risk, resilience and vulnerability indices
from Benjamin Beccari in March 2016 was used to map
dimensions and sub-dimensions of 56 composite
measures, as well as the indicators of more than a
hundred of them. The raw data, generously shared by
Benjamin Beccari, provides with a unique opportunity to
map existing indicators and link them to upper level
dimensions. Indicators and dimensions/sub dimensions
are stored in an excel spreadsheet available to the Joint
inter-sectoral analysis group.

1 Beccari B. A Comparative Analysis of Disaster Risk, Vulnerability and
Resilience Composite Indicators. PLOS Currents Disasters. 2016 Mar 14 .
Edition 1. doi: 10.1371/currents.dis.453df025e34b682e9737f95070f9b970.
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Limitations of the Review

With 39 frameworks included, this review is far from
being exhaustive. However, we believe that the main
frameworks of interests have been selected and that the
selection is more than good enough to provide with a lay
of the land of existing frameworks, concepts and
approaches relevant for consideration by the Joint inter-
sector analysis group. Other frameworks not
represented in this review offer only slight variations to
the ones already included and would not bring added-
value to the findings, apart from ensuring equal
representation of agencies framework.

The framework profiles have unequal structures, mostly
due to the amount of information publicly available (or
not) for each selected framework and the existence of
external reviews. Establishing strengths or weaknesses
of each framework proved difficult and was not
systematically done.

It was challenging to go deep into the analysis of the
framework’s indicators without specific guidance from
the joint intersectoral analysis group on the objective or
function of the future analytical framework. One task of
the ToR was to identify and highlight relevant indicators
and severity thresholds. We believe this work should
come after discussion, agreement and consensus from
the Joint inter sectoral analysis group on the function and
objective of the framework, as well as decisions on levels
and typology of humanitarian outcomes that the
framework will take into consideration. We focus in this
document on process recommendations for the design
of the framework. Recommendations on severity
estimates draw heavily on the work from Aldo Benini on
severity measures (2016)2.

Due to the particular timeframe of the review (July-
August), consultation couldn’t happen with framework’s
custodians, at least to the extent required by the ToRs.

The following persons have been interviewed for the
review:

e OECD, Hugh Macleman

e UNOCHA, Andrew thow

¢ |IFRC, Bruno Haghebaert

e ICRC, Lauren Herby

o JIPS, Assanke Koedan

e PhD, Benjamin Beccari

e |OM, Daunia Pavone

e OHCHR, Wilhelmina Welsch
e OCHA, Agnes Dhur

2 Benini, Aldo (2016). Severity measures in humanitarian needs
assessments - Purpose, measurement, integration. Technical note.
Geneva, ACAPS.



Main Findings

Comparison matrix of 39 analytical frameworks (see methodology and definitions in Box 3), sorted by order of relevance
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A comparison matrix of 39 Analytical Frameworks - August 2017

- Available

- Not available

Date
2007
2014
2000
2014
2015
2012
2015
1999
1997
2004
2014
2014
2017
2004
2011
2011
2008
2016
2010
2012
2012
2015
2017
1994
2012
2017
2017
2008
2014
2014
2016
2013
2013
2012
2016
1943
2003
2011
2017

Unknown

By
WEFP/FAO/etc.
OECD

Save the children
INFORM
INFORM

IASC

UNHCR

IFRC

DFID

FANRPAN

ICRC

UNDP

MPHI

SAVI

OECD

WHO

USAID

FAO

IASC
UNHCR/EU
OCHA

IMWG

Cash Working Group
Blaikie/Wisner
Gallup

DEEP

INFORM
UNHCR

IFRC

Ifejika Speranza
UNICEF/ACAPS
Reed

Birkman et al
Tufts

I0M/EIU
Maslow
Turner et Al
DFID

Sida

Category

Mix
Resilience
Livelihood
Risk
Vulnerability
MIRA
Vulnerability
Vulnerability
Livelihood
Vulnerability
Livelihood
Resilience
Poverty
Vulnerability
Well being
Well being
Poverty
Resilience
Displacement
Displacement
MIRA

MIRA
Poverty
Vulnerability
Well being
MIRA

MIRA
Displacement
Resilience
Livelihood
MIRA
Livelihood
Vulnerability
Resilience
Displacement
Well being
Vulnerability
Resilience
Poverty

Name

Integrated Phase classification

Conceptual Framework for the Resilience Systems Analysis
Household Economy Approach

Risk Model INFORM

INFORM (Vulnerability segment)

MIRA framework

Vulnerability Assessment Framework (VAF) — Jordan
Capacity and wulnerability framework

Sustainable Livelihood framework

Household Vulnerability Index

Economic Security Framework

Community based resilience analysis (CoBRA)

Global Multidimensional Poverty Index

Southern Africa Vulnerability Initiative Framework

Better life initiative

Hesper Scale

Poverty Assessment tools

Resilience Index and Analysis Model-11

Framework on Durable Solutions for Internally Displaced Persons
Integration Evaluation Tool

Needs analysis framework (NAF)

Coordinated Data Scramble

Basic Needs Approach (Draft)

Pressure and Release Model and Access model

Global well being index

Data Entry and Exploration Platform

Global Severity index (Draft)

Statelessness: Analytical Framework for Prevention, Reduction and Protection
IFRC Framework for Community Resilience

Livelihood Resilience Framework

Multi sector analysis framework

Integrated Livelihood Vulnerability Analytical Framework
MOVE framework of wulnerability

Livelihood change over time

Migration Governance Index

Hierarchy of needs

Framework for Vulnerability Analysis in Sustainability Science
Disaster Resilience Framework TANGO

Conceptual framework on dimensions of poverty

Relevance
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39 Analytical frameworks are compared in the above
matrix, organized in descending order from very relevant
for consideration by the JIAG to less relevant. Some
information was difficult to ascertain, such as the recent
use of the AF in the field or the number of crises the AF
has been used in.

The age of the frameworks varies from 1948 (Maslow’s
pyramid) to a few months old (Draft Basic Needs and
Response Analysis Toolkit, Cash working group, June
2017). A notable increase in the number of frameworks
produced is observed since 2012, likely due to the
increased attention of agencies and organisations on
analysis rather than data collection. This evolution
follows trends in social research (four books on
gualitative analysis were published between 2013 and
2016 and dedicate special chapters to the design and
importance of analytical frameworks).

Generally, the most relevant frameworks are those:

e Systematically providing ranking and rating
procedures, therefore useful for decision making and
policy decisions,

e Having a strong community of practice and expert
base for deployment and facilitation,

e Dedicated leadership (including buy-in at the
government level) and receiving regular funding for
implementation and use,

e Frequently used at the field level, having a global
reach and acceptance.

Particularly interesting for consideration by the JIAG are
the |Integrated Phase Classification, the OECD
Resilience Framework, the Household Economy
Approach, the Economic Security Framework and the
INFORM initiatives. The following page display the
theoretical framework of the Integrated Phase
Classification, the only reviewed initiative where the 20
assessed characteristics are present.

The frameworks with less relevant characteristics are
those “stuck” at the academic or experimental level and
never operationalized/piloted and/or lacking specific
tools, templates or communities of practices (the second
or third often being a direct consequence of the first).
They contributed to the debate on concepts and brought
new ideas or angles to the methodological discussion but
are not applied, or if so, only for small geographic areas.
This is particularly the case for some of the vulnerability
and resilience frameworks presented in this document.
Overall, the weakest characteristics of the reviewed
frameworks are:
e The lack of documentation or procedure to deal with
uncertainty (only 5 out of 39 include some),
e The lack of training package (only 12/39 have one),
e The lack of guidance on how to do the analysis (only
12/39 include guidance going beyond description,
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explanation or interpretation and offer forward looking
guidance),

e The lack of guidance on how to perform analysis in
group setting. Only 14 of the frameworks offer some
recommendations or procedures on collaborative
analysis.

e The scarce guidance on how to estimate severity
levels. 16 reviewed frameworks only provide
guidance on severity.

The degree of accompanying or support guidance
varies considerably from one framework to another.
Some have a large panel of tools, templates and
guidance available, e.g. the Integrated Phase
Classification or the OECD Resilience Framework, while
others have virtually none, e.g. Livelihood Resilience
Framework.

The review highlight significant confusion, overlap
and missed opportunities around definition and use
of basic concepts. For instance, definitions of
vulnerability differ so widely that the term is useless in a
humanitarian context without further specification.
Recent so called “vulnerability assessments” in Ukraine,
Nigeria or Jordan misuse the concept, conflate its
meaning with deprivation of basic needs, poorly specify
the vulnerable system, the hazard people are exposed
to, the attributes at risk from this exposure and the time
period considered.

The issue goes beyond terminology and definitions. The
hybridization of concepts from different traditions or
school of thoughts contributes to considerable confusion
regarding appropriate and clear conceptualizations. In
the climate change context for instance, the most
prominent interpretations of vulnerability are contextual
vulnerability and outcome vulnerability. These
interpretations of vulnerability are based on different
definitions and conceptual frameworks, they produce
different rankings, and they suggest different strategies
for reducing vulnerability.

Another finding is the lack of connection between
school of thoughts. Some measurement traditions
have evolved in parallel and simply never connected or
learned from each other. For instance, poverty
measurement in the last decades evolved considerably
and moved away from the welfarist concept (poverty
defined as level of income) to focus on basic needs and
capabilities. In its current conceptualization, poverty
presents disturbing and unexploited similarities with the
measurement of unmet needs so familiar to
humanitarian workers. Other concepts, developed in
circles closer from the humanitarian world, are better
integrated into humanitarian thinking and
methodologies, such as the OECD, IFRC and FAO
resilience frameworks, or the livelihood frameworks.
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Integrated Phase Classification - Theoretical framework, 2012

Vulnerability: (Exposure, Susceptibility, and Resilience to specific
hazards events or ongoing conditions).

o Livelihood Strategies {food & income sources, coping, & expenditures)
e Livelihcod Assets thuman, financial, social, physical, & natural)

o Policies, Institutions, and Processes

Acute Events or Ongoing Conditions
{natural, socio-economic, confiict, disease and others)
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Our criticism over misuse of concepts and definitions is
not simply of academic concern. Socrates posited a long
time ago that the beginning of wisdom is the definition of
terms. Designing a robust analytical framework requires
clarity over its primary purpose and the associated
concepts. Given the diversity of decision makers and
contexts which require situation analysis, the design of
an analytical framework is as much political as a
scientific task. The underlying normative, ethical or
philosophical preferences/assumptions behind the
framework MUST be specified. This requires extreme
attention to definitions, concepts and their interrelation or
intersection. This also entails being transparent
regarding ontological, epistemological, and
methodological stances. According to Pat Bazeley
(2013), analysis is laid on the foundation of our
understanding about how the world works, what makes
it what it is (ontology); and how we, as human beings,
can understand and learn about that world and
especially about the world of people (epistemology).

The review highlight a constellation of frameworks
available for situation analysis, each providing with
a particular piece of the puzzle. Each reviewed
framework was built with a purpose in mind and comes
with a unique set of theoretical, conceptual or
measurement model, often attached to a particular
school of thought or definitions. We examined how the
different concepts intersect conceptually and the
possible connections between the different framework

Non Food Security Specific
Contributing Factors:
» Disease
» Water/Sanitation
« Health Social Services
« Others ...
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1° Outcomes — ——
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Consumption

Quantity &
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Assets & Strategies.,
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Classification of Acute Phase
(current or projected) and Chronic Level

families and their value for situation analysis. We

propose a classification of frameworks in the diagram

next page, designed to orient the readers to the ones the
most relevant, based on the type of analysis and focus:

e Analysis of the pre-crisis conditions, vulnerabilities to
an existing hazard and aggravating factors.
Vulnerability, livelihoods and resilience frameworks
are particularly relevant to this understanding and
analysis.

e Analysis of the event or shock itself (conflict,
earthquake, tropical cyclone, etc.), its magnitude or
force (e.g. Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale for
earthquake, Conflict barometer classification for
conflict, Saffir-Simpson scale for tropical cyclone,
etc.). Those frameworks were not specifically
reviewed, but readers should know that a large body
of literature exist for each type of event.

e Analysis of the impact of the event or shock. Impact
is defined in this document as the primary effect(s) of
a shock (houses destroyed, crop losses, number of
people displaced, etc.). Different foci exist, depending
if we want to understand impact on systems (markets,
rule of law, governance, water networks, public
infrastructure, etc.) or people (displacement,
demography, income, assets, livelihoods, etc.). The
scope and scale of impact is highly dependent on the
pre-existing vulnerability to the shock and the
capacity/resilience of the system and/or the
population to cope with the effects of the shock. Here,
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some segments of the MIRA, displacement,
Integrated Phase Classification and livelihood
frameworks are relevant for consideration.

Analysis of the current outcomes resulting directly
from the event’s impact or from a previous situation.
We refer to “outcome” as secondary/tertiary
consequences of the disaster, such as reduced
purchase power, change in consumption or health
seeking behaviour, physical or mental health, etc.
Distinction can be made between chronic or newer
outcomes. Several layers of outcomes can be
distinguished. For instance, the Integrated Phase
Classification differentiates primary and secondary
outcomes, ICRC Economic Security framework has
three levels: short, medium and long term. ACAPS
has two levels (first level focusing on access,
availability, use, awareness and quality, and the
second focusing exclusively on physical and mental
outcomes). In addition to the initiatives already
mentioned, we add the MIRA, poverty, Household
Economy Approach and the wellbeing frameworks as
relevant for consideration.

Analysis of the anticipated outcomes, projected or
forecasted, so as to ensure analysis covers the period
during which programmes will take place. This
anticipative analysis entails both projection (how
outcomes will evolve if no additional assistance is
provided, taking into account upcoming and certain
events such as winter, lean season, etc.) and
forecasting (what might happen if specific risks or
scenario unfold, including new or aggravated impact
or outcomes). To be noted that projection and
forecasting can apply to future or potential shocks,
impact or outcomes equally. A very limited number of
frameworks reviewed detail procedures for
anticipation. The Integrated Phase Classification and
the INFORM Risk framework are the only ones
offering “real” guidance on this field. To be noted that
risk involves elements of vulnerability, resilience and
livelihoods frameworks.

Analysis Framework Review — July 2017

Qualitative and quantitative data and approaches are
both used to populate frameworks and process data.
However, relevant frameworks for humanitarian
settings all adopted a mixed approach, likely adapting
to the challenges and difficulties to obtain timely data
during crises. Indicators used to populate the
frameworks are highly dependent on the function and
purpose of each. In the absence of clear indications
regarding the purpose of the future framework, we limit
our observations to the type of data and approaches
commonly used. We group the most relevant
frameworks around two axes, one based on the type of
approach, and the other based on the type of data. Only
abbreviations of the AF are represented in the graph.

Quantitative

1 HESPER MPHI
PATs RIMA
IPC INFORM RISK
VAF INFORM GCSI
HEA
EcoSec
MIRA
-‘C% VCA
o BNA
2 Resilience (OECD, IFRC)
<
Qualitative Data Quantitative

From the visualization, we observe that the reviewed
frameworks can be divided into three categories,
depending on their reliance on quantitative data and
methods (indices or composite measures such as
INFORM, RIMA, Multi-Dimensional Poverty Index,
INFORM) or qualitative ones, e.g. Hesper scale, Poverty
Assessment tools, etc. Some frameworks fall in a middle

Link between the different framework’s families and relevance for situational analyses
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category and use both approaches and data, such as the
Integrated Phase _Classification, the Vulnerability
assessment framework from Jordan, the Household
economy Approach, the MIRA, the Vulnerability and
Capacity Assessment, etc. The majority of AFs in this
category are applied for humanitarian purposes and use
mixed approaches and data obtained through secondary
data review, surveys, field assessments, focus group
discussions, expert judgements, etc.

Other common features can be derived from the review.

The most relevant frameworks all:

1. Are “easily” developed from available data,
secondary AND primary, qualitative AND quantitative;

2. Enable temporal and spatial comparisons;

3. Be feasibly applied at multiple scales (households,
community, livelihood zones, admin levels, etc.); and

4. Possess subjective and objective elements.

5. Are transparent on limitations and information gaps

We focus here only on the last two points as the other
ones are rather obvious and logical in a humanitarian
setting. Objective vs subjective measures have been
object of long controversies over the last decades.
Subjective has come to represent things less
meaningful, whereas objective has come to represent
things important. Our point is not which measure
provides with the most accurate results, but rather about
what is feasible in humanitarian settings and under time
pressure. Most of the data we collect at the early stages
of an emergency is subjective. At later stages, more
objective measures are performed, when resources and
time are sufficient. Considering the current data
landscape and the strong push for accountability and
voicing the affected population, measurements should
plan for both objective and subjective measures, and
account for limitations inherent to both types (subjective
measures, for instance, suffer from many systematic
biases). Wellbeing and some poverty frameworks are
particularly relevant for consideration when planning to
insert subjective measures in an analytical framework.

In addition, information gaps are quite common in
humanitarian crises. Relevant analytical frameworks
provide with a way to measure the impact of uncertainty
and sources of errors on the final conclusion. The
INFORM risk Index and the Integrated Phase
Classification both recommend transparency and
honesty about uncertainty and offers tools for this. Other
tools, e.g. MIRA, mention the issue but don’t offer
practical recommendations or tools to address it.

Analysis Framework Review — July 2017

Specific Findings

At this stage of the review, we take a step back and make
the following observations on key requirements of an
effective analysis framework for situation analysis:

e The time dimension is key to situational analysis and
require conclusions to be dynamic. Richard Garfield
(2012) summarized it as “What can yesterday and
today tell us about today and ftomorrow?”. The most
relevant frameworks reviewed all support strategic
thinking, are forward looking and use baseline
information to compare the before and after. Some
frameworks have a redundant applicability.
Vulnerability, livelihoods and resilience/capacity
frameworks can be used to support an understanding
of the past, the present but also the future. Events or
shocks create new vulnerabilities or aggravate
existing ones, and this has influence for
understanding the likely impact or outcomes of
potential new events. This implies feedback loops
and redundancies that need to be embedded in the
framework and the supporting guidance.

e Impact and outcomes: One thing leads to another. As
explained earlier, events have immediate or direct
impact(s), e.g. houses destroyed, displacement,
which in turn create (negative) outcomes, e.g. cold at
night, fear, etc. Both notions call for conceptual
differentiation and an understanding of linkages,
levels of consequences or association between
causes and effects. The review shows that for each
level, specific frameworks already exist or can be
developed. We could see these as collapsible
frameworks, or frameworks within the framework
(similar to a Russian doll). Some are specifically
about events or shocks, e.g. conflict frameworks,
some apply specifically at the impact level e.g.
displacement, economic losses, etc. and some other
at the outcome level, e.g. wellbeing, poverty, etc. The
way we define outcomes depends entirely of what we
are intending to measure. In the humanitarian sector,
outcomes are generally measured in terms of living
standards, or the degree to which (basic) needs are
being fulfilled. Three practical questions, of direct
interest for the JIAG and the design of an analytical
framework for situation and needs analysis, emerge
from this:

o Whatis a need?

o Which needs should be considered in a
humanitarian context?

o By which underlying mechanism do needs
interact, connect or cumulate to lead to
humanitarian outcomes?
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e Knowing outcomes (type, number, relationships and
underlying mechanisms) is insufficient. From this we
obtain only a list of problems, and such list is only
useful if we can prioritize issues and provide decision
makers with the necessary information to design a
proportionate, timely and appropriate response.
Priority setting is a difficult undertaking. It requires an
answer to three questions:

o What is the degree of negative consequences,
suffering or harm for each outcome and overall
(severity),

o How acceptable are those outcomes? (thresholds
based on different considerations, e.g. normative,
ethical, moral, physiological, social, etc.),

o What response to a given degree of severity and
unacceptability is appropriate and proportionate?3

The difficulty with the last questions is dual: the lack
of a universal list of severity thresholds applying
across contexts and human beings, and the absence
of agreement on a methodology for aggregating the
severity of conditions across people, needs/sectors
and geographic areas. In the reviewed frameworks,
thresholds are very often qualitative (Household
Vulnerability index), not prescriptive or open to
adaptation  (Economic  Security  Framework),
sometimes so much that it defeats comparability
between country initiatives.

In the following sections, we focus on these questions
and use the results from the review to provide the JIAG
with examples, lessons and recommendations. We
discuss the concept of needs and detail some AFs who
attempted to define their nature, number and types. We
follow with a discussion on the severity concept and a
classification of methodologies and initiatives for
establishing severity levels, drawing heavily from the
work of Aldo Benini on severity measures (2012-2017)

Defining “needs” in the humanitarian context.
Humanitarians focus on ensuring minimum living
standards are accessible to an affected population.
Practically, this implies that some needs, necessary to
survival and personal/societal development, are fulfilled
or satisfied.

When a shock occurs, we generally observe disruption
in or of access, quality, availability, awareness or use of
goods and services. The satisfaction of needs is
challenged and deprivation follows. This leads to unmet
needs, the actual difference between a preferred state or
condition, and the actual one.

3 The last question on appropriate and proportionate type of response is
not tackled in the review, as response analysis frameworks were discarded.

Analysis Framework Review — July 2017

Visual representation of the need concept, ACAPS
training on coordinated needs assessments, 2013
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A need is essentially a gap, or a deficiency. There is
an important difference between need as noun and need
as verb.

The noun need specifies a gap or discrepancy between
a state of being at present and a different desired state.
The need is neither the present nor the future state; it is
the gap between them. In a sense, a need is like a
problem that should be attended to or resolved. The
statement IDPs are thirsty and have less water on
average than before they were displaced, defines a need
as a noun.

The verb need is not a state of being but instead a
proposed act or solution to resolve the discrepancy.
identified. The statement IDPs need more water and
food refer to solution strategies, without specifically
stating a sense of the problem or the measured
discrepancy to be resolved.

According to James Darcy (2003): Very often in Needs
Assessments, the two meanings of ‘need’ get mixed.
Given the time and resource constraints frequently
involved, ‘assessment’ sometimes becomes a needs-
analysis and a response analysis process rolled into one.
When this happens, assessment teams jump
prematurely to solutions before identifying and
prioritizing needs or identifying underlying problems.
Good situation analysis separate problem analysis from
response planning. Maintaining the distinction between
these two elements is essential to maintaining
objectivity, and to producing results that are comparable
and can be aggregated. Making explicit the deficit, or
need, permits the consideration of specific solutions,
whereas failing to distinguish the two leaves confused
the prioritization, magnitude, and extent of needs to be
responded to.
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Unmet needs are identified during situation and needs
analysis, where people have needs that are not being
met or addressed adequately. When they are aware of
such needs, the awareness is often expressed as
demands. When people are not aware, the needs are not
expressed or latent. Needs analysis seek to uncover and
examine unmet needs, both recognized and latent.

Need is sometimes an absolute state (one needs oxygen
within 3-4 minutes or dies), but usually a relative state.
What is considered a need is influenced by one’s values,
prior experience, and assumptions. What is viewed as a
need often changes over time as the meeting of a basic
need permits the awareness of a less urgent need. As a
relative and progressive term, need is without widely
agreed boundaries. It must often be operationally
defined in each usage, according to history and current
context (Royce, 1982).

Need is a multidimensional concept. People have
multiple concurrent needs, and therefore, defining a
generic typology of humanitarian needs, i.e. what
constitute the basis for living standards, is not easy. We
detail hereafter three initiatives that are relevant to the
practical identification and definition of needs, for
consideration by the JIAG. They are the Maslow
pyramid, the Basic Needs and response analysis toolkit
and the Hesper Scale.

Maslow established in 1948 the well-known Hierarchy of

Needs, containing five stages:

¢ Physiological needs: These are the needs necessary
to maintain life: oxygen, food, and water. These basic
needs are required by all animals and are the primary
focus of infants.

o Safety needs: When an individual’s physiological
needs are met, the focus typically shifts to safety
needs, which may include health, freedom from war,
and financial security.

¢ Community and belonging: If safety and physiological
needs are met, a person will focus on the need for a
community and love. These needs are typically met
by friends, family, and romantic partners.

e Esteem: Esteem is necessary for self-actualization,
and a person may work to achieve esteem once
needs for love and a sense of belonging are met. Self-
confidence and acceptance from others are important
components of this need.

e Self-actualization: Self-actualization is the ability to
meet one’s true potential, and the necessary
components of self-actualization vary from person to
person. A scientist may be self-actualized when able
to complete research in a chosen field. A father might
be self-actualized when able to competently care for
his children.

In this categorization, humanitarians focus mostly on the
first two levels, physiological and safety needs.
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In 2013, Maya Semrau published her thesis on the
Humanitarian Emergency Settings Perceived Needs
Scale (HESPER) (WHO, Kings college London, 2011).
The Scale is people centered and defines perceived
needs as needs which are felt or expressed by people
themselves and are problem areas with which they
would like help.

26 items are being proposed in the scale:

1. Drinking water

2. Food

3. Placeto live in

4. Toilets

5. Keeping clean

6. Clothes, shoes, bedding or blankets
7. Income or livelihood

8. Physical health

9. Health care

10. Distress

11. Safety

12. Education for your children

13. Care for family members

14. Support from others

15. Separation from family members
16. Being displaced from home

17. Information

18. The way aid is provided

19. Respect

20. Moving between places

21. Too much free time

22. Law and justice in the community
23. Safety or protection from violence for women in the

community

24. Alcohol or drug use in the community

25. Mental illness in the community

26. Care for people in the community who are in their
own

In this classification, needs relate both to the individual
and to society. A need is a disposition of the individual
that, if met, gratifies him as well as continues the fabric
of society. If the need is left unmet for significant time, it
impacts the individual (mostly negatively) and alter the
fabric of society itself.

In 2017, the Cash Working group in Geneva mandated
Okular-Analytics to develop the Basic Needs and
Response Analysis Framework & Toolkit. The guidance
is still in draft version. The concept of basic needs refers
to the essential goods, utilities, services or resources
required on a regular or seasonal basis by households
for ensuring survival AND minimum living standards,
without resorting to negative coping mechanisms or
compromising their health, dignity and essential
livelihood assets.
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This definition is adapted from the Basic Needs
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Toolkit, the Economic Security Framework or MIRA have

Approach (ILO, 1976), one of the most significant
approaches to the measurement of absolute poverty in
developing countries. It attempts to define the absolute
minimum resources necessary for long-term physical
well-being, usually in terms of consumption goods. The
poverty line is then defined as the amount of income
required to satisfy those needs.

The Basic Needs Approach (BNA) views poverty as
“deprivation of consumption” (inadequate food, nutrition,
clean water, education, health, etc.) and is often
opposed to the capability approach (CA) in which poverty
is seen as “deprivation of opportunities” related to
lifestyles people value. When it is used as an input
(consumption) based approach, the Basic Needs
Approach fails to connect deprivation with people’s
values, aspirations and the result (well-being). Focusing
on consumption, the BNA aims to give the poor adequate
access to some minimum benchmark of consumption;
thus, assuring the poor of subsistence. The Capability
Approach, on the other hand, focuses on capacity
development of people rather than how much they
consume. The Basic Needs and Response Analysis
Framework & Toolkit and the tools developed consider
both aspects of wellbeing: survival and development
capacities. A review of basic needs literature, minimum
expenditure baskets and living standards provided with
an initial and comprehensive list of basic items that can
be adapted at country level, through participative
methods:

Category Items commonly included
Staple, vegetable, meat, milk, condiments, oil,
Food
sugar, salt, etc.
PR Water, containers, treatment, etc.
water
Shelter Rent, furniture’s, material, repair, etc.
Household Utensils, pots, mats, blanket, mosquito net, cooking
items set, etc.
Sanitation Clothing, washing, basic items (soap, toothbrush,

and hygiene pads, diapers, etc.)
School fee, uniforms, shoes, stationaries, books,

R transport, etc.
Healthcare Medicine, healthcare, delivery, baby Kkit, critical
event, etc.
Ener Cooking, lighting, charging, heating (kerosene,
9y electricity, firewood, charcoal, etc.)
All except education (transport to work, health
Transport
centre, markets, etc.)
:ilc?rTmunlca Phone, credit, internet, etc.

One need often hide another. The most relevant
analytical frameworks reviewed all present a
conceptualization of the effects and consequences of a
particular event, set or combination of events and the
progression  of outcomes, from drivers to
aggravating/underlying factors and up to humanitarian
outcome(s). Initiatives such as the Integrated Phase
classification, the Basic Needs and Response Analysis

all built-in cause/effect relationships in their frameworks.

Modelling cause-effect relationships has several

advantages.

e Identify the set of events or mechanisms that
contribute directly or indirectly to humanitarian
outcomes.

e Understand the drivers or causal mechanisms that
contribute the most to unmet needs. For instance,
increased food insecurity can be the result of lack of
food on the markets and/or lack or insufficient income
to purchase it.

e Separate symptoms from causes to allow the design
of programs that are relevant and address the root
cause(s) of the issue.

e When information is not available for one level, then
inferences based on information available at a lower
level can be used to draw assumptions or hypothesis.

Essentially, an effective theoretical framework should
read as a problem tree, display levels and relationships
between dimensions and provide with analytical outputs
for each step.

The diagram below, extracted from the draft guidance on
the Basic Needs Analysis and Response Toolkit, is the
most recent attempt of establishing a cause-effect
diagram, and was used as a basis for their theoretical
framework.

Sample cause-effect relationship diagram, Basic Needs
Analysis and Response Toolkit, 2017, Cash Working
Group, Draft.
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The Draft Guidance proposes some definitions and a
typology of underlying factors, based on the work from
ACAPS (2013). The following is an extract from the
guidance.

16



Underlying factors refer to the set of events or
mechanisms that contribute directly or indirectly to
humanitarian outcomes. For instance, increased food
insecurity can result from a lack of food on the markets
and/or a lack of sufficient income. Identifying underlying
factors allow to design programs that tackle the root
causes of the problem and not only their symptoms. A
typology of underlying factors commonly influencing
humanitarian outcomes is proposed in the diagram
below and can be adapted at country level, namely the
lack of availability, access or awareness of goods or
services, or issues related to the quality or use of the
services or the goods. Each of those categories have
sub-categories. For instance, access constraints can be
due to a physical problem (for example, the bridge is
broken or the roads are flooded), an economic problem
(for instance, loss of income or price inflation make
difficult for households to access health services
regularly) or safety issues, such as checkpoint or attacks
on the way to school.

Typology of underlying factors, Basic Needs Analysis
and Response Toolkit, 2017, Cash Working Group,
Draft.

Definitions and example are further provided for each

category:

o Accessibility: refers to the ability to access and benefit
from services and goods to as many people as
possible. It often has to do with the physical location
of services, but can also be influence by purchasing
power or security. Those who do not have
transportation means may not be able to travel some
distance to receive services. Although the residents
may know that the services are available and that
they are eligible to receive them, lack of
transportation, high fees or insecurity may prevent
their accessing services. Other than physical location,
accessibility issues can include inconvenient hours of
operations, lack of staff or facilities to meet the needs
of specific vulnerable groups (elderly, children), fee
for services, eligibility for services based on income,
age or geographic boundaries.
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o Availability: refers to the physical presence of goods
and services in the area of concern through all forms
of domestic production, commercial imports and food
aid. Availability of goods and services might be
aggregated at the regional, national, district or
community level.

e Awareness: The quality of being aware of the
existence of goods and services. Perhaps the first
consideration when looking at services in the
community is the simple question “do the community
know that service XYZ exists?”. If services exist but
are not visible or known to residents, then the need
may be for an information campaign rather than the
creation of new services (see: communication,
information).

e Quality: it refers to the degree of excellence of
something, the degree of benefits one can enjoy
when consuming a good or a service.

o Usability/Utilization: The extent to which a product
(such as a device, service, or environment) can be
used by specified users to achieve specified goals
with effectiveness, efficiency and satisfaction in a
specified context of use (see: practice, attitude,
knowledge, belief). Example: food utilization refers to
households’ use of the food to which they have
access, and individuals’ ability to absorb nutrients.

We leave now the need and outcomes concepts to focus
on the severity challenge.

Ranking and rating are mandatory features for the
future analytical framework. The most relevant
analytical frameworks reviewed were built to answer two
questions:

e How severely [vulnerable, in need, poor, deprived,
unhappy, etc.] is the affected population? This involves
rating a situation by qualifying the degree of harm or
negative consequences faced by the population
considered.

o What/who/where is/are the most in need of [supply,
assistance, services, etc.]? This involves ranking,
meaning ordering groups, sectors or geographical
areas based on the degree of attention to give them.

In the humanitarian field, the terms ranking and rating
translate directly into priority and severity. Severity
implies a measurement based on defined or agreed
outcomes (the intensity/degree of something harmful,
undesirable or unacceptable), while priority implies an
order of preference. In other words, priority is a relative
measure, while severity relies on anchors and absolute
metrics. Pushing a bit further the sometimes-incestuous
relationship between both concepts, a first priority
expressed by the affected population could be classified
as “of no concern” in a severity scale. This essentially
means that without an indication of the severity, priorities
fall short of informing on the significance of the problem
and only reveal a relative degree of preference. One
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other interesting point is that priorities can be derived
easily from severity metrics, but severity can’t be
established only using priorities.

In a period of funding scarcity, growing number of people
in need, push for “back to the basics” (e.g. basic needs
approach), and increased requirements for
transparency, priority as a relative concept does not
suffice anymore and, even when applied appropriately
and at cross sector level, is proving insufficient to satisfy
or inform appropriately. To be useful, an analytical
framework for situational analysis should support an
understanding/estimation of the severity of conditions
and outcomes faced by the affected population. Hence
the need for more absolute and outcome based
measurement.

The testing, use and application of both the severity and
priority concepts have suffered significant limitations and
challenges in the humanitarian sector, especially at
cross-sector level, for both technical and political
reasons.

If the technical feasibility of priority setting is established,
documented and follows same principles within and
between sectors, its political acceptability is significantly
challenged at the cross-sector level. Priority setting
across sectors is perceived as favouring one sector
compared to some others, and “risk” skewing funding in
one direction rather than another one. Thus, strategic
and inter sectoral documents cautiously avoid cross-
sector prioritization4, often under pressure of sector’s
representatives.

The use of the severity concept at the cross-sector level
has for a long time been object of hot debates (e.g.
Needs Assessment Task Force, humanitarian
dashboard, MIRA, etc.), to the point where cross-sector
severity became “topic-which-must-not-be-named” in the
highest humanitarian spheres. The argument mirror the
passionate debate between lifesaving and non-life
saving sectors, the unfortunate fact that not all sectors
fall in the same categories of the Maslow’s pyramid and
the fear that lifesaving sectors would receive more
attention and funding than “non-life saving” ones. As a
result, any recent attempt to discuss, agree or solve the
cross-sector severity challenge at global level failed
rather lamentably, suffered long and painful death (e.g.
the humanitarian dashboard) or was heavily censored
(Humanitarian _population figures guidance, 2016
IMWG).

4 A quick research brought this document, as a point in case. JORDAN REFUGEE RESPONSE INTER-
SECTOR WORKING GROUP Priorities for the Jordan Humanitarian Fund Call for Proposals August 2016
available at http://reliefweb.int/report/jordan/jordan-refugee-response-inter-sector-working-group-
priorities-jordan-humanitarian-0

52016 ACAPS Severity measures in humanitarian needs assessment, purpose, measurement,
integration.
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Beyond the political acceptability of severity measures,
aggregating severity estimates from several needs areas
or sectors is challenging. In the absence of global
guidance, practices vary considerably from one
operation to another® and uncoordinated cross-sector
severity initiatives started proliferating a few years ago
(UC ranking system in Pakistan 2008, Syria SINA 2013,
Whole of Syria Severity Scales 2016-2017, OCHA
prioritisation tools 2013-2017, INFORM Global Crisis
Severity Index 2017, Score card vulnerability
assessment UNHCR Jordan 2015, etc.).

Technically, defining severity criteria and thresholds is a
difficult (however not impossible) undertaking. It implies
deciding on grades of severity (classification) and which
observed conditions (or combination of) qualify for a
given interval of acceptability (thresholds), based on how
acceptable those conditions are. Thresholds can be
derived from historical data (last 5-year average, etc.),
international or national standards (e.g. SPHERE,
Cluster guidance), participative methods (e.g. focus
group discussion or expert panel), the data itself (cut-off
points established based on the data). Normative,
ethical, cultural, social and physiological considerations
can intervene in the definitions of thresholds. Working
with severity estimates also requires methods and
recommendations for measuring/aggregating the
intensity or degree of negative outcomes at different
levels (population group, geographical area, event, etc.).

In the absence of empirical validation, severity
classifications and thresholds often require a strong
consultation and consensus among actors before to
become used and accepted. In the next paragraphs, we
focus on decrypting the common ways severity of unmet
needs is measured in the reviewed frameworks.

Aldo Benini in his note on Severity measures in
humanitarian needs assessments (2016)8 reports that
severity measures in the humanitarian domain fall
broadly into two categories:

1.Measures directly related to humanitarian sectors
(food security, WASH, protection, etc.) for the most
part come in the form of rating scales (HNO Whole of
Syria 2016, 2017). The benefits of this approach are
its “relative” simplicity (each sector needs to define a
severity scale), its easy implementation (results can be
determined through secondary data review and
complemented through field data collection) and
operational value (allow for profiling of geographical
area). The limitations are several. People in Need
numbers per sector are often missing or all-
encompassing, and the methodology for aggregation

https://www.acaps.org/sites/acaps/files/resources/files/acaps_technical note severity measures a
ug 2016 0.pdf

6 Benini, Aldo (2016). Severity measures in humanitarian needs assessments - Purpose,
measurement, integration. Technical note [8 August 2016]. Geneva, (ACAPS).
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across several sectors is not commonly agreed. In
addition, since sectors define their number and types
of outcomes differently, they are often not comparable.
Several of the adaptation of the MIRA framework
follow this approach. We also find a detailed
description of this method in the Humanitarian
population figures guidance, 2016 IMWG.

2.Measures not defined in terms of sectors result from a
combination of indicators that cover several
dimensions of the crisis. Common dimensions include
vulnerability, intensity, exposure:

e Vulnerability is the degree to which an affected unit
lets a given event type cause harm.

e Intensity is the strength or degree of harm.

e Exposure is scope and scale of affected units,
expressed chiefly as population or area.

An example of this approach in the humanitarian
domain is the Risk index from INFORM or the Global
Crisis Severity Index. Outside the humanitarian realm,
well-being and sometimes poverty frameworks fit this
category.

The main output of those two categories is a severity
classification at the geographical level. In other word, in
those models, severity is an attribute of the location, not
affected people (Severity = intensity X size). This is not
entirely satisfying for humanitarian programming
purposes (although probably enough for geographical
targeting) as the intensity of unmet needs generally
varies across a given population and location.

More interesting are the population-distributed models,
allowing to identify the number of people in a given
severity class, rather than the total number of people
living in a geographical area with a severity class X.
Benini (2016) also highlighted existing models or
initiatives offering this feature as the most promising. He
indicates: Plausibly, the intensity of unmet needs varies
from “no need” to “death as a result of deprivation”. The
distribution of the population over this range can take
variable shapes. If the intensity has a metric (e.g., the
probability of death attributed to a particular unmet
need), it can be represented as the distribution of a
continuous variable.
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Distribution of needs, Benini et al, 2016.
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Only a few of the reviewed frameworks offer this feature:
The Integrated Phase Classification, the Household
Economy Approach, the Basic Needs and Response
Analysis Toolkit, the Multi-Dimensional Poverty Index,
the Household Vulnerability Index and the Vulnerability
assessment in Jordan.

The most advanced, documented and successful
analytical framework using the population distributed
model is without any doubt the Integrated Phase
Classification, due to its 5 points scale (more
discriminatory power than 3 points scale and severity
classifications), its large use in the humanitarian sector
(available in more than 40 countries) and its applicability
to the most challenging environments (rely on field data,
expert judgement and secondary data).

It is important to note that for population distributed
severity models, the severity of conditions is calculated
at people’s level (individual or household) and allow for
aggregation or inferences (if the sampling is adequate)
at the population group and/or geographical area level.

The next section focuses on practical recommendations
and steps for the development of an inter sector
analytical framework, based on the findings of the
review.
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Roadmap for developing an analytical framework

Despite recent improvements in assessment policy,
guidance and practice, emergency responders still
struggle to make sense of data in complex and dynamic
situations. Large amounts of data are now generated but
attention to their utilization lags behind. The link between
problem and response analysis remains weak, and
assessment information often remains unused and
poorly documented in response plans. Recent
declarations at the World Humanitarian Summit
requested increased efforts in relation to coordinated
assessments, but left humanitarian organisations to
identify how further improvements could be achieved.

Reframing the analysis concept for humanitarian
settings. Improving analysis in the humanitarian sector
first requires defining what analysis means and how the
sense making process differs in humanitarian settings,
compared to other fields of expertise (statistics, data
science, etc.). Ten parameters are proposed to frame the
analysis challenge in humanitarian settings.

Parameters challenging analysis in humanitarian setting

o Time pressure: Emergencies’ working environment is
challenging and constraining to quality and credible analysis.
Good analysis requires time and focus (Few, 2016). The EU
recently spent four million Euros and three years of research
on reducing the impact of cognitive biases on analysis to
arrive the exact same conclusion: Slow down (Recobia
project, 2012).

o Cost of being wrong: The wrong decision potentially leads
to death or additional/avoidable suffering.

o Complexity. Environments are dynamic and often fast
changing, calling for frequent updates and assessments

o Costly decisions: Analysis inform multibillion dollar
decisions. 23.5 Billion dollars are requested in 2017 for 101
Million people in need (Global Humanitarian Overview 2017).

o Need for transparency: More than ten years ago, James
Darcy (According to needs, 2003) wrote that the third
purpose of assessments was to justify decisions (behind
programming and influencing). This is more probably the first
one, as the recent push for more independent assessments
shows (Grand Bargain 2016).

o Information overload: Some countries are information rich
(Philippines, etc.) and demand adapted skills, approaches
and procedures to differentiate signal from noise.

o Incomplete data: Information gaps cripple analysis and
require assumptions and their careful interpretation.

o Ambiguous data: Use of different definitions, standards and
methodologies create inconsistencies. The more data, the
more inconsistencies, and the more attention, time and
resources required to make sense of it.

o Collaboration and agreement: The need to agree on
results to ensure buy in and use of the data doesn’t come
without challenges, especially in a humanitarian system
where collaborative analysis rules are virtually inexistent.

o Trust issues: Distrust among partners sometimes impedes
information sharing and agreement. Despite policies and
white papers recognizing the importance of data and
evidence based decision making, humanitarian operations
more often than not are politically rather than data driven.
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Any initiative aiming at improving analytical capacity,
methodology, framework, tool or procedure should be
designed keeping those challenges in mind.

Principles for analytical framework design

1.Speed: The analytical framework should be simple and
intuitive enough to be deployed and used quickly in crisis
situation, with limited facilitation or coordination required. It
should be designed to be used across different types of
assessments (in 72 hours, two weeks, bi-annual, etc.)

2.Pragmatic: Specific arrangements should allow for
integration of various type of data, qualitative or quantitative.
Under time pressure, the framework could use only expert
judgment and secondary data.

3.Scalable: Degree of details (e.g. admin 0, 1, 2, 3,
humanitarian profiles level 1, 2, 3 and 4, etc.) should be built
in to deploy simpler or more complex version of the analytical
framework, with the possibility to use higher or deeper level
categories without modifying the core structure of the
framework. In a sense, the frameworks should be composed
of several frameworks with varying degrees of details.

4. Modular: The framework should allow to add contextual or
additional dimensions to a core module, depending on the
context, objectives, time and resources (conflict vs sudden
onset, current vs anticipative, conditions vs. capacities, etc.).

5. Cost: The analytical framework deployment, implementation
or use should call for minimal additional expenses or
support. The cost of the analytical infrastructure should link
or be proportional to the appeals volume.

6. Quality and credibility: Rigorous and tested procedures to
mitigate the impact of biases should be applied across the
analytical process. The credibility of conclusions should be
measured and rated to inform on the degree of uncertainty
attached to important conclusions.

7.Consensus: Degree of consensus or dissent on final
conclusions should be duly noted and communicated.
Specific procedures for use in collaborative settings should
be provided as to mitigate the impact of individual or group
biases on the final conclusions.

Practical steps for the development of the analytical
framework include:

Function, definitions and concepts

1. Identify the core function of the analytical framework
and the key question(s) it will answer, decisions it will
inform (e.g. programming, resource allocation,
prioritization across groups, admin areas, sectors,
etc.) as well as the programming phase for which it
will be used (lifesaving, re-establishing access to
basic services, early recovery, etc.). If easier, plan for
a modular approach, e.g. one framework for
emergency response and one iteration for early
recovery, etc. Summarize the objective of the
framework with a catchy sentence. For instance, the
INFORM risk index is the probability that a country will
require additional assistance in the next 6 months.
MIRA identifies current and forecasted priority needs,
etc.

2. Clearly state the philosophical, normative or ethical
stances or values system supporting the framework
and their historical background (e.g. basic needs and
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capability approaches, right, needs or risk based,
minimum living standards, etc.). At a minimum, the
framework should be needs and risk based to fit
information requirements for strategic thinking.

. Cautiously and systematically define concepts (e.g.
needs, vulnerability, risks, impact, humanitarian
outcomes, etc.) and how they intersect or link
analytically. Ensure consistency between definitions
to avoid conceptual overlapping and confusion. Make
sure definitions are internally consistent, then check
externally with existing literature and school of
thoughts. Make sure conceptual differences with
existing literature are justified and explained.

Getting started with the theoretical framework
4. Select and

review the theoretical frameworks
displaying cause-effect relationships and rebuild the
chain using differentiated levels for both Impact and
Outcomes categories. Relevant frameworks to review
are MIRA, Integrated Phase Classification, Basic
Needs Approach (Cash Working Group, Draft),
Economic Security Framework (ICRC). This will
provide with a skeleton for the theoretical framework,
and help define underlying mechanisms,
humanitarian outcomes, and their respective levels.

. Build impact and outcomes levels so one can be used
as a proxy to the next level outcome if information is
unavailable (see Integrated Phase Classification,
Basic Needs and Response Analysis Toolkit and
Economic Security Frameworks for reference).

. Once done, rearrange the framework as to highlight
analytical levels (Description, Explanation,
Interpretation, Anticipation) and analytical outputs
(Humanitarian profile, crisis severity, humanitarian
constraints, underlying factors, etc.). For an example
see the MIRA framework UNICEF 2015.

. Test the scalability (the ability of the different
dimensions or pillars to collapse into higher or lower
level dimensions) and modularity (the ability of the
framework to accommodate or plugin additional
modules such as a particular organisation capacity,
future risks, new programming phase etc.). The
INFORM Risk index and Global Crisis Severity Index
accommodate this last feature.

. Stay “category-of-analysis” neutral and universal. A
category of analysis is the level at which you will be
able to breakdown your framework, e.g. for displaced
vs. not displaced, urban vs rural, wash vs health,
conflict vs sudden onset, male vs female, etc. Refrain
inserting those elements in the framework, as the
framework should be used at each category level.
Avoid mentioning “sectors” at this stage. Refer rather
to cross concepts such as damages, losses, assets,
livelihoods, demography, systems, goods, services,
physical or mental conditions, etc. Design for
universality and ensure your framework can be
applied at any group, sector or geographical area
level. MIRA proposes standards categories of
analysis and was built to avoid this pitfall.
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Built-in severity focus

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Before to start any work on the analytical framework,
test appetite and support for built-in severity
estimates in the analytical framework. Consider that
in the current humanitarian landscape, creating a
new analytical framework without tackling severity is
rather meaningless (the MIRA is already doing a
decent job at this).

Severity is a “project within the project”. Establish a
specific technical working group in charge of the
development of the severity model and ensure
technical/expert consultation for thresholds and
classification. Time bound the project so experts
don’t have the time to rotate. Partner with
universities and scientific bodies to support the
project, e.g. Karolinska Institutet, Joint Research
Centre. Link with the INFORM sub-group initiative on
Global Crisis Severity Index.

Build on existing frameworks and agreed
methodology and benefit from previous initiatives,
testing or academic/scientific validation. Integrated
Phase Classification is the most recognized
population distributed severity model in use in the
humanitarian sector. Look also into Multi-
Dimensional Poverty, result of hundred years of
debates, consultation, testing and who benefitted
from the involvement of several Nobel prices.
Design severity measures so they compare across
crises types, e.g. sudden-onset, protracted, etc.
Severity of unmet needs should be measured the
same way and based on same indicators type,
regardless of the setting, e.g. rural/urban, type of
crises or population group.

Plan for all data situations, when the needed
information is primarily available from sectors or
from not sector specific data.

Design the severity scales and select thresholds for
different levels of aggregation: households,
community, affected group and geographical area.
Two scales are essentially required, one for
classifying severity at the population group level, and
one at the geographical area level. Make sure
boundaries for the scale are non-overlapping and
precise as to avoid excessive adaptation. Avoid the
easy way out and proposing only an example.
Method and rigor are required, and giving too much
choice or room for adaptation is dangerous and not
conducive of any comparability. Consider expanding
on the Integrated Phase Classification reference
tables for ease of future integration.

Opt for a collapsible scale, e.g. a 7 points scale that
can collapse into a 5 and 3 points scale when and if
necessary, offering established and comparable
intervals with existing initiatives (IPC, Multi-
dimensional Poverty Index, Household Economy

Approach, sector severity scales, etc.). Think
‘response  analysis” and design severity

classifications so they match
programming phases.

response and
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Measurement model

16. Develop an analysis plan detailing a hierarchy of
preferred indicators, from objective (count,
registration, etc.) to subjective (expert opinion,
population perception, etc.). Detail substitution,
complementarity and aggregation procedures.
Provide with most likely sources and data collection
techniques for each information required.

17. Think your framework as a database and an index:
each pillar and sub-pillar would receive a numeric
value and processing would provide with an overall
and single result, indicating crisis severity. Thinking
‘index” forces designers to account for different
types of data but also to decide on and establish the
relationships between pillars, sub-pillars and
indicators (additive or multiplicative, etc.).

18. As much as possible, chose metrics available from
existing and granular country datasets (DHS, MICS,
Census), so as to ensure a baseline is available and
comparability is possible over time.

Getting finished with the analytical framework

19. Peer review the theoretical framework. Compare
analytical outputs with strategic documents
templates and information needs (HNO, situation
analysis, etc.) to assess the degree to which
information needs are covered.

20. Test the comprehension of the framework when
totally collapsed or expanded. You might end up with
two versions of the theoretical framework, one for
external communication (simple and intuitive) and
one internal and more detailed for technical
purposes and database design.

21. Pilot and test the use of the framework and the
severity classification system (link with the GCCG
and the INFORM sub-group on Global Crisis
Severity Index initiatives) in several countries to pilot

Evaluating evidence......
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methodology and more specifically scales across
several crises types. During trials, run both indicator
and sector based model and try to identify and
discuss the reasons for discrepancies. Compare
results with other existing country initiatives to test
validity, e.g. priority index from Netherland Red
Cross, if available. Refine the model if necessary.

Analysis guidance and standards

22.

23.

24,

The analytical framework MUST be accompanied
with guidance, tools and templates. We recommend
at a minimum an analytical workflow with
accompanying procedures, tools and list of
analytical outputs.

As mentioned earlier, analysis in humanitarian
settings is challenging and unique (see list of ten
parameters earlier in this section). Each context is
different. The focus of the guidance must be on
ensuring good enough, quality and credible analysis
in humanitarian settings and implies a shift of
attention from data quality to analysis quality. We
recommend JIAG to develop analytical standards,
providing end users with a rating of the overall
process that led to the conclusions. Some criteria for
judging the quality of a conclusion (ACAPS/CDC
2016) are represented in the graph below. Take
inspiration from the only reviewed framework
offering a minimum of practical analytical guidance,
the Integrated Phase Classification.

Develop simple ways to measure and communicate
uncertainty to end user’s. This goes beyond the
treatment of missing values and implies considering
the different ways identified or potential sources of
errors impact the final conclusions (confidence
levels or intervals, margin of errors, etc.).

...and use of evidence

Evaluating one piece of evidence Evaluating a body of evidence Evaluating conclusions

O

» Usability / fitness for use «  Usability / fitness for use * Strength of the knowledge base
* QObjectivity (source «  Objectivity (source reliability) = Number/importance of key
reliability) = Accuracy and validity (methods) assumptions used to fill info
* Accuracy and validity *  Credibility (corroboration, gaps
(methods) plausibility) * Strength of the underlying logic

(analytical technics uses)
» Degree of consensus among

subject experts
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Link with existing initiatives

25. Several existing initiatives are looking into similar or
related topics. Opportunities for partnerships should
be assessed with the following groups or initiatives.
(This list is probably not exhaustive as it was drawn
from memory):

The Common Information Management Systems
initiative is developing and currently looking into
analytical frameworks, under the leadership of
OHCHR.

The Protection Information Management Initiative
is starting a working group on analytical
framework, under the leadership of DRC.

The Basic Needs Approach from the Cash
Working group is aiming at finalizing its draft
guidance in October 2017.

The Joint analysis project from the GCCG started
in 2017 under the leadership of the Food Security
cluster

The INFORM sub group on Global Crisis Severity
Index

The Integrated Phase Classification

The working groups working on the
recommendations of the grand bargain on
improving humanitarian assessments

The CDC/ACAPS training and guidance on
humanitarian analysis

The ACAPS/JIPS training on collaborative
analysis

The CAIM training

The Secretary General is currently looking into
integrated analysis and just release a report on
improving UN situational awareness’

The DEEP platform that will (most likely) be used
to populate the Global Crisis Severity Index

The HDX data literacy pillar

The final consideration is around coordination and
project management. The development of the Analytical
Framework per se is difficult but not impossible.
However, its piloting and validation will require additional
funding, dedicated leadership, strong and stable
technical expertise. The governance and funding model
of INFORM, IPC and the OECD resilience initiative are
relevant for consideration by the group.

7 https://www.stimson.org/sites/default/files/file-

attachments/UNSituationalAwareness FINAL Web.pdf
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MIRA Frameworks Date: 2012 - Now

By IASC NATF, IMWG Inspiration: IRA 2006, Humanitarian Dashboard,
Needs Analysis Framework, INFORM, RSAT

Reviewed initiatives: Coordinated Data Scramble, Data Entry and Exploration Platform, UNICEF
multi-sector framework, Global Crisis severity index, Needs Analysis Framework

Featured framework: Adaptation of the MIRA framework, UNICEF 2016
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Guidance & tools Country use: 19
2012 Provisional Guidance Colombia, Yemen, Tajikistan, Kirgizstan, CAR, Philippines, Haiti,
2015 Final Guidance Nepal, OpT, Ivory coast, Pakistan, Somalia, Kenya, Bangladesh,

South Sudan, Syria, Libya, Ukraine, Burundi

Languages Russian, Spanish, English, French Training packages 2
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Overview. MIRA is commonly applied or referred to in the humanitarian sector and evidence of use or adaptation can
be found in nearly 20 crisis countries. Developed by the Needs Assessment Task Force in 2012, the provisional version
of the MIRA included a skeleton of theoretical framework but little details on how to practically use it. In 2015, the revision
of the MIRA gave an opportunity to refocus the guidance on analysis rather than data collection and a theoretical
framework was developed, supported by a comprehensive annex dedicated to the information required to fill the
framework.

The main pillars and sub pillars of the MIRA theoretical framework focus on;

e Scope and scale of the emergency provides an understanding of the nature of the conflict or hazard and pre-existing
vulnerabilities or underlying factors. Analytical outputs include the geographical areas affected (to the lowest possible
administrative levels), the effects of the crisis on the availability and access to main goods and services, an estimate
of the number of people affected, and the humanitarian profile (detailing whether the population is displaced, in which
setting, etc.).

¢ Conditions and status of the affected population describes the humanitarian outcomes of the crisis and their severity.
These include mortality rates, morbidity, nutritional status, food insecurity, psychological trauma, among others. New
emerging vulnerabilities, threats, or risks are identified in order to forecast and anticipate how the crisis might unfold
in the coming months. Analytical outputs include estimates of people in need per sector and the severity of conditions
(i.e., people at risk, moderately or severely in need).

e Humanitarian access describes the ability to access people in need and the ability of people in need to access services
provided by the humanitarian community. Both physical and security issues are included. Analytical outputs include
an analysis of access constraints and an estimate of the number of people in need who don’t have regular access to
humanitarian assistance.

o Capacities and response looks at the human, material, and financial resources available for the response. It describes
the coping mechanisms of the affected population as well as the response being mounted by the humanitarian
community and the national authorities. Analytical outputs include resource and response gaps.

The analytical outputs for each pillar of the framework should provide an overview of the current situation, how it differs
from the pre-crisis situation, and its likely evolution in the coming months. As a result, it enables identification of critical
response gaps and current or forecasted priority needs. Information gaps that affect confidence in the final results should
be noted and communicated.

Since 2012, the MIRA theoretical and conceptual framework were refined, linking the pillars with humanitarian population
figures and adapting/improving especially the pillar dedicated to the conditions of the affected population. Despite
improvements, work remains to be done to fully operationalize the MIRA framework, especially in relation to the
measurement of the severity of conditions, the computation or forecast data and the aggregation of severity
measures/estimates across sectors and in terms of standard field data collection forms.

Over the years, various initiatives have built on the MIRA framework and tried to use it as a reference for data collection
and analysis. Five particularly have been selected for the review (in addition to the official MIRA guidance), the
coordinated data scramble, the Data Entry and Exploration Platform (DEEP), the UNICEF multi sector analysis
framework, the Global Severity Index and the Needs Analysis Framework.
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The MIRA Guidance (2012-2015, IASC). Despite mitigated successes, the MIRA remains the most promoted or used

assessment guidance at the
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The Coordinated Data Scramble (2015, IMWG) is an initiative of the Information Management Working Group in 2016,
helps to shape a common situational awareness through procedures designed to improve sharing of data during
emergencies

The CDS involves pre-emergency planning and collaboration to help identify Who the decision makers are; What key
guestions decision makers need answers to; What data (& analytical techniques) are needed to help inform the answers
to these questions; What tools and techniques can be used to monitor the timely availability of information, and to
improve access to this information.

Trello dashboard for the coordinated data scramble

HOME TOUR BLOG Sign Up Log In

Visually collaborate with anyone, anywhere. 1R R 618 (C8 8 or learn more about Trello

cDs template @ PFublic « Show Menu

Being searched for (DOING) Identified data (DONE)

Instructions General Needs (TO-DO)

- A
Coping Mechanisms
= oz

Contact:
datascramble@digitalhumanitarians.c
om with any guestions

Background
Administrative Boundaries

How to use the board Health Facilities

=Rl

1 ]

Color coding: GREEN = crisis scope
and scale. YELLOW = Humanitarian
Access. PURPLE = Capacities and
Response BLUE = Humanitarian
Ouicomes

Terrain & elevation

-
Transport network

L]
Settlements

Operational Lessons Learned
= oz

Socio-economic profile
= moe

Coordinated Data Scramble Trello Dashboard, 2017

The coordinated data scramble was activated and used in at least two sudden onset emergencies: Ecuador and Haiti
2016. Further efforts are being put into the initiative to develop specific information needs list per type of disaster.

If the initiative makes direct reference to the MIRA framework, it doesn’t per se allow to process the information so as
to reach higher level analytical outputs such as priorities and severities, but will rather map the data and information
products available that are providing with this type of information.

Reference documents
https://sites.google.com/site/commonoperationaldataset/other-country-specific/cds
A list of information needs, based on the MIRA framework, is available at https://trello.com/b/e0C9Zytk/cds-template
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The Data Entry and Exploration Platform (2017) is an online software developed to support secondary data review.
A specific section of the platform is dedicated to crisis monitoring and include an adaption of the MIRA framework that
allow on-the-fly capture of relevant pieces of information. This is the first version of the framework that is broken down
per humanitarian sector, making the framework explicitly multi sectorial.

In this iteration and operationalization of the MIRA framework, several changes were made to the original framework:
e The pillar “humanitarian access” was separated from the main framework as it is a cross sector pillar and information
would repeat if information is captured at the sector level.

Similarly, a cross pillar on communication and population profile appeared, in order to account for communication
with beneficiaries and population displacement in a more systematic way.

In addition, a Context pillar was implemented to capture contextual events or trends.

DEEP Data entry screen, 2017

The igaianArmy b s et mose hn 47 Bk Hara st wer -1 -| [ ccer | @ save | > swvemnenr | woreracs —
TEXT MAGE
The Nigerian Army has said that more than 447 Boko Haram terrorists were killed between April and June, while troops lost 10 zoldiers in two clashes. The Theatre Commander of Operation Lafiya Dole. Maj. Gen.
Ibrahim Artahiry, who said this on Thursday during a briefing in Mziduguri, Bomo State. In the period under review, our troops conducted severzl clearance operations 1o rid the hinterlands of fleeing Boke Haram
elements, 260 settlements were cleared and 404 Boke Haram insurgents were killed.
[ ]
£
Context Overview WESTEISESRP M Stskeholders  Economy  Society and Community  Hazard developmems  Lessonslearmt  Keyevents  Risk
Fopulation Frofils fnarian Frofile pul D Profile  Population with speci !
BoB
C ication C ication means Chall needs gaps
Humanitarian access Relief 1o beneficiaries  Beneficiaries torelief  Physical Constraints  Humanitarian access gaps
PILLAR SUB-PILLAR WASH Livelihood Food Protection Sheher NFI Health Nutrition Education Crosa Agriculture Logiatic
Drivers/aggravating
factors
Systems disruption

This is also the first time that the framework is directly linked to the reporting, where each pillar/ sub pillar become a
chapter/sub-chapter of the final report.

The DEEP is currently piloted to monitor >150 countries. In its new release from June 2016, user can adapt their analysis
framework based on their own information needs.

Reference documents
www.thedeep.io
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Guidance note on Multi-Sector Analytical Framework (2016, ACAPS/UNICEF) was developed through collaboration
between ACAPS and UNICEF Led Clusters and Areas of Responsibility (AoR) in 2016.

The analytical framework was created to support the identification of informational and analytical needs for the wider
humanitarian community, including the development of Secondary Data Reviews (SDRS).

The guidance describes the analytical framework components and the information required to populate them; describes
how and when the framework can be used; illustrates how partners can use the framework, and shows how it can
produce data to support preparedness efforts.

Notable in the UNICEF version is the explicit inclusion of analytical outputs in the main theoretical framework and for
each pillar, as well as the refined focus on key metrics as the analysis progresses and the pillars collapse into deeper

analytical conclusions.

UNICEF Multi sector analytical framework, Final version 2016
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The UNICEF Framework was never published and, to the extent of our knowledge and as far as evidence goes, has
never been used nor circulated widely.
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The Global Crisis Severity Index (2017, INFORM, draft). Improving the response to humanitarian crises and disasters
requires a widely-shared understanding of their severity. There is no universally agreed way to measure/estimate or
categorize severity in the humanitarian system and existing methods are not widely adopted or face a number of
technical challenges. In 2015, a small group of experts started to review existing methodologies and proposed to create
a sensitive, regularly updated and easily interpreted model for measuring crisis severity that will assist decision-makers
and contribute to improved effectiveness and coordination in humanitarian action. This work has been carried out by a
technical working group, guided by a larger group of organisations convened under the INFORM initiative - a multi-
stakeholder partnership of humanitarian and development organisations, donors and technical partners. The framework
developed is still experimental and is based on a review of existing tools, an initial scoping workshop in April 2016, a
further technical workshop in

December 2016, and a prototype Global crisis severity index, Draft, INFORM sub group, 2017
method proposed early 2017.

The group proposed that an CRISIS SEVERITY
analytical  framework  for Conations of the
measuring  crisis  severity Impact of the crisls (20%) affected people (50%)

should include dimensions that
tells: 1) about the impact of the
crisis itself, in terms of the
scope of its geographical,
human and physical effects; 2)
about the conditions and status
of the people affected; 3) about
the complexity of the crisis, in
terms of factors that affect its
mitigation or resolution (Figure

1). These dimensions and their
constituent components have
been determined through
. Moderate needs
The group excluded ‘pre-
existing vulnerability’ from the

model because it does not
measure the current status of a crisis and should already be de facto included in any assessment of the number of
people in need. In addition, its inclusion may ‘blur’ the purpose of the model, when other tools are available that can tell
about risk and vulnerability (e.g. INFORM). ‘Capacity’ for response was also excluded from the model, since it does not
directly affect the severity of a crisis in real time. Furthermore, there is no universal concept of capacity to respond,
since it depends on the actor/s in responding. The model is designed so individual organisations can add a capacity
dimension, which is tailored to their own circumstances and decision-making processes.
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The crisis severity model is a composite indicator, which brings together around 30 indicators about the specific crisis
or the affected country, which directly or indirectly measure the components proposed in the analytical framework. The
data comes from a variety of reliable sources, including international organisations, research centres, and media
analysis. All the indicators are categorised on a scale of 1-5, where 5 represents a higher contribution to overall severity.
This categorisation is based on thresholds developed through assessment of past crises and expert opinion. These
scores are then aggregated into components, dimensions and the overall severity category based on the analytical
framework, and using a combination of arithmetic and geometric average. The three dimensions are weighted according
to their contribution to severity: impact of the crisis (20%); conditions of affected people (50%); complexity (30%). The
weightings are currently a best estimate and will be refined using expert analysis and statistical methods.
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The needs analysis framework (NAF) (2007, IASC CAP sub working group). The Needs Analysis Framework is a
tool developed in 2007 by the CAP sub-Working Group to help Humanitarian Coordinators and IASC Country Teams
organise and present existing information on humanitarian needs in a coherent and consistent manner, so Humanitarian
Coordinators and IASC Country Teams could use the framework as a blueprint to consolidate existing needs
assessments and analyse them prior to developing a CHAP (what is called now the Humanitarian Response Plan).
Needs Analysis Framework, CAP sub-working group, 2007

The Framework is nothing more, and nothing

less, than a structure to document findings
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Coping Strategies & Capacities coping  capacities  and analysis, com[.)arllson bet_vx{een populations
strategies are overwhelmed by and areas within a crisis context, and
the cumulative effects of sector- . .
specific and underlying factors,  Ad0regate mforma’Flon.to an overall context

'. level. The assumption is that the NAF can be

created from information that is already

Sector-specific factors — access .
to basic services, food and available. Country teams may adapt the
goods; current knowledge  framework to the context, customising it by
levels and practices — can ) .
impact either posively or removing headings that are not useful, and
Demographics :Tf'nmh'i‘i'w_ en  communily  5qding those that are.
Underlying factors influence the
risk that a community will fall  Hymanitarian crises are the result of the
victim to a hazard or crigis. i i
_ There are many interlinkages COMPlex interaction of a large number of
Economic between underlying factors factors; and these are represented by the

Context ﬁiﬁﬁ?;ﬁgﬁg different sections of the NAF. The underlying
:gﬁiﬁu:":’“"ay f:f:";?-po Si;:'g elements are mterdgpender?t, and proplems
effect on govemnance. multi-causal. These interactions may differ in
Socio-cultural each context. To establish insight in

Context LI causalities and interdependence, when
needs related to a specific area have been
defined, one should ask basic questions like
‘what may have caused or contributed to
these needs’, and ‘how does this factor
influence other areas of concern?’ Needs
analyses are used to better understand the interdependence of these factors and their impact on the overall
humanitarian situation. Ideally, for each crisis the interagency country team should develop an analysis model,
specifying the key variables and the relations between them in their particular context. Such a model helps focus
attention on what information to collect, the nature of the relationship between variables, and to determine how each
contributes to the humanitarian outcomes examined.

Excess Mortality

Governance

Community Capacities

Environmental
Context

Underlying Factors

The NAF model shows clearly the inter-linkages of different factors in a typical humanitarian crisis. Each element
represented in the diagram should be assessed both in its own right and as part of the overall analysis. The result of
the NAF should be a clear picture of needs and their causes — leading to the best possible decisions about prioritising
resources for effective humanitarian action
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Of particular interest in the evolution of the MIRA framework between 2015 and 2017 is the multiple changes and
adaptation of the pillar “Conditions and status of the affected population”, demonstrating the attempt of the humanitarian
community to understand better and refine how to measure the (severity of the) conditions faced by the crisis affected
population.

Elements previously included such as physical disruption of key infrastructure were moved to the first pillar Scope and
Scale as not directly related to humanitarian conditions and in order to keep only information related to conditions, risk
or vulnerabilities in the second pillar.

Onion Model for humanitarian population figures,
IMWG, 2016

This neater separation allows to use the framework pillars as
categories for calculating humanitarian population figures. The
pillar Scope and Scale result in the number of people affected, the

pillar Humanitarian outcomes provide with the number of people in Situation Analysis
need, etc. MIRA, HNO
It is notable that the MIRA framework is not totally aligned with the FisshAppest
onion model available in the 2016 Humanitarian profile Support Trarted HRP
guidance: Humanitarian Population Figures, which does not take g
into account the people in need with limited humanitarian access. / Reached —
\ eriodic
Monitoring
Reports

Link between Framework pillar and humanitarian population figures, ACAPS/CDC Analytical thinking training package,
2016
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Poverty Frameworks Date: 1700 - today

By OPHI, UNDP, Governments, etc. Inspiration: Basic needs, capability approach, etc.

Reviewed initiatives: Multi-dimensional poverty Index, Sida poverty conceptual framework, Basic
Needs Approach (Cash Working Group), Poverty Assessment Tools

Featured framework: The Multi-Dimensional Poverty Index, OPHI, 2010
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Training packages: 3
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Overview: The concept of poverty takes its origin in social ethics. Essentially, to think about poverty means to identify
individual situations which are judged unacceptable, that means unfair, unjust, in a given society. Thus the concept of
poverty arises basically from normative considerations, in regards to equity.

Poverty cannot be analyzed without referring to our conception of the desired equality in the framework of the social
arrangement. Poverty measurement means the production of numbers by which we can assess the overall degree of
poverty in a given society and by which we can identify the members of this society which are to be considered as poor.
To decide which numbers we are to produce, we need a theory about the object we want to measure. The fact is that
there are different theories on poverty. This part is central in the sense that the concept of poverty mirrors the basic
structure of the social arrangement, more specifically the conception of justice and equity, which prevails in this society.
In the practical work of identifying and measuring poverty in a society, a lot of methodological choices are made,
reflecting implicitly, if not explicitly, the social philosophy supporting these choices. It is important to be as conscious as
possible of the ethical paradigm dissimulated in apparently inoffensive technical choices, since, through policies leaning
on these measurements, the whole social structure will be deeply affected.

The idea of equality also faces an important difficulty, the basic heterogeneity of human beings: With a same level of
freedom, different persons won’t necessarily realize the same achievements. In well-off households, it can happen, due
to cultural factors, that some or even all household members suffer from malnutrition. People having the same resources
have not necessarily an equal freedom to the same achievements: due to metabolic differences, same aliments are not
transformed in equal amounts of nutrients, so that an equal income does not insure access to the same quality of
nutrition for different persons. To sum up: One of the consequences of «khuman diversity» is that equality in one space
tends to go, in fact, with inequality in another.

The literature on poverty is extremely abundant and characterized by an unusual level of ambiguity relative to economic
theory. It provides many different definitions of what poverty is, each concept obviously leading to a particular
identification of the poor. The three main schools of thought concerning poverty are the Welfarist school, the Basic
Needs school, and the Capability school. As will be seen, while these three approaches differ in many ways, they all
imply that « something », to be defined, doesn't reach a level considered to be a reasonable minimum. That is, a person
is judged to be poor whenever he or she is lacking, with respect to the reasonable minimum, the particular « thing » in
guestion.

Common domains of individual or social life where poverty is revealed are listed below:

. Nutrition / Food Security

. Health / Sanitation

. Income

. Birth Control

. Assets

. Education / Information

. Housing

. Land / Agriculture

. Protection/civil security

. Personal Dignity

. Public Expenditure / Good
. Credit

. Social Implication

. Vulnerability to Crisis

. Housework

. Economic Infrastructure

. Labour

. Rights / Liberties /freedom
. Self-perception

. Clothing

©O© 00N Ok WN PP

NP RPRRRRERRRRRR
QO OWWNOOUNAWNEO

34



Analysis Framework Review — July 2017

School of thoughts. A dominant doctrine since two centuries, in the western industrialized world, is a welfarist theory
better known as utilitarianism. It has been developed as a strictly economic view of the best social arrangement,
dominated by two concepts: growth and efficiency. Equity is a by-product of aggregate utility maximization, and then
consists of equal marginal individual utilities. Income determines the utility level. Poverty is then defined as a socially
unacceptable level of income and poverty alleviation policies will mostly try to increase the productivity of the poor. For
the welfarist, «something» means economic well-being. Economic wellbeing is sometimes referred to as economic
welfare. Utility itself is conceived as a psychological feeling like happiness, pleasure, desire fulfilment generated by
commodity consumption. The term «standard of living» is another term sometimes used to refer to economic well-being.
An example of the definition provided by the welfarist approach is: "Poverty" can be said to exist in a given society when
one or more persons do not attain a level of economic well-being deemed to constitute a reasonable minimum by the
standards of that society. The welfarist school is currently the dominant approach and until recently was seen as the
unigue norm. In fact, as a leader among organizations, the World Bank strongly promotes the welfarist concept, and
defines poverty in absolute terms. The bank defines extreme poverty as living on less than US$1.90 per day, and
moderate poverty as less than $3.10 a day.

The basic needs school transposes the equity debate from social theory to the policy area and proposes that some
types of poverty must be identified and eradicated, with a short-term perspective. It identifies a small set of achievements
corresponding to the satisfaction of some basic needs, and requires that poverty alleviation policies insure as quickly
as possible that everybody achieves these basic satisfactions. Strictly speaking, this school is not guided by welfarist
objectives, neither by freedom considerations, but essentially by humanitarian preoccupations. This school considers
that the «something» that is lacking in the lives of the poor is a small subset of goods and services specifically identified
and deemed to meet the basic needs of all human beings. The needs in question are called «basic» in the sense that
their satisfaction is seen as a pre-requisite to quality of life; they are not initially perceived as generators of well-being.
As Lipton says, you have to "be" before you can "well-be”. Instead of focusing on utility, the attention is here on individual
requirements relative to basic commodities. In the traditional BN approach, the basic goods and services usually include:
food, water, sanitation, shelter, clothing, basic education, health services, and public transportation. As we can see,
these needs go beyond the needs necessary for existence, generally known as minimal needs which only include
adequate nutrition, shelter and clothing. Even before addressing the issue of what means «enough», the subset of basic
commodities is understood to be different according to sex and age: children, and women require specific health
services, basic education may mean primary school enrolment for a 7-year old child and functional literacy for an adult,
etc. The definition of poverty adopted by the government of the Philippines is an example of this approach taken in its
broad sense: ... the sustained inability of a family to meet its basic needs for survival (food and nutrition, water and
sanitation, health and clothing), security (income, shelter, peace and security), and empowerment (basic education and
functional literacy, psychosocial and family care, and participation in political process). One of the main problems which
confront this school is the simple determination of what the basic needs are. This school ranks second to the welfarist
school in importance. Although its origins date to the early 1900s, it did not truly take form until the 1970s, when it arose
in reaction to the inattention paid to the needs of individuals.

In contrast to welfarism or Basic Needs is the capability approach to equity. The space where equality should be
looked for is the freedom space, consisting of a set of specific capabilities defined in reference of corresponding types
of achievements called «functionings». Poverty is then defined in reference to a subset of capabilities identified as
«basic capabilities», and by unacceptable deficiencies in these basic capabilities. For this school, the "thing" that is
lacking refers neither to utility nor to the satisfaction of basic needs, but to human abilities, or capabilities. The capability
approach differs from welfarist evaluation in making room for a variety of doing and being as important in themselves
(not just because they may yield utility, nor just to the extent that they yield utility). In this sense, the perspective of
capabilities provides a fuller recognition of the variety of ways in which lives can be enriched or impoverished. So,
functionings are achievements, where having utility is an example, while capability to function refers to the liberty to
choose from among different functionings. Since “acting freely and being able to choose are, in this view, directly
conducive to wellbeing”, the value of someone's life is better seen in terms of capabilities than functionings. The
capability school will thus consider as poor a person that doesn't have the possibility to achieve a certain subset of
functionings. Therefore, for this school, "something" means neither utility nor satisfied basic needs, but some capabilities
seen as minimally acceptable.
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Three main approaches to poverty — Mapping of key dimensions and sub-dimensions, Louis-Marie Asselin,
Anyck Dauphin, 2001
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Basic needs

Agreeing on the significance of the term "poverty" is insufficient for identifying the poor. It is not sure that what we would
like to measure is actually measurable or is measurable at a low cost. In fact, neither economic well-being, nor the
satisfaction of needs, nor the capacities of an individual, are directly observable. Given these conditions, it becomes
necessary to use proxy indicators that allow for the approximation of what we refer to by the term poverty. For instance
to measure economic wellbeing, the total annual household expenditure can be used. A poverty indicator should not
be confounded with a poverty measure neither with a poverty index. Poverty measures or indices require that we go
further with the poverty indicator, by giving a precise meaning to a critical level usually called poverty line.

The three poverty concepts discussed above, by specifying what is missing differently, necessarily favor certain
indicators over others. Good proxies for economic well-being, are not necessarily the same as good proxies for basic
needs satisfaction or capacities. Without studying how each indicator is situated in relation to the three schools (because
there are many indicators) we will try to determine which ones are preferred by each school.

¢ For the welfarist school, an individual is poor when he/she lacks economic wellbeing. The subjectivity of the concept,
combined with the fact that it is unobservable, makes evaluation of economic well-being very hazardous. As a result,
the welfarist school falls back on income and expense type indicators. While recognizing the limited influence of these
variables, they are nonetheless preferred over other indicators because they do not favor one good over another, thus
leaving room for the preferences of individuals.

e Once again, it is difficult and costly to directly observe the satisfaction of basic needs. Indicators favored are thus
proxies of their satisfaction. We can think of indicators in the area of nutrition, education, health, lodging and clothing,
favoring indicators of accomplishment with respect to indicators of access. For example, an indicator such as the
number of cases of certain diseases per 100,000 inhabitants (tuberculosis, etc.) would be preferred to the number of
doctors per 100,000 inhabitants.

¢ On the other hand, the capacity school favors access indicators above all. Desai (1995), who tried to make the
approach operational, also suggested using the death rate and life expectancy, disaggregated by sex and age group,
to judge the capacity of individuals to prevent avoidable death and iliness, as well as all indicators of basic needs
satisfaction. In terms of capacity to socially interact, Desai proposes using indicators of rights to associate with others.

Reference documents
OPHI 2009 An introduction to the Human development and capability approach
Louis-Marie Asselin, Anyck Dauphin, 2001, Poverty Measurement, A Conceptual Framework
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The Global Multidimensional Poverty Multi-Dimensional Poverty Index, MPHI, 2017
Index (2010, MPI) was developed by the

Oxford Poverty & Human Development
Initiative (OPHI) and the United Nations

Nutrition
Development Programme. It replaced the
previous Human Poverty Index and uses Health ) .
different factors from the previously Chald sy
mentioned school of thoughts to determine
poverty that constitute poor people’s
experience of deprivation — such as poor Three Years of Schooling
health, lack of education, inadequate living Dimensions = Education
standard, lack of income (as one of several of School Attendance
factors considered), disempowerment, poor Poverty
quality of work and threat from violence.
This new measure of poverty is now favored Cooking Fuel
for the following reasons: — Living %;::2“011
Standard Electricity
e Income alone can miss a lot. For Floor
example, economic growth has been Assets

strong in India in recent years. In contrast,
the prevalence of child malnutrition has remained at nearly 50 per cent, which is among the highest rates worldwide
(Citizens’ Initiative for the Rights of Children Under Six, 2006).

e Poor people themselves describe their experience of poverty as multidimensional. Participatory exercises reveal that
poor people describe ill-being to include poor health, nutrition, lack of adequate sanitation and clean water, social
exclusion, low education, bad housing conditions, violence, shame, disempowerment and much more.

e The more policy-relevant information there is available on poverty, the better-equipped policy makers will be to reduce
it. For example, an area in which most people are deprived in education is going to require a different poverty reduction
strategy to an area in which most people are deprived in housing conditions.

e The multidimensional measurement method (developed by Alkire Foster), can be used for additional purposes. In
addition to measuring poverty and wellbeing, OPHI’'s method can be adapted to target services and conditional cash
transfers or to monitor the performance of programmes.

The global MPI is released annually by OPHI and the results published on its website. It is an international measure of
acute poverty covering over 100 developing countries and complements traditional income-based poverty measures by
capturing the severe deprivations that each person faces at the same time with respect to education, health and living
standards. The MPI assesses poverty at the individual level. If someone is deprived in a third or more of ten (weighted)
indicators, the global index identifies them as ‘MPI poor’, and the extent — or intensity — of their poverty is measured by
the number of deprivations they are experiencing. These characteristics make the MPI useful as an analytical tool to
identify the most vulnerable people - the poorest among the poor, revealing poverty patterns within countries and over
time, enabling policy makers to target resources and design policies more effectively.

Reference documents

OPHI, Multidimensional Poverty Index, 2011, Brief Methodological Note
2010 OPHI GMPI

2017 OPHI Methodological notes

OPHI resource centre
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Conceptual framework on dimensions of poverty (2017, Sida). In 2017, Sida updated its Perspectives on Poverty
policy paper (2002) to reflect on new developments and challenges faced by poor population. The model is a conceptual
framework to be referred to and used in Sida’s different processes and
introduce a structure for multidimensional poverty analysis (to be
developed in 2017). According to this model and in line with the policy
framework, poverty is not only about the lack of material resources but also
other poverty dimensions such as the lack of power and voice. Hence,
according to Sida’s definition, a person living in poverty is resource-poor
and poor in one or several of the other dimensions. The underlying
understanding is that poverty is complex. Knowledge about this complexity
and how it is manifested for different groups of people is fundamental to
being able to define effective policy measures and approaches to reduce
poverty. The four dimensions assist in identifying the main ways in which
poverty manifests itself and how it is experienced by people living in poverty.
The four dimensions also help identify groups of people living in poverty. All
the poverty dimensions are interlinked. In most cases, multiple deprivations
interplay to push people into poverty — and to keep them there. For example,
being poor in terms of resources often implies being poor in terms of
opportunities, choice, power and voice, and vice versa. Being poor in terms
of human
security can
mean poverty in terms of opportunities, that is, the possibility
people have to develop and use their resources so as to
move out of poverty. Being poor in one dimension can also

Sida’s Poverty Conceptual Framework,
2016

Examples of questions to ask:

*Who lacks sufficient income, access to land or credit? Who controls and
benefits from these resources? Who does not?

*Who lacks power and woice at work, at home, in the community, inthe
society?

aggravate poverty in another dimension. Conversely,
improvements in one dimension can reduce poverty in
another dimension.

Resources: Being poor in terms of resources means not
possessing and/or having access to or power over resources
that can be used to sustain a decent living standard, meet

*Who lacks power over their own bodies?

*Who lacks the opportunity to express themselves freely and exercise the
right to vote?

*Who lacks confrol of the agenda for decision-making?Where? In the
household, in the community, in the parliament?

*Who lacks opportunities and choices to productive employment, to getan
education, access health services, or access financial services?

*Who lives in insecurity or suffers from violence? Where? In the household,

. . T atwork, on the street?
basic needs and improve one’s life. Resources can be both

material and non-material: a decent income or physical and human capital, such as being educated or have professional
skills, being healthy, having agricultural tools or a push cart to transport goods in towns. Resources can also be access
to natural resources and ecosystem services, such as land, clean air and water, goods and services from forests,
livestock and fish. It can also be having time and a social network, formal or informal. What resources a person needs
and has access to or power over is context-specific and depends on variables like gender, age, etc. Resources are
interlinked with the three other dimensions. For example, professional skills are linked to opportunity to find employment,
access to capital and land could be linked to power and voice, and health can be related to interpersonal violence in the
household.

Opportunities and choice: Being poor in terms of opportunities and choice concerns one’s possibilities to develop and/or
use resources to move out of poverty. The lack of opportunities and choice is both a consequence of poverty in the
other three dimensions and a consequence of a disabling context, such as the lack of access to education, health clinics,
infrastructure, energy, markets and information. Lacking resources, power and voice and living in insecurity negatively
affect the choices available and opportunities to escape from poverty.

Power and voice: Being poor through lacking power and voice relates to people’s ability to articulate their concerns,
needs and rights in an informed way and to take part in decision-making affecting these concerns. This applies to
decision-making in the private sphere and participation in public life and engagement with public institutions. It is
important to fully understand the channels that women and men, girls and boys have access to — and which channels
they may be excluded from. Power is a relational concept that allows us to better understand socio-cultural hierarchies
and relations of age, caste, class, religion, ethnicity, sexual identity, and not least gender. Reinforcing forms of
discrimination based on such socio-cultural relations may increase an individual’'s poverty in this sense. The lack of
power and voice therefore deprives people of the freedom to take part in private and/or public decision making that is
of fundamental importance to them.
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Human security: Being poor in terms of human security means that violence and insecurity are constraints to different
individuals’ and groups’ possibilities to exercise their human rights and to find paths out of poverty. Conflict and insecurity
are often volatile and rapidly changing, and a person’s security can differ radically depending on gender, ethnicity, age,
identity or in which region one lives. Generally, people already experiencing poverty or deprivation in other dimensions
are worst affected by conflict and insecurity. Besides the obvious harm and trauma that insecurity and violence cause,
it also has other severe effects that deprive the lives of women, men, girls and boys. Living in insecurity can make
parents stop sending their children to school; it can make farmers unable to harvest their crops or sell them in the
market. Insecurity can cause people to die from curable diseases because the hospital is not safe or perceived as not
safe. Violence and conflict makes people refugees, or they force people to stay home; for a girl or a woman, home can
be the most dangerous place. Being poor in terms of security often contributes to increased poverty in other dimensions
of poverty.

To understand the causes of poverty, the opportunities to move out of poverty, and the main risks that could aggravate
poverty, it is important to understand the context in which a person lives. Sida analyses the development context along
four areas: The economic and social context; The political and institutional context; Conflict/Peaceful context; The
environmental context. In the model, the development context has been added as an outer circle. The outer circle has
several functions. Firstly, it is the explanatory framework for the degree and dimensions of poverty (why). Secondly, it
also contains the main elements of a development analysis that explains opportunities and constraints for inclusive and
sustainable development, for resilience to risks as well as for people living in poverty to change their situation. Thirdly,
it provides an understanding of poverty at a structural level.

Reference documents:
SIDA 2017 Dimensions of poverty
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The Basic Needs and Response Analysis Framework & toolkit (2017, Cash working group, Draft) is part of an
ECHO ERC funded project to increase the uptake of Multi-Purpose Cash Grants (MPGs) in emergency responses for
more efficient and effective humanitarian action. The purpose of the Framework & Toolkit is to generate a better
understanding of changes since the beginning of the crisis, priority needs, capacities and preferences of affected people,
and constraints faced by people in securing what they need from local markets/service providers. The BNA framework
is at the cross road of the welfarist, basic needs and capability school and measure elements pertaining to the three
schools of thoughts. The Framework & Toolkit specifications were drafted in February 2017 after consultations with
members of the Cash Working Group at global level, and was tested in Nigeria in May 2017.

To guide data collection and analysis, a conceptual framework was designed based on feedback from a global and a
multi sectoral peer review group. The Framework & Toolkit was developed to consider primarily the needs and
preferences expressed by the affected population (demand), but also the operational environment and the
functioning/capacity of market and service providers (offer).

Basic Needs approach Conceptual Framework, Nigeria report 2017 (Draft not endorsed by the Cash working group)

Avg. cost  Seasonality of events i‘::?
Criticality Basic needs items per month  and cost (Jan-Dec) Disruption of .. Impact on...
] Food (Staple, vegetable, meat, milk, 1000
. 9 condiments, oil, sugar, salt, stc.) - Market
% Zanitation & hygiens |Clothing, systems and
A" toilets, washing, basic items (zoap, 1.200 - Use
toothbrush, pads, diapers, etc.)} TEREE
Potable Water (Water, contsiners, providers
700
treatment, etc.)
=, Educstion {School fee, uniforms,
m shoes, stationaries, books, 1.500
transport, stc.) Infrastructure I
Hezlth [Medicine, healthcare, and assets Quality
. delivery, baby kit, critical event, 500
stc.)
Energy for eating, cooking,
lightning, charging (kerosene, 200 4, Priorities
electricity, firewood, charcoal, stc) Income and
Awareness
Transport (Al except education cash sources
[transport to work, health centre, 100
markets, etc.)
7N Communication (Phone, gredit, 50
ﬂ internet, etc.) Health
seeking  Accessibility
Shelter (Rent, furniture’s, material, -
. m ter | 2.000 behaviour
repair, etc.)
HH items [Utensils, pots, mats,
' » blznket, mosquito net, cooking set, 250 Livelihoods
= etc)
. and Availability
: hﬂ Others (legzl services, taxes, 450 consumption

a livelihood inputs, etc.)

List of basic needs, Nigeria report 2017

c I included . . A
29N tems nclude The concept of basic needs refers to the essential goods, utilities,
Food Staple, vegetable, meat, milk, condiments, oil, sugar, salt, efc. R . R
services or resources required on a regular or seasonal basis by
Potable water ‘Water, containers, treatment, etc. hOUSGhO|dS fOf ensuring
Shelter Rent, furniture’s, material, repair, etc. . .. Basic Needs Approach
survival AND  minimum )
Household items Utensils, pots, mais, blanket, mosquito net, cooking set, eic. ||V| ng Standards WIthOUt U n d e r|y| ng fa CtO rS, 20 17
Sanitation/hygiene Clothing, washing, basic items (soap, toothbrush, pads, diapers, . ’ )
etc) resorting to negative coping
Education Scheol fee, uniforms, shoes, stationaries, books, fransport, etc. meChanismS or
Healthcare Medicine, healthcare, delivery, baby Kit, critical event, etc com prom ising their hea|th , |
Cooking, lighfing, charging, heating (kerosene, electricity, firewood, . B B
Energy o dignity  and essential - -
Transport All except education {transport to work, health centre, markets, etc.) |ive li hOOd assets. An in Itlal
Communication Phone, credit, intemnet. etc list of 10 essential items Production
QOthers Agricultural inputs, seeds and tools was SeleCted based on a

meta-review of existing
Minimum Expenditure Baskets and Living Standards. A category “other” allows
respondents to enunciate other items that they consider important for their survival
and minimum living standards.
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Of particular interest is the typology of underlying factors commonly influencing humanitarian outcomes (adapted from
ACAPS) proposed in the Nigeria BNA methodology. The BNA map first the processes and contributing factors
intervening in the generation of humanitarian outcomes, before to specifically focus on the measurement of accessibility,

availability and quality of/to basic goods and services.

Accessibility refers to people’s ability to access
and benefit from goods and services. It often
concerns the physical location of services (distance,
road access, bridges, etc.), but can also be
influenced by  purchasing  power,  social
discrimination or safety and security issues that
constrain movements.

Availability refers to the physical presence of goods
and services in the area of concern through all forms
of domestic production (e.g. agriculture), trade
(commercial imports), stock (food reserve,
contingency stocks, etc.) and transfer (aid or
subsidies or services) by a third party (the national
government, local authorities or humanitarian
actors).

Quality refers to the degree of excellence, benefits or
satisfaction one can enjoy when consuming a good

Causal chain, Basic Needs Approach, 2017, Draft

Vulnerability
&
Acute or ongoing events/hazards Drivers &
v ~ underlying
factors
Availability  Accessibility Quality
To/of goods and services

(

Humanitarian outcomes (1 level)

Infrastructure Livelihooc

& assets

Is & Income & Markets &
cansumption cash

€ seeking
providers behaviour

Humanitarian

—
outcomes

Humanitarian outcomes (2" level)

Moaortality

Morbidi

ity Mental health MNutritional status

—

or a service. Quality may depend on the number of people with the required skills and knowledge to perform a given
service or produce a good, but is also influenced by reliability (consistency of quality over time), diversity and security
of the provided service or good (i.e. water quality, sterilization of medical tools, etc.).

Contributing factors, Basic Needs Approach, 2017, Nigeria Report

Finances
Safety
Transfer
Trade
Physical
constraints
Reliability

Production
Discriminati

Reference documents:

Stock

Cther

Civersity

Basic Needs & Response Analysis Framework Report Nigeria, 2017

Skills

The contribution of underlying factors
to humanitarian outcomes is showed
using a Pareto chart in the Nigeria BNA
report. This type of chart is used when
analysing data about the frequency of
problems or causes in a process, when
there are many problems or causes
and it is important to focus only on the
most significant or when analysing
broad causes by looking at their
specific components.
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Poverty Assessment Tools (2008, USAID, Grameen Fondation, IRIS center). Though poverty measurements
capture only one dimension of vulnerability and lack a predictive function, poverty remains highly correlated with
vulnerability and can be useful, in addition to other measures, to an assessment. Poverty Assessment Tools and the
Progress out of Poverty Index are simple tools designed to help microfinance institutions (MFIs) target poor or extremely
poor clients in response to congressional requirements for poverty targeting. Among poverty assessments used by
MFls, only PAT and PPI “are directly derived from international or national poverty lines, have known levels of accuracy,

and are relatively simple to administer” (SEEP Network Social Performance Working Group, 2008).

Poverty Assessment Tools (PAT) were developed by Item PAT PPI
the IRIS Center at the University of Mary|and for Purpose Provide low-cost and accurate estimate of | Provide low-cost and accurate estimate of poverty
poverty incidence incidence
USAID They "al’e ShOI’t hOUSGhO|d queStlonnalreS F Measure change in poverty incidence through time
with 16 to 33 questions on topics ranging from Ll vl
. . Method Estimate percentage of population falling | Estimate percentage of population falling below
consumer durables OWnerShlp tO Educatlonal below absolute extreme poverty line using | absolute poverty line using a short set of proxy
B IR ; a short set of proxy indicators for house- indicators for household expenditures
attainment. The mdwujua! qugstlons havg been hold expenditres Poverty status s probabilstic
chosen to balance praCtlca“ty of lmplementatlon and Source of Existing data from recent national house- | Existing data from recent national household survey
i~ ” Information* | hold survey
the accu racy of a_ggregate poverty p_red|ct|ons Primary data collection by IRIS on nation-
(SEEP Network Social Performance Working Group, ally representative sample
2008) SO far, there are 37 COUntrieS Wlth deve|oped Denvatr_on Selects the most accurate model for each Unique process based in part on Logit regression
Method country from a pool of eight potential
PATs. regression methods
Types of Simple and practical Simple, objective, practical, and objectively
Indicators® Most indicators show variation over time verifiable
The Progress out of Poverty Index was developed by Indicators show variation over time
the Grameen Foundation with funding from CGAP = e o
and the Ford Foundation. The PPI consists of a -
K Poverty Lines® | Extreme poverty: Extreme poverty:
scorecard based on answers to ten questions about *  $1DPCE «  $1DPCE
-l H » Bottom 50% below national poverty e $2 DPCE (CEE countries)
household characteristics and asset ownership. fine B R R e
Scores are then interpreted in terms of the likelihood «  National extreme poverty line
. .. . e Other extreme poverty lines
that an individual falls below the poverty line. The Boartys i
score itself is not a measure of poverty, but a 2 JEDRGE
. . . e  $4 DPCE (CEE countries)
measure of poverty likelihood. PPIs are available for «  National poverty line
46 countries (Grameen Foundation, 2013). «  Other poverty fines
Data Collected in field by staff or other enu- Collected in field by loan officers
Collection merators not known by the interviewee
To be useful in Vu|nerabi|ity assessment, the PPl and Poverty Automated—done at office by customized | Can be calculated by loan officers or survey enu-
Calculation freeware computer program merators in the field or in the office by hand or with
PAT should be used to com plement other electronic device (e.g., PDA or computer)
vulnerability measures. The accuracy of a given tool Loy | Indiviaual client
] . B K e nalysis* Aggregated
depends on quality of national survey and “spatial -
) . ] } o, Poverty Not used for poverty targeting Used for poverty targeting
differences in underlying poverty relationships” (Ford | Targeting
FOUndation, CGAP, & SOCial Perform ance TaSk Transparency® | Enumerator does not see poverty score Enumerator sees poverty score
Scoring weights are public knowledge
Force’ 2010) They can bOth be Used to Segment Poverty Some indicators used for poverty tool do Indicators used for poverty tool are objective and
pOpUlationS by poverty |eve|_ AlSO, thOUgh both Monitoring” not vary or vary little over time vary over time with changes in poverty status

generate poverty scores at the individual or

household level, their use for individual targeting is contested. PAT was not designed for the purpose of stand-alone
use for poverty targeting. “PATs are calibrated to be accurate at the aggregate level and household-level
misclassifications are expected ... However, when used in conjunction with other measurements related to poverty,
income, assets or other targeting criteria, some organizations have used HH level PAT expenditure calculations for
analysis” (USAID, 2013). On the other hand, while also not designed for targeting, the developer of PPI has suggested
that individual level scorecards can be used for this purpose (SEEP Network Social Performance Working Group, 2008).
It is generally not recommended to use either tool for targeting, as the design of the tools is only statistically accurate at
a group level (Ford Foundation et al., 2010). Both PPl and PAT are simple to use, tested tools for assessing poverty
incidence. However, they only measure poverty ex post, rather than examining ex ante vulnerability. PPl and PAT
measures have been developed for a limited number of countries, not all of which have updated measures. Finally, they
do not distinguish “between urban and rural households, which will likely have different poverty characteristics”.
Distinctions between PPl and PAT may determine selection of one or the other, as described in the table attached
(SEEP Network Social Performance Working Group, 2008).

Reference documents:
Poverty Assessment tools
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Date: 1970 - today

Inspiration: 1970s Integrated Rural Development, 1990s
Sustainable Livelihoods, Chambers-Conway’s definition of

Livelihood Frameworks

By DFID, ICRC, Save the children, etc. .
livelihoods

Reviewed initiatives: DFID Sustainable livelihood framework, Livelihood Resilience Framework,
ICRC Economic Security Framework, Household Economy Approach, Integrated Livelihood

Vulnerability Analytical Framework

Featured Framework: Sustainable Livelihoods Framework, Scoones (1998).

INSTITUTIONAL
CONTEXTS, PROCESSES &
LIVELIHOOD LIVELIHOOD SUSTAINABLE
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Overview. Sustainable livelihood approaches are often used to complement vulnerability frameworks, which offer an
understanding of vulnerability at the household or individual scale. Sustainable livelihood approaches originally emerged
from the seminal work of Amartya Sen in the 1980s on inequality and famines, and later the work of Chambers and
Conway in the early 1990s (Ashley & Carney, 1999; Wisner et al., 2004). The concept of ‘Sustainable Livelihoods’
constitute the basis of different ‘Sustainable Livelihood Approaches’ (SLA) and has been adapted by different
development agencies such as the British Department for International Development (DFID). Sustainable livelihood
approaches are people-centred, fundamentally concerned with how people live their everyday lives and the constraints
that people face in pursuit of their livelihood goals (Ashley & Carney, 1999).

Sustainable livelihood approaches frame peoples’ livelihoods in accordance to peoples’ capacities, which are largely
based on their access to and combination of assets or capital, including human, social, physical, financial, and natural.
Accordingly, livelihood approaches aim to integrate an analysis of the capacities and assets available to individuals and
households with a wider understanding of the context in which people live and the institutional structures and processes
that constrain or support people’s livelihood assets and strategies.

Livelihoods are by definition about people. When referring to livelihoods, it is therefore always necessary to specify
whose livelihood is being spoken/written about. In practice, livelihood frameworks are used primarily to describe either
the livelihoods of individual households (HHs) or of entire livelihood groups. A livelihood group is a group of people who
share similar basic means of livelihood and lifestyles — the same main subsistence activities and social and cultural
practices — and face similar risks to their economic security (ICRC 2017).

Although the application of the livelihoods approach is flexible and adaptable to specific local settings and to objectives
defined in participatory manner, it underlies a couple of core principles (Kollmair et al., 2002):

o People-centred: People rather than the resources they use are the priority concern in the livelihoods approach, since
problems associated to development often root in adverse institutional structures impossible to be overcome through
simple asset creation.

e Holistic: A holistic view is aspired in understanding the stakeholders’ livelihoods as a whole, with all its facets, by a
manageable model that helps to identify the most pressing constraints people have to face.

e Dynamic: Just as people's livelihoods and the institutions that shape their life are highly dynamic, so is the approach
in order to learn from changes and help mitigating negative impacts, whilst supporting positive effects.

¢ Building on strengths: A central issue of the approach is the recognition of everyone's inherent potential for his/her
removal of constraints and realisation of potentials. Identifying these strengths rather than the needs and problems
is the starting point of this approach, in order to contribute to the stakeholders’ robustness and ability to achieve their
own objectives.

¢ Macro-micro links: Development activity tends to focus at either the macro or the micro level, whereas the SLA tries
to bridge this gap in stressing the links between the two levels. As people are often affected from decisions at the
macro policy level and vice-versa, this relation needs to be considered in order to achieve sustainable development.

e Sustainability: A livelihood can be classified as sustainable, if it is resilient in the face of external shocks and stresses,
if it is independent from external support, if it is able to maintain the long-term productivity of natural resources and
if it does not undermine the livelihood options of others.

Reference document
Martin & Marschke 2016 A Review of Vulnerability and Livelihood Frameworks
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The DFID Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (SLF) (1999, DFID) was established by academics and practitioners
working at UK Department of International Development in the 1990s in response to research dealing with issues of
vulnerability, livelihoods, and poverty. It was developed to gather an understanding and analyse livelihoods of poor
populations. This DFID framework has been widely applied by practitioners working within climate change, rural
livelihoods and disaster risk reduction research, and is based on an adapted version of Chambers Conway’s definition
of livelihoods: “A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets and activities required for a means of living. A livelihood
is sustainable when it can cope with and recover from stresses and shocks and maintain or enhance its capabilities and
assets both now and in the future, while not undermining the natural resource base” (DFID, 2000).

The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework is a people-centered approach to poverty reduction, focusing on the priorities
that people identify and the livelihood strategies that they adopt in the pursuit of these priorities. The framework provides
a broad overview of factors to consider relating to how people live and the strategies that they employ to achieve their
desired outcomes. In particular, the framework provides a checklist of the important factors that influence and shape
the livelihood strategies of the poor, while drawing attention to the linkages between elements considered.

The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework aims to consider how individuals and households make a living in light of their
differential assets and entitlements. Scoones defines a livelihood as comprising of “the capabilities, assets (including
both material and social resources) and activities required for a means of living” (1998, p.5). Further, a sustainable
livelihood is deemed as one that can “cope with and recover from stresses and shocks, maintain or enhance its
capabilities and assets, while not undermining the natural resource base” (Scoones, 1998). Livelihoods are considered
according to people’s assets, their objectives, and the livelihood strategies that they adopt in pursuit of these objectives.
Important to this are the feedback loops that shape elements within the framework, where livelihood outcomes influence
the livelihood assets of individuals and households, and therefore future livelihood outcomes. Also of importance is how
transforming structures and processes shape the vulnerability context, in which informal and formal institutions shape
the exposure and sensitivity of peoples’ livelihoods to shocks and stresses.

DFID Sustainable Livelihoods Framework 2000

Sustainable livelihoods framework Key

H = Human Capital & = Social Capital

N = Natural Capital P = Physical Gapital
F = Financial Capital

LIVELIHOOD ASSETS ‘
POLICIES,
INSTITUTIONS
AND PROCESSES

H
VULNERABILITY « Increased well-
CONTEXT s NT—————— -| STRUCTURES being
SHOOKS ! Influence & || Levels of LIVELIHOOD « Reduced
. STRATEGIES .
« TRENDS | Access I governmenyLaws vulnerability
P F

Private Policies e Imor
oved food
= SEASONALITY sectoy” Cuiture sef:}uri{y

+ NMore sustainable
use of NR base

LIVELIHOOD
OUTCOMES

« More income

= a0 G =0 3 —

Institutions

PROCESSES K

B < — 0 T0O WO ~

Broken down, the framework first considers situational factors and trends such as history, politics, and socio-economic
conditions to understand the context in which people pursue their livelihoods. This is referred to as the Vulnerability
Context, broadly referring to the environment in which people live. Here, shocks, stresses, and seasonality are explicitly
considered in relation to the asset profiles of individuals and households. Shocks can destroy and damage assets
directly, while also forcing people to abandon their homes and dispose of assets as part of coping strategies. Trends
are more predictable, and tend to be more benign, often affecting the rates of return to livelihood strategies. Seasonal
shifts affect the prices, employment opportunities, and the availability of resources to individuals and households. To
understand the livelihood context it is necessary to understand the types of livelihood strategies employed by local
people and what factors constrain or support them in achieving their livelihood objectives. Due social analysis is thus
required in order to understand the relationship between particular social groups and factors within the Vulnerability
Context.
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The framework then considers the livelihood resources or Livelihood Assets that are available to individuals and
households. Livelihood resources draw on the sources of capital available to individuals and households to pursue
certain livelihood strategies. In the pursuit of livelihoods, individuals combine capital endowments, access to and control
over resources, personal capabilities and tangible assets. Livelihood Assets represent the five forms of capital that
individuals and households draw upon in order to pursue their livelihood objectives. Capital is broken down into human,
social, physical, financial, and natural assets. Human capital is often measured in terms of education, health, access to
information, and knowledge. Social capital refers to the networks that people draw on in the pursuit of their livelihood
objectives. Networks can either be vertical (patron/client) or horizontal (shared interests, familial, kinship). Social capital
is often measured through membership to formal organizations and groups, as well as informal relationships of trust
and reciprocity between individuals. Natural capital refers to the natural resource stocks from which people draw to
pursue their livelihoods. Natural capital varies from productive assets to intangible assets. The vulnerability context has
a direct effect on natural capital, in which shocks and stresses may damage the natural resources in which people draw
to pursue their livelihoods. Physical capital refers to the basic infrastructure and goods that are required in order to
support livelihoods. Infrastructure comprises of transport, shelter, water supply and sanitation, energy, and
communications. Here, access is a key area of concern, particularly in the urban context, in which certain groups may
have differential access to infrastructure and services. Last, financial capital refers to the financial resources that people
use to achieve their livelihood objectives, drawing on available stocks such as savings in the form of cash or liquid
assets, regular inflows of money such as earned income, government transfers, and remittances.

The five key types of assets that compose the asset pentagon according to the SLF are:

e Human capital: skills, knowledge, the ability to work and good health. Good health is not simply a means to earning a
livelihood; it is of course an end in itself.

e Social capital: the social resources that people draw on to make a living, such as relationships with either more
powerful people (vertical connections) or with others like themselves (horizontal connections), or membership of
groups or organisations. Generally relationships of trust, reciprocity and exchange that the poor can draw on in times
of need, and that lower the costs of working productively together. Like human capital, social capital has an intrinsic
value; good social relationships are not simply a means, they are an end in themselves.

o Natural capital: the natural resource stocks that people can draw on for their livelihoods, including land, forests, water,
air and so on.

o Physical capital: the basic infrastructure that people need to make a living, as well as the tools and equipment that
they use. For example, transport and communication systems, shelter, water and sanitation systems, and energy.

¢ Financial capital: savings, in whichever form, access to financial services, and regular inflows of money.

Attention is also placed on the institutional processes that mediate the ability of individuals and households to carry out
their livelihood strategies. Termed as Transforming Structures and Processes, this can be understood in the way that
institutions, organizations, and policies structure access to and control over resources, and in turn livelihoods. These
structures and processes operate at multiple levels, determining access to capital assets, livelihood strategies, the terms
of exchange between types of capital and the returns to any given livelihood strategy. Structures refer to the
organizations that implement policies, deliver services, and perform functions that affect livelihoods. Processes on the
other hand refer to the way in which structures and individuals operate and interact. It is important to note the power
relations that structure institutional and organizational processes, and how these structures are political and value laden.
Accordingly, individuals and households pursue livelihood strategies, which are determined in part by their access to
and control over livelihood resources. Livelihood strategies are the pathways that lead to desirable outcomes on behalf
of individuals and households. Livelihood strategies can take many forms, including: agricultural intensification or
extensification; livelihood diversification; resource accumulation; and/or migration. People’s livelihood strategies or
pathways give way to livelihood outcomes, which take the form of longer periods of employment, reduced poverty, and
improved well-being and capabilities. Sustainable livelihood outcomes involve additional factors, including reduced
vulnerability to shocks and stresses, as well as the overall sustainability of the natural resource base in which a person’s
livelihood draws. This step involves the analysis of livelihood outcomes and the trade-offs involved in achieving desirable
outcomes.

Reference Documents

DFID 2008 Sustainable Livelihoods Approach and its Framework

SOAS The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework

Lautze and Raven-Roberts 2003 The Vulnerability Context: Is There Something Wrong With This Picture?
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ICRC Economic Security Conceptual Framework (2015, ICRC). In order to assess the economic security of
individuals, households and communities, the ICRC developed an Economic Security (EcoSec) framework, adapted
from the 1999 DFID Sustainable Livelihoods Framework. The framework aims to analyse basic needs in terms of
livelihoods, but also in terms of hygiene, shelter, and other essential needs. It analyses “the interaction between
livelihood assets, strategies and outcomes, and how they are affected by and influence policies, institutions and
processes (PIPs) and the ‘vulnerability context” (ICRC, 2017). For ICRC purposes, the SLF:

* helps to understand economic security at the household (HH) level;
» describes how people achieve economic security;

+ helps to find out who is vulnerable to specific types of shock;

« allows the causes of the vulnerability to be identified; and

« supports the analysis of what could be done to improve the situation.

The six components of the SLF — people, assets, livelihood strategies, livelihood outcomes, PIPs and the vulnerability
context — are presented below:

ICRC Economic Security version of Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (SLF), adapted from Chambers and Conway
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In the EcoSec framework, livelihood assets influence livelihood strategies that - in a system affected by policies,
institutions and processes (PIPs), as well as shocks, trends and seasonality — lead to specific livelihood outcomes.

Livelihood outcomes involve not only the food production and consumption but also more general living conditions of
the household involving also education, health and other factors (ICRC, 2017).
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Households Assets, EcoSec Framework, ICRC 2017

A HH's human assets are the people themselves, their condition and

Physical condition their capacities.
Health and nutritional status, | A s uman assets can be seen as a balance between productive
Human ability to work, ability o move | man agsets (1abour force, good education, well-developed
Capacities professional skills) on the one side and the HH's liabilities (poor physical
Skills and education condition, illiteracy, high number of dependants,* chronically ill family
member needing care, efc.) on the other.
A Social assets comprise solidarity mechanisms available to a HH
Solidarity networks such @ 4t extend beyond the HH (core family) but remain at an informal
the extended family, kinship | (g, level. Such are particularly important after a
Social structures, neighbours and | yy pag experienced a shock.
religious groups as well as
benefits gained through Example ’ y
prestige and influence In many cases, displaced populations seek refuge in areas where they expect
to experience solidarity from relatives or members of their ethnic group.
- 5 Political assets describe people’s relationship to political power structures
Political®® g?::l:;qu;:gﬂfzuﬁ‘m and decision-makers. Typical negative examples of this are favouritism and
the aumoffnes marginalization. Political assets also include the basic rights deriving from
| citizenship — or the absence of them if people are refugees, for example.
Natural R Eh e Natural assets comprise the natural environment that is not privately
(public) | an“ du uwater wildife owned and that, in principle, is accessible to everyone. The preservation
Natural AR 'the 2 " | and itation of these is usually by formal or
y laws (regulations to protect water quality, the exploitation of
CRELTRL timber, hunting, etc.).
Physical assets are mostly related to living conditions and means
of production and can be divided into the following categories:
1. Basic infrastructure(HH level) related to water, sanitation, transport,
communication and energy;
Basic goods and infrastructure = 2. Housing / shelter;
Physical at HH level™ 3. Non-food items: cooking, clothing, bedding, etc.;
4. Means of production: livestock,** tools and devices used
for livelihood activities as well as privately owned land.™**
HHs’ living conditions and their capacity to produce food often depend
on physical assets.
These are HHs' direct “reserves” of cash. Income and salaries are not
included because they are realized through livelihood activities and are
Savings, gold and jewellery, | thus ied under liveli
Financial remittances, credit, Financial assets are crucial because they can be easily converted

scholarships, pensions into other assets and therefore provide flexibility. For example, money
can buy physical assets, be used to develop human assets through
education or enhance political capital if used to pay bribes.

market or the fuel market.

Natural disasters, conflict, economic shocks,

Regulate access to resources and protect them Laws on land tenure and property rights, mining,
Policies ) environmental protection, hunting and fishing
and laws Determine how resources and assets can b used oy jations, taxes, import and export regulations,

and traded subsidies on fuel

Government ministries responsible for roads
Institutions Manage resuroes } and infrastructure, health services, markets
* Public Enforce laws and regulations and education, agricultural and veterinary
= Private Build and maintain infrastructure extension services, labour unions, National
- Civil . A Red Cross/Red Crescent Societies, international
¥ Provide services for people and goods organizations, local water committees

Refer to how things are done and include routines, ~ Religious customs, marriage and dowry payments,
Processes conventions and customs. Many of these “rules of  class and caste system, access of women to

the game” are based on culture and tradition. employment, kosher and halal meat

Armed clashes, devastation through flooding,
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Assets or capital are the main building blocks for people’s
livelihoods. A household’s asset base comprises its human
resources, the physical and financial capital owned by its
members and the material (natural resources) and non-
material resources (social and political networks) to which
they have access. The SLF accordingly distinguishes
between six types of assets, as shown on the left.

Policies, institutions and processes (PIPs) constitute the
governance environment in which HHs pursue their
economic activities. Because of the influence of PIPs on a
HH’s economy, it is vital to evaluate the presence and
functioning of relevant institutions, services and
infrastructure during an assessment. If crucial PIP
elements are dysfunctional, any response that sets out to
strengthen HHs’ asset risks will be unsustainable. In a
normal situation, well-developed PIPs provide a stable and
predictable environment that favours economic activities
and sets conditions that are equitable for everyone.
However, there are situations in which PIPs are not
enabling but have a discriminating and oppressive effect
on all members of the society or some marginalized
groups.

Markets are crucial institutions that exist in every society.
They are essential for people’s livelihoods and economic
security as they allow them to buy goods, sell their produce
or find jobs. There are two main ways in which reference
is made to markets; First, a market is a physical location
where people sell and buy goods and services, for
example the Treichville market in Abidjan. Second, the
term “market” refers to a delocalized and more
comprehensive trade system that allows market actors to
buy and sell a specific commodity, e.g. the livestock

The wvulnerability context can be understood as the
external causes of people’s vulnerability; it therefore
includes the elements of change and instability that
shape the wider setting of people’s livelihoods. While

elements of the vulnerability context can be natural in
origin or man-made, individual HHs have little or no
influence on them. The vulnerability context is the

(gencral or diseases (human, animal and plants), etc. outbreak of the Ebola pandemic, rapid rise in
idiosyncratic) Shocks are categorized by rapid onset. They global wheat prices, outhreak of foot-and-mouth

are often impossible or difficult to predict. disease in cattle herds, etc.

Population growth, urbanization, environmental o ) )

degradation, national and inernational economic | Massive influx of IDPsinto the area, high prevalence
Critical trends, spread of new technologies, climate of HIV in the population, change in the length of
trends/stress | ;000 . the rainy season, soil erosion through deforestation,
factors i ’ air poliution, threat to traditionl livelinoods through

Inlike shocks, trends evolve gradually and industrial o mass production, efe.

are therefore often more predictable.

Seasonal Some elements that place additional stress Hunger gap, bushfires, malaria season, peak of
hanges on people's livelinoods recur annually and animal diseases, isolation due to road conditions

are predictable.

(rainy season), efc.

driving force of a crisis and affects all aspects of
livelihoods. Main types of elements in the vulnerability

* Idiosyncratic shocks, such as the death or illness of a family member, job loss or the destruction of private property, affect

individual people or HHs rather than entire communities.

contexts are represented in the left table.

Livelihood strategies. A household’s livelihood strategies comprise the range of economic and social activities
undertaken by its members. In simple terms, they can be said to be what people do to earn a living. Members of a HH
often pursue several activities, which may vary considerably at different times of the year. Consequently, livelihood
strategies are often complex and multifaceted. Diversified livelihood strategies have the advantage of making the best
use of the available capacities to earn income or to produce food and this diversity also makes HHs less vulnerable to

shocks.
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Livelihood outcomes. Livelihood outcomes are the result of livelihood activities and reflect how successful — or not —
livelihood strategies have been at achieving the goals that people set for themselves. Three levels of livelihood outcomes
are detailed in the EcoSec Framework:

Third-level ouicomes ——» Physical well-being and personal development
T T
Second-level outcomes ——» Coverage of essential needs
T T
First-level outcomes —F-ﬂ—h Market -I—I--
‘\ /’
Livelihood strategies

Reference document
ICRC 2017 EcoSec Handbook — Assessing Economic Security
ICRC 2017 Acquiring and Analysing Data in Support of Evidence-Based Decisions - A Guide for Humanitarian Work
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Household Economy Approach (HEA) (2008, Save the Children). The Household Economy Approach is a livelihood-
based analytical framework developed by Save the Children UK in the early 90s designed to obtain information on how
people access food and cash based on multi-level analysis. Its draws from anthropology and sociology, disaster
management, and the sustainable livelihoods and food security strand of the economics literature. HEA is primarily used
to predict the impact of national-level shocks and disasters across different wealth groups, seeking to answer the
following questions: “Where is assistance needed, and of what type? Who needs it? How much is needed, when and

for how long?” (Lawrence et al., 2008).

The HEA was developed on the principle that
information on events that beset a particular area or

Figure 1:The HEA analytical framework - a simplified illustration
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context of how people normally live. For instance,
households that depend on their own production for
much of their food needs will be affected by crop failure
more severely than households that buy more of their
food using income gained from casual employment in
the towns. An understanding of people’s livelihoods is
therefore essential for analysing the impact of any
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The Outcome Analysis is the investigation of how that
baseline access to food and income might change as a
result of a specific hazard such as drought or as the
result of a positive change, such as a program input or
beneficial price policy.

Baseline: The first bar
shows total access to
food and income in a
normal year. This is the
baseline picture before
the shock.

coping

Effects of problem
without coping:The
second bar shows how
access is affected by a
shock like the closure
of commercial farms.
In this case, labour
opportunities by which
this household obtains

problem after
coping)

Projected outcome:

The third bar shows
access to food and
income taking into
account the
household’s coping
strategies. In this case,
more animals are sold
than usual.

much Of its income are
cut off.

The figure attached is the Household Economy
Analytical framework which shows how these two
components integrate to create a holistic view of livelihoods and the impact that a positive or negative change may have
on these livelihoods.

HEA is not a field tool, but a framework with discrete steps to follow to answer this set of research questions. It was
initially developed to “provide large-scale (e.g. national) predictions of food emergencies,” but has since been adapted
to assess an array of shocks (Petty & Seaman, 2004) and is used by most National Vulnerability Assessment
Committees in southern Africa (SADC FANR Vulnerability Committee, 2004). HEA uses mixed methods, which can
include analysis of secondary data, quantitative primary data, and participatory and qualitative approaches.

HEA can be used to create a comprehensive baseline for vulnerability analysis at the population level or can be
combined with other frameworks and tools, such as political economy analysis, to create a four-way wealth breakdown
and predict the impact of shocks. It can also be disaggregated to be useful at the individual and household level using
the Individual Household Model described below. There are a number of free available tools, resources, and
methodological guidance made available by Save the Children UK and other organizations on HEA. It is a fairly
commonly-used framework and has been adapted according to the needs of various interventions

Reference documents

The Household Economy Approach: A guide for programme planners and policy-makers
The practitioner quide to the Household Economy Approach

HEA Framework Overview
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Integrated Livelihood Vulnerability Analytical Framework (2013, Reed) is an adaptation of the SLF to assess the
vulnerability of livelihoods to climate change. It aims to provide a system to analyse the vulnerability of livelihoods in
relation to ecosystem services, social learning, and adaptation strategies. This framework is ambitious and innovative
in the way that it combines analytical frames of sustainable livelihoods and adaptation in the context of climate change.

The integrated livelihood vulnerability framework developed by Reed et al. represents a holistic approach to
understanding livelihood vulnerability in relation to ecosystem services, social learning, and adaptation strategies. The
framework adapts the Sustainable Livelihoods Framework to consider ecosystem services, social learning, transitions,
and adaptive management. The framework seeks to understand how livelihoods adapt to shocks, seasonality, and wider
socio-economic trends, and how livelihood strategies can build adaptive capacity to reduce people’s vulnerability to
current and future shocks and stresses. Livelihood vulnerability is assessed, while also considering the range of
adaptation options available to individuals and households. In this way, the framework identifies not only sources of
vulnerability to livelihoods, but also the potential range of options for households and communities to adapt to current

and future changes.

The Livelihood Vulnerability Framework (Reed, et al., 2013)
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The implementation involves four key steps which are:

¢ Determining level of exposure to climate change and how climate change can interact with existing shocks and
stresses,

¢ |dentifying the level of sensitivity of livelihoods assets to climate change and stresses on the base of specific indicators,

¢ Identifying options for adaptations and other factors influencing decision-making for adaptation,

¢ Determining possible “tradeoffs” between different adaptation options.

Reference document
Reed et al. 2013 Combining analytical frameworks to assess livelihood vulnerability to climate change and analyse

adaptation options
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Livelihood Resilience Framework (2014, Ifejika Speranza, et al.). This framework aims to integrate the SLF resilience
thinking, considering livelihoods in a system with socio-ecological factors. It uses an indicator-based approach with
proxies in order to assess household- and community-level livelihood resilience. Livelihood resilience is defined as “the
capacity of livelihoods to cushion stresses and disturbances while maintaining or improving essential properties and
functions” (Ifejika Speranza, et al., 2014).

Conceptual and Analytical Framework for Livelihood Resilience (Ifejika Speranza, et al., 2014)

Resilience

I

2| Capacityfor learning

A

N
v
N

Buffer capacity j Self-organisation —

Endowments: Assets ownership/ —— Knowledge of threats __
Entitlements : Access to assets & opportunities

Cooperation & Shared societal

Human capital — P ] (collective) vision
Natural capital i ing —
p et sbandiing = Commitment to learning
Financial capital — . Knowledge identification
Opportunity for o —
. —| capability
Social capital — self-organisation

Knowledge sharing
Physical capital — Relianceon - capability

own resources

Knowledge transfer
capability

Functioning feedback
\ mechanisms |

Diversity

The three dimensions of resilience according to the framework are: the buffer capacity (assets ownership and access
to assets), social self-organisation, and capacity for learning (both social and individual). Each dimension has a set of
indicators on a base of a 5-point Lickert scale for both individual/household, and group/village/district levels.

Buffer capacity refers to the extent of change a system can undergo, while still retaining its essential structure, function,
and identity. Buffer capacity is measured through livelihood capitals and dynamics. Indicators draw from the Sustainable
Livelihoods Framework, considering both the endowments and entitlements that individuals draw from in their livelihood
strategies. Endowments refer to the resources that an actor has ownership of, which is measured through the
assessment of livelihood assets. Entitlements refer to an individuals or households access to resources, which a person
can gain access to depending on their rights and opportunities.
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Assessment Framework for Analysing the Buffer Capacity dimension of Livelihood Resilience (Ifejika Speranza, et al.,
2014)

Dimensions of Indicators (changes in) Resilience check - indicator-variables® Individual/ Group/village/
resilience household district
Endowments/entitlements Ownership and access to resources — assessing levels and
changes in conditions of and access to livelihood capitals
Human capital - literacy level Level of education - the higher the education the more literate X X
Knowledge (experience) Number of years in farming X X
Skills Other non-farm skills being practiced X X
Health condition Ability to use household labour; presence of a disabled X X
household member
Financial capital - income/yields Crop yields as proxy - e.g. kilogram per hectare produced last X X
season and last drought affected season
Savings Context specific - e.g. livestock X
Labour income Number of days of labour sale multiplied by income per man X X
day
Buffer capacity through Expenditure Recall consumption expenditure in the last week X X
a rural livelihood lens Dependency ratio (DR) The higher the DR the higher the financial burden for a X X

household: Sum of 0-14 years and >64 years old divided by

Number of 15-64 years old; household members not earning

an income divided by those earning an income

Increase in other assets due to membership or participation in X X
social networks; Labour support from group members
Income gained through membership in groups

Use of group tools, equipment and infrastructure

Machinery, buildings, equipment, water ponds, granary - their
financial equivalents.

Soil fertility (nutrients), soil organic carbon, agroforestry and X X
tree carbon, soil moisture content, biomass, runoff/erosion,

pests, diseases — observations and measurements

Source: Own design based on literature mentioned in this section.
2 A 5-point Likert measurement scale can be used to capture the contributions to resilience: 0: none; 1: very low; 2: low; 3: average; 4: high; 5: very high.

Social capital

b ]
KoxoX

Physical capital

Natural capital

Self-organization refers to the levels of freedom, autonomy, collective action, and selfreliance that individuals and
communities draw from in order to shape social resilience. Selforganization explicitly emphasizes human agency and
highlights its relationship to social capital and adaptive capacities. Self-organization is broken down into three indicator
categories, including institutions, cooperation and networks, and network structure. Institutions refer to the formal and
informal rules, social norms, codes of conduct, and organizational structures that influence livelihood strategies and
outcomes. Here, it is important to understand the extent to which institutions support or constrain livelihoods, as well as
how much an actor’s livelihood practices contribute to developing institutions that are conducive to coping and adapting
to stresses and shocks. Cooperation and networks refer to the interactions between actors and organizations within a
community. This can be measured through a number of social capital proxies, including membership in groups, degree
of group participation, and social cohesion. Last, network structure refers to the level of connectivity between actors and
the social and ecological system. Here, attention is placed on the levels of reliance between actors in a livelihood system.

Assessment Framework for Evaluating the Self-Organisation Dimension of Livelihood Resilience (Ifejika Speranza, et
al., 2014)

Dimensions of resilience Indicators (changes in) Resilience check - indicator-variables?® Individual/ Groupjvillage/
household district
Institutions E.g. policies, rules, local norms; existing rules and regulations X
governing land and water use
Enforcement of rules and regulations governing land and water X
use (e.g. applied sanctions for non-compliance?); government
encourages collective action (e.g. government support
to/partnerships with farmer organisations)
Cooperation and networks Current group memberships: Number and type of groups in X X
which farmer is a member
Participation Number of times a farmer missed the meetings of his/her main X X
group in the last 12 months
Self-organisation Trust Village members can generally trust each other in matters of X X
lending and borrowing money
Reciprocity Number of households in labour exchange X
Network structure Context specific attributes of the SES’ network-structure that X X

are desirable for maintaining and improving resilience (e.g.
network size, density, degree, bonding, proximity,
homogeneity, connectivity levels, centrality, and network ties).
Major source of farm inputs (farm/non-farm); duration or X
distance to input source - the shorter the time/distance
required to access inputs the better the livelihood resilience
Source: Own design based on literature mentioned in this section.
2 A 5-point Likert measurement scale can be used to capture the contributions to resilience: 0: none; 1: very low; 2: low; 3: average; 4: high; 5: very high.

Reliance on own resources
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The final component of livelihood resilience is measured according to the capacity for learning. Social learning is an
often-cited element to adaptive capacity and resilience as it indicates the extent that an individual, household, or
community has acquired knowledge from past experiences and has incorporated lessons into current action. Indicators
are based on knowledge of threats and opportunities; collective vision on behalf of individuals and institutions;
government support and democratic decision making; and the application and spread of knowledge through social
networks.

Assessment Framework for Evaluating the Learning Capacity Dimension of Livelihood Resilience (Ifejika Speranza, et
al., 2014)

Dimensions of resilience Indicators (changes in) Resilience check - indicator-variables?® Individual/ Group)village/
household district
Knowledge of threats Ability to analyse threats/potential opportunities (e.g. threats X X
and opportunities to farm production and opportunities to increase production
over the last 12 months)
Shared vision Policies on farming and their fit with farmers practices, number X X

of farmers with same/similar practices, frequency of discussing
core practices in an extension platform in the last 12 months
Commitment to learning Public extension services organise open meetings regularly, X X
access of all farmers in the community to extension services,
frequency of discussing the performance of a last season with
the extension service and with other farmers, time spent per
month to access needed production information
Knowledge identification Knowledge of prices for inputs and products (at beginning, X
capability-monitoring middle of farm season and after harvest); of the best time to
purchase and sell; of new agricultural practices in the area in
the last 12 months, frequency of consulting forecasts

Planning Farmer’s planned new practices in the next farm season X
Participation to access Number of times a farmer attended information events in the X
Capacity for learning information la.st 12 fnonths and farmer’s actions in those events (listening,
discussing, etc.)
Experimentation New items/methods tested in the last 12 months and how X

many adopted or dropped, new items/methods used in current
farming season
Openness Farm production/management problems, number of times X X
farmer discussed farm production/management problems
with other actors in the community during last 12 months

Knowledge sharing capability Number of farmers a farmer gave information/new methods to X
in the last 12 months
Knowledge transfer capability New ideas/practices a farmer learned from other farmers (and X
other actors) in the last 12 months
Functioning feedback mechanisms Frequency of interaction with key actors in farm production in X X

the community in the last 12 months (e.g. other farmers,
extension officers, district agricultural officers, local
politicians, ministry directors, researchers, input traders,
others-specify), new ideas and practices farmers learnt from
these actors in the last 12 months

Source: Own design based on literature mentioned in this section.
2 A 5-point Likert measurement scale can be used to capture the contributions to resilience: 0: none; 1: very low; 2: low; 3: average; 4: high; 5: very high.

Important to the framework is the cross-cutting theme of diversity, which is a key element to understanding the resilience
of livelihoods to shocks and stresses. The consideration of diversity can be applied in the context of sources of income,
social networks and membership, and capital assets.

To operationalize the framework, an understanding of the social-ecological system in which livelihoods and livelihood
strategies are shaped is needed. Here, attention to levels of exposure and sensitivity of the social-ecological system to
climatic shocks, stresses, and disturbances is key to understanding existing sources of vulnerability. Further, it is also
important to understand the respective positionality of actors within the social-ecological system. Here, it is important to
understand the availability and accessibility of resources that enable the capacities of actors, as well as the opportunities
that actors have in influencing their social-ecological system.

Reference document
Ifejka Speranza et al. 2014 An indicator framework for assessing livelihood resilience in the context of social—
ecological dynamics
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Vulnerability Frameworks Date: 1960 - today
By: Countless organisations and Inspiration: Risk Hazard/human geography, Social
governments constructivist, Hazard of place

Reviewed initiatives: The IFRC Vulnerability and capacity assessment, Pressure and Release
Model and the Access Model, Southern Africa Vulnerability Initiative Framework, Household
Vulnerability Index, Framework for Vulnerability Analysis in Sustainability Science, MOVE
framework of vulnerability, Local Vulnerability index, BBC Conceptual Framework, UNHCR
vulnerability framework for refugees in Jordan

Intergovernmental Panel On Climate Change vulnerability framework, 2014

Exposure Sensitivity

!

Potential Impact Adaptive Capacity

!

Vulnerability

Benjamin Beccari, Phd, Mapping of countries with risk/resilience/vulnerability indices, 2016

"
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Background. The term vulnerability has been defined in many different ways by various scholarly communities and
disciplines. Thywissen (2006) documented no less than thirty-six definitions, that differ so widely that the term becomes
almost useless in an interdisciplinary context without further specification.

The ordinary use of the word ‘vulnerability’ refers to the capacity to be wounded, i.e., the degree to which a system is
likely to experience harm due to exposure to a hazard. The scientific use of ‘vulnerability’ has its roots in geography and
natural hazards research but this term is now a central concept in a variety of research contexts such as natural hazards
and disaster management, ecology, public health, poverty and development, secure livelihoods and famine,
sustainability science, land change, and climate impacts and adaptation.

Vulnerability is conceptualized in very different ways by scholars from different knowledge domains, and even within the
same domain. Almost 30 years ago, Timmermann (1981) posited that “vulnerability is a term of such broad use as to be
almost useless for careful description at the present, except as a rhetorical indicator of areas of greatest concern”.
Liverman (1990) noted that vulnerability “has been related or equated to concepts such as resilience, marginality,
susceptibility, adaptability, fragility, and risk”. Exposure, sensitivity, coping capacity, criticality, and robustness could
easily be added to this list. Several authors have emphasized that the term ‘vulnerability’ can only be used meaningfully
with reference to a particular vulnerable situation and should be complemented with four additional dimensions: the
system of analysis, the valued attributes of concern, the external hazard, and a temporal reference.

According to Bohle (2001), vulnerability can be The double structure of vulnerability, Bohle 2001
seen as having an external and internal side.
The external side is related to the exposure to
risks and shocks and is influenced by Political
Economy Approaches (e.g. social inequities,
disproportionate division of assets), Human
Ecology Perspectives (population dynamics and
environmental management capacities) and the
Entittement Theory (relates vulnerability to the
incapacity of people to obtain or manage assets
via legitimate economic means). The internal
side is called coping and relates to the capacity
to anticipate, cope with, resist and recover from
the impact of a hazard and is influenced by the ?
Crisis and Conflict Theory (control of assets and
resources, capacities to manage crisis situations
and resolve conflicts), Action Theory
Approaches (how people act and react freely as
a result of social, economic or governmental
constrains) and Model of Access to Assets
(mitigation of vulnerability through access to
assets). The conceptual framework of the double
structure indicates that vulnerability cannot
adequately be considered without taking into
account coping and response capacity.

The 'external’ side
of vulnerability

EXPOSURE

Political Economy Approaches

THE DOUBLE STRUCTURE OF VULNERABILITY
Crisis and Conflict Theory

COPING

The 'internal’ side
of vulnerability

Hoddinott and Quisumbing (2003) pose five
guestions that a vulnerability assessment should
answer. First, “What is the extent of
vulnerability?” and “Who is vulnerable?” In a
stable environment without shocks, vulnerability to poverty is a good enough measure, but if there are shocks, an
assessment should examine which households will move in and out of poverty. Next, the authors asks, “What are the
sources of vulnerability? How do households respond to shocks?” and “What gaps exist between risks and risk
management mechanisms?” Answering these questions requires multiple data collection methods and additional data,
including the identification of “proximate causes of vulnerability as they relate to structural poverty and consumption
volatility” (Chaudhuri and Christiaensen 2002). They also require data on response to shocks as well as private and
public responses to risk.
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A 2016 review from Benjamin

Classification Hierarchy for Variables in Composite Indicator Methodologies Beccari analysed 106 initiatives and

Environment Category Indicators Sub-Indicators Variables methOdOIOgieS for riSk, resilience
Examples - full set not included in graphic and Vulnerablllty |nd|ces The
‘>‘ Demography }—){ Age H—)'{ Qld Age n Population 65 years and older Varlables used n eaCh Index were
' recorded and grouped into sub-
-)‘ Health }—»‘ Practitioners H Doctors n Doclors per population . ) ) . .
- indicators, indicators, categories
Social }»av‘ Education }—»‘ Attainment H High School n Population 25 years and older with high school diploma and environments based on the
->‘ Civil Society }—)‘I CBOs H Participation n Number registered volunteers. phenomena eaCh Variable was
>‘ Government }—»‘ Functioning H Social Services ﬂ Existence of sccial safety nets measuring_ This classification
> ﬁ:‘:‘:ﬁ:;:rde _" Water H—){ Access n Population with access to improved water source hlerarChy 1S IIIUStrated in the |Eft
' diagram.
*Ho:‘::c‘)?giggets_"l Housing H, Tenure n Population of renters ]
The Indicators were grouped under
-D‘ Economy }—P‘I GDP H—){ GDP per capita n GDP per capita 15 Categones The number Of
Economic }—-)‘ Labour Market }—b‘ Employment H Unemployment n Unemployment Rate methodologies that included
i“ Livelihoods }—P‘ HH finances H—){ HH income n Per capita income Varlables from eaCh Of the
' categories is shown in the left table.
" Geography }—P‘I Land Use H—){I Agricultural n Percentage of land used for agriculture
*‘ Environment }—P‘I Protection H. Programs n Existence and compliance rale lo environmental policies A maJOI’Ity Of the meth0d0|Ogles
D's::fl'n:'az:;s —>‘ Exposure H—)—{ Flood Hazards ﬂ Frequency of Flood included 'some mee}sure of
= - - demographics,  education and

b st 4‘mmmmeRH BRRRIRE] ovorion o husshols a st an knowkaring sy health, with existing indices and

' ' ' measurement of aspects  of

| indices || mdies H, G H Aol ﬂ Humen Developmert index government and the environment
being used the least.

The 15 categories were grouped into 6 Number of methodologies using variables in each of the 15 categories

environments, to better enable visual category Number of methodologies
analysis of the composition of each index. Demography 87
The use of variables in these 6 different Education 67
environments in the different methodologies Health 64
is summarised in the right table. Services and Infrastructure 61
Economy 59
The most common variables are related to Disaster Hazards and impacts 59
various social aspects of communities -abourMarket 4l
especially demographics, education and -Ve!hoods 47
health. Respectively population density, H_Dusmg and.Household Assets a7
. Disaster Resilience 41
number of doctors and literacy rate were the :

] . Civil Society 39
three most common variables in these Geography a7
categories. Environment 28

Government 24
Variables representing various economic |ndices 21

aspects of communities: livelihoods, labour

market and economy were the next most common. Respectively per capita income/per capita welfare receipts,
unemployment rate and per capita GDP were the most common variables in these categories. Variables measuring
housing, household assets, services and infrastructure were also very common, present in 70% of the methodologies.
The number of renters and access to clean water were, respectively, the most common variables in these two
categories. Despite purporting to measure disaster risk, vulnerability or resilience only 75 (71%) of the methodologies
included some measure of disaster hazard, impact or resilience. Existing indices were used in only 21 of the
methodologies, with most relying instead on directly collected data.
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The diversity of theoretical and conceptual approaches to /‘m\\

understanding vulnerability is challenging. Over time three 2 A dienabond woms sy \\.\_\

primary research frameworks emerged from understandings of /-/ sconomk, envmentsl and \\\

vulnerability, as characterized by Fussel (2005). The first of // /’A““ \\

which is the risk-hazard approach, used most often in technical e iusopibil, b
. coping capacity, exposure,

research. This approach focuses on human geography and / / adaphvecapacltv \ \

assesses the level of risk to the system being considered as a o N\

result of exposure to a hazard. In a risk-hazard approach the A // ‘;ﬂgﬁ,;;"“ﬁ¥:5;;:;ﬁ§::};° \583 \

system whose vulnerability is being assessed is usually a ( / ndcoping capaciy 3\ \

physical one (e.g. built infrastructure). The second research AT T N b

framework is the social constructivist approach, focused on 'ikt\ellli":r;g:'%:%x::n‘l:sce L

human ecology and with a focus on who is most vulnerable and ( (i cegited) .f /

why. A social constructivist approach is most frequently found \\ = /

in the poverty and development literature. Vulnerability in this \'\ i o / / /

framework is often understood as socio-economic vulnerability, N\ wgﬁ%:s?;m . / g / //

and the associated ability or capacity to respond to a hazard or > e // ) v

stressor. The final, and most currently prevalent, research —_— // =

framework is the hazard-of-place approach. Typically found in —

the climate change literature this framework understands Fig. 1. "The spheres of vulncrabilty. Source: Birkmann (2005).

vulnerability as an integration of exposure to a natural hazard, and adaptive capacity of the system in question. Five

observations are consistent across the literature:

¢ vulnerability is bound to a specific location and context;

¢ vulnerability is dynamic (i.e. it changes over time) due to a range of climatic, physical and socio-economic drivers;

¢ vulnerability is not experienced: it is a theoretical construct that is deductively assessed; and

e in order to be vulnerable to an extreme weather event, one has to be exposed to it in the first place. However, an
entity can be exposed to an extreme weather event but not be vulnerable if it is not susceptible to harm from the
event.

¢ Vulnerability and resilience can be seen as opposite constructs, i.e. a state may either be vulnerable or resilient but
not both.

Within the disaster risk management literature, vulnerability is a component of risk. Vulnerability refers to the
degree to which a system, or part of it, may react adversely during the occurrence of a hazardous event. The concept
of vulnerability implies some risk combined with the level of social and economic liability, and the ability to cope with the
resulting event. Thus people become “vulnerable” if access to resources either at a household, or at an individual level
is the most critical factor in achieving a secure livelihood or recovering effectively from a disaster. The households with
direct access to capital, tools and equipment, and able-bodied members are the ones which can recover most quickly
when a disaster strikes. As such the most vulnerable people are the poorest, who have little choice but to locate
themselves in unsafe settings. Despite the range of approaches to measuring vulnerability, several best practices in
vulnerability assessment emerged over the last decades.

Vulnerability interacts with the hazard and exposure to the hazard to indicate the level of risk. The following formulation
is used to understand risk: Risk = f (Hazard, Exposure, Vulnerability) where:

o Hazard: the extent, severity and probability of the hazard of interest, or ‘source of potential harm’.

e Exposure: refers to ‘people, property, Tazard

SyStemS, or Other elements present in Physical Physical vulnerability relates to buildings, infrastructure and agriculture. Although the focus is on physical
hazard zones that are thereby su b]eCt assets, 1t also includes the potential loss of crops and other infrastructure necessary to livelithood.

Exposure

Vulnerability analysis should examine the risk faced by critical facilities, which are vital to the functioning of

H )
to pOtentIaI losses (U NI SD R, 2009) societies 1n disaster situations, such as hospitals and dispensaries, emergency services, transport, communication
. Y. systems, essential services, etc.
¢ Vulnerability ‘the characteristics and
. . Social Vulnerable groups include women, mentally and physically handicapped persons, children, and elderly persons,
clrcumstances Of a commun Ity, the poor people, refugees, and li\'esfpck,
System or asset that make it Economic Economic vulnerability assesses the risk of hazard-causing losses to economic assets and processes. These fall

into two groups:

Susceptlble to the dam aglng effeCtS Of Direct. Damage to or destruction of physical and social infrastructure and its repair or replacement cost, as well
a hazard’ (UNISDR 2009). as crop damage

Indirect. Loss to production, employment, vital services, mncome disparities

The right table details various levels of
exposure of persons and property to different hazards (Virendra Proag, Concept of vulnerability and resilience, 2014).
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In the humanitarian and
development community,
vulnerability has become an
important concept used to +
guide the design, evaluation,
and targeting of programs. In

southern Africa, for instance, Natural disaster | Savings W il
governments, NGOs, UN Food insecurity Loans/Borrowing

agencies, and other groups

formed country-level Hivs Socim Npport Tompeteaents
Vulnerability Assessment OVC care

Committees starting in 1999 to :

harmonize  and improve €

methods of assessing ) Wi the souscesof How do HHs respond?

/' vulnerability?

vulnerability, with a focus on
food aid (Frankenberger,
Mock, & Jere, 2005). As the ,

concept has matured,
practitioners have given a Where are the gaps?
greater emphasis to the
multidimensionality of

vulnerability, working with a variety of measures to capture its complexity. Most of the humanitarian literature adheres
to some variation of a basic formula recurrent throughout the literature:

Risk + Response = Vulnerability,
or, as articulated in Holzmann et al.’s guidelines on the Household Economy Approach (2008):
Baseline + Hazard + Response = Outcome

Part of measuring the response include incorporating a sustainable livelihoods perspective to assess capabilities and
assets that contribute to resilience (Naudé, Santos-Paulino, & McGillivray, 2009).

Vulnerability is a multi-dimensional concept with multiple stressors. Over the past decades, methods of
vulnerability assessment have been developed in a wide range of development-related fields, ranging from natural
hazards research, food security research and poverty analysis, to sustainable livelihoods research and related fields.
Several conceptual models have been developed to give risk managers a framework for understanding vulnerability to
natural disasters and how to reduce it. Experiences with these frameworks suggest that vulnerability is a complex subject
that has many dimensions (economic, social, political and geographic), which may often have overlapping effects that
make it difficult to tease out the precise cause-effect relationship. Vulnerability is obscure as a stand-alone concept and
only serves a practical purpose once we ask the question, “vulnerability to what?”. The tendency in answering this
guestion is to isolate a single cause of vulnerability. However, the literature has moved away from this approach to a
more systemic perspective, in recognition of the complexity of vulnerability and the interaction of various causes and
effects of vulnerability. As Adger (2006) notes, more recent work on the topic now “emphasizes multiple stressors and
multiple pathways of vulnerability”. This also suggests that the different perspectives on the vulnerability concept across
disciplines are increasingly influenced by one another, taking natural hazards, social vulnerability, and economic
vulnerability into consideration with varying degrees of emphasis. As such, measures of vulnerability continue to vary
and operate according to different definitions and purposes. The complexity entailed in encompassing and measuring
various geographical, spatial, temporal and social dimensions of vulnerability has resulted in a multitude of different
methodologies for measuring vulnerability, and only a subset is being listed in this review. Ultimately, selecting
vulnerability assessment methods will depend on the purpose and focus of the vulnerability assessment.

Vulnerability vs. poverty. Economic strengthening programs seek to reduce poverty, so targeting beneficiaries
according to poverty level seems intuitive. Poverty levels, however, can fluctuate, and people on the cusp of the poverty
line may be more vulnerable to shocks than those who are already deemed poor. The consensus in the literature agrees
that poverty cannot be conflated with vulnerability, and that vulnerability analysis requires forward-looking information
including indicators of risk (Naudé, Santos-Paulino, & McGillivray, 2009; O’Brien, Quinlan, & Ziervogel, 2009; Prowse,
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2003). Understanding vulnerability helps practitioners better understand future trajectories for different groups, and thus
design and target interventions more effectively.

Vulnerability vs. resilience. In recent years, the concept of resilience has been featured very strongly in the language
of the development community, referring to “the ability of groups or communities to cope with external stresses and
disturbances as a result of social, political and environmental change” (Adger 2000). Where vulnerability is focused on
risk, resilience is concerned with coping. Although the Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN (2010) notes
vulnerability and resilience are complementary concepts, it warns that the tendency of vulnerability measures to focus
on a single shock can oversimplify measurement. This is echoed in Bene et al. (2012), who note that the literature on
resilience, which tends to be more focused on ecology, features a more systemic perspective than much of the literature
on vulnerability.

Vulnerability assessments should have a predictive function (Naudé et al., 2009) that “define[s] vulnerability in
relation to a socially acceptable level of outcome” and evaluates both idiosyncratic (individual) and covariate (systemic)
risk in addition to a “system’s ways and means of coping”. Frankenberger (2005) suggests that “vulnerability assessment
data should be easily aggregated and disaggregated from the household to the regional level’. In reality, this level of
disaggregation is only feasible when utilizing quantitative household measures.

A final key feature of vulnerability assessment is the inclusion of community perceptions of vulnerability into the
assessment design and definition of vulnerability (Kalibala, Schenkb, Weissc, & Elsond, 2012). Participatory methods,
such as Participatory Rapid Appraisal (PRA), are considered a best practice.

Reference document
2016 A Comparative Analysis of Disaster Risk, Vulnerability and Resilience Composite Indicators
Vuwiki, A Knowledgebase and Ontology for Vulnerability Assessment Methods
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Vulnerability and Capacity Assessment (1999, IFRC). IFRC defined vulnerability “as the diminished capacity of an
individual or group to anticipate, cope with, resist and recover from the impact of a natural or man-made hazard. The
concept is relative and dynamic. Vulnerability is most often associated with poverty, but it can also arise when people
are isolated, insecure and defenceless in the face of risk, shock or stress”.

IFRC also defined capacity as “the resources available to individuals, households and communities to cope with a threat
or to resist the impact of a hazard. Such resources can be physical or material, but they can also be found in the way a
community is organized or in the skills or attributes of individuals and/or organizations in the community”

IFRC work on Vulnerability and Capacity started in the 1990s with the first Vulnerability and Capacity Assessment (VCA)
guide published in 1999, and then revisited and republished in 2006. The aim of such framework, historically based on
the Pressure and Release model (also called “Disaster Crunch”) detailed below, is to understand the exposure of people
to natural hazards and their capacity to resist and support the development of community-based disaster preparedness
programmes in both urban and rural environments.

VCA is complementary to national and sub-national risk, hazard, vulnerability and capacity mapping exercises that
identify communities most at risk, and is undertaken in communities to diagnose the specific areas of risk and
vulnerability and determine what action can be taken to address them. The VCA allows for identifying priorities and
defining the most appropriate measure to be put in place in order to mitigate the impact of disasters. In this model, the
level of exposure of the population to a specific hazard, together with the sensitivity of the population to that hazard
have a potential impact, which is mitigated by the population’s level of capacity to adapt. The result is the level/degree
of vulnerability of the population to that hazard.

The implementation of the VCA calls for highly participatory data collection techniques. The total number of Vulnerability
and Capacity assessment available to date in the world is unknown, but the current IFRC repository contains more than
a hundred reports. Each National Society adapt the tools and questionnaires contained in the manual. In 2016, the IFRC
complemented existing guidance with the publication of the Framework for community resilience (2014) and the Road
Map to Community Resilience (2016). Those frameworks are further detailed in the resilience section of this report.

Reference Documents

IFRC 2006 Vulnerability and capacity assessment: Lessons learned and recommendations
IFRC What is Vulnerability?

2006 IFRC What is VCA

2016 IFRC Vulnerability and Capacity Assessment (VCA)
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The Pressure and Release Model (1994, PAR) model of vulnerability is one of the most well-known and often cited
conceptual frameworks within vulnerability research. The model represents the leading framework for the assessment
of social vulnerability. The pressure and release model (PAR model) views a disaster as the interaction of two major
forces: on one side the hazard event while on the other side those processes generating vulnerability. In this context
vulnerability is defined within three progressive levels: root causes, dynamic pressures and unsafe conditions. Thus,
the model avoids direct identification of vulnerability and refers to underlying causes of why the population is vulnerable.
The approach underlines the fact that efforts to reduce vulnerability and risk involves changing political and economic
systems that in turn help to change local capacity. Again, in multi-causal situations and dynamic environments, it is hard
to differentiate between the causal links of different dynamic pressures on unsafe conditions and the impact of root
causes on dynamic pressures.

Pressure and Release Model, Blaikie et al., (1994)

The progression of vulnerability Disaster Hazard
7 = e Disasfer
Underlying Dynamic Unsafe Trigger
causes pressures conditions events
Poverty Lack of Fragile physical Risk
- local institutions environment Earthquake
Limited access to - education - dangerous (or Disaster) S
- A High winds
- power sfructures - fraining locations
- resources - appropriate skills - dangerous = Flooding
- local investment buildings and -
Ideclogies - local markets infrastructure Vulnerability Volcanic eruption
- press freedrom .
Economic systems Fragile local + Landslide
Macro-forces economy
General - population - livelihood at risk Hazard il
preconditioning expansion - low income War, civil conflict
factors - urbanization levels
- environmental Technological
degradation Public actions | accident

Source: Blaikie, Piers et al. At Risk. London: Routledge, 1994,

The PAR Model is based in a social constructivist approach to vulnerability, in which the social, political, and economic
structures that cause populations to be vulnerable to natural hazards is at the core of analysis. The PAR model was
originally developed by Blaikie et al., (1994), and later revisited in the second edition of Blaikie et al. At Risk in 2003.
The PAR Model considers risk according to the interaction of vulnerability and hazards. Accordingly, vulnerability is
seen as a causal chain, comprising of three linked components — root causes, dynamic pressures, and unsafe
conditions. Root causes refer to the general processes that stem from the centre of political and economic power and
extend to the taken for granted social relations of society.

¢ Root causes are determined by the social, economic, and political structures that shape the distribution of power and
resources between and amongst social groups. Here, processes of social and economic marginalization are
considered in relation to the exposure and sensitivity of disenfranchised populations.

e Dynamic pressures on the other hand, refer to the processes that channel the effects of root causes into unsafe
conditions. The contemporary patterns of social, economic, and political events and processes in turn shape dynamic
pressures, which include patterns of population growth, rapid urbanization, war and conflict, and debt. Dynamic
pressures in turn lead to unsafe conditions, which render populations at risk to hazards.

¢ Unsafe conditions refer to the location, capacity, livelihoods, and entitlements of populations, which can range from
the hazardous location of settlements to issues of access to resources or services. It is important to note how unsafe
conditions are dependent on the preliminary welfare of populations, and differs between and amongst social groups,
households, and individuals. Further, the consideration of the tangible and intangible assets of individuals and
households is also important in determining differential capacities to cope with adverse impacts.
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The PAR Model is an organizational framework that is useful for understanding the relationship between root causes,
dynamic pressures, and unsafe conditions, and the vulnerability of at risk populations to hazards. It is important to
recognize that the PAR Model is based in the understanding that no single factor should be considered in isolation, as
the sources of vulnerability ultimately stem from the underlying root causes that lead to unsafe conditions. The release
aspect refers to this, which is based in the idea that in order to attend to the pressures that lead to vulnerability, the
underlying root causes need to be addressed. The PAR Model thus presents a tool for understanding the sources of
vulnerability for at risk populations on a societal level, however, taken by itself, it lacks an understanding of the detailed
conditions of vulnerability at the household and individual scale. Therefore, the PAR Model uses a complementary
Access Model to consider in detail the vulnerability of populations at the micro level, considering the impact of a hazard
at the individual and household scale. Here, the impacts of a hazard on specific at risk populations is considered through
the analysis of the agency of individuals and their capacity to cope in the case of hazardous events.

The complementary Access Model is in many ways a The Access Model Wisner et al., (2004)
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understanding of access is the concept of livelihoods or the
decisions that people make to earn a living. Blaikie et al.
(2004) contextualize household livelihoods according to the
social and political structures that influence their access to resources and their capabilities to make livelihood decisions.
Social protection is also seen as critical to understanding household vulnerability, referring to the presence of
precautions and preparedness on behalf of the state or local collective action. Key to the Access Model is the
conceptualization of dynamic relationships and feedback loops that take place between vulnerability and risk and
adaptation. Accordingly, how a household responds to a trigger event is termed as ‘disaster as process’, which
comprises of a series of responses: reactions, dynamic impacts, coping, and adaptation. This process of responses to
a disaster loops into the question of the next disaster, which depending on the responses taken may mitigate or
compound vulnerability. As part of this transition is the understanding of how a household is impacted by a disaster, and
how this fundamentally affects a household’s access to capabilities, and by extension the social relations within society.
The Access Models represents a much more dynamic and detailed approach to understanding vulnerability and risk,
complementing the strengths and limitations of the PAR model. When considered together, the PAR Model and the
Access Model present a fairly strong and holistic framework for understanding vulnerability through the analysis of
societal structures and the social causation of vulnerability and how unsafe conditions are manifested at the individual
and household level.

Disaster as process
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Southern Africa Vulnerability Initiative (2004, SAVI). The Southern Africa Vulnerability Initiative (SAVI) framework is
a conceptual approach that emphasizes interconnections of multiple stressors, including HIV/AIDS, that was developed
by group of scientists in 2004 (O’Brien et al., 2009). It draws on the vulnerability literature originating in the disciplines
of anthropology/sociology, economics, and disaster management. Though it does not provide a toolkit or instructions
for the selection of instruments for measuring vulnerability, the SAVI framework provides a set of research questions
that can be used to drive the development of an assessment.
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The framework’s focus on the interaction of multiple stressors is based on the premise that ignoring these interactions
hides certain vulnerabilities. Instead of conceiving of vulnerability as an “end-point” of an assessment, as many
assessments in the hazards literature, the SAVI approach encourages examination of the dynamism of vulnerability,
including how coping mechanisms and responses change vulnerability (Casale, Drimie, Quinlan, & Ziervogel, 2010).
Casale and colleagues explain how sites for development interventions “can be described as ‘entangled crises’ in which
different stressors, people’s responses and development interventions become entwined. Development efforts to
disentangle one thread or another of the knot all too easily do not succeed. Equally, assessments of the problem in
terms of vulnerability do little more than justify interventions if the concept is used simply as a synonym for poverty.

The SAVI framework can be used to guide the development of a comprehensive vulnerability assessment aimed at
understanding the context of vulnerability at different levels, providing insight on the secondary data required for
analysis, and which data collection methods and tools might be most appropriate. Case studies using the framework
include examples of employing micro-level gqualitative methods in different regions to identify multiple stressors (on
larger scale) and how they interact in specific context to distinguish idiosyncratic as well as covariate risks. The
framework offers the benefit of resisting over-simplification by uncovering “hidden” vulnerabilities through deep and
context-specific evaluation. However, it is not a tool and does not serve as a monitoring instrument. Because it focuses
on root causes, assessments utilizing the SAVI framework will be more complicated and resource-intensive than those
using a single-stressor approach.
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The Household Vulnerability Index (2004, HVI) is a statistical index developed by the Food, Agriculture and Natural
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Resources Policy Analysis Network
(FANRPAN) in 2004 to measure
household vulnerability. The index is part
of the sustainable livelihoods and food
security traditions of the economics
literature on vulnerability. As a product of
southern Africa, the index examines
household vulnerability through the lens of
the influence of “HIV and AIDS pandemic
on household agriculture and food
security” (FANRPAN, 2011). The HVI is
concerned with the following two
questions: “How can the ‘most vulnerable’
be identified and assisted?” and “How can
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Households are classified into three categories based on their statistical HVI score (between 0-100). The HVI has both
internal and external vulnerability components employed. External vulnerability is assessed separately and used to
adjust weights on the household’s access to the five capitals. Each of the 15 dimensions measures internal vulnerability.

The Three HVI Categories

The HVI categorises households into three classes according to their level of vulnerability as follows: 1.
Moderate Vulnerability — Can cope after receiving assistance 3.

Capital

Human

Natural

Social

Financial

Physical

Low vulnerability (Category 1)

Household is headed by an economically
active household member

Dependency ratio 1s low, less sick household
members and no orphans.

More economically active household members
than dependants.

Household use both Inorganic and organic
fertilizers

Sustainable agriculture activity

Utilize all available land for subsistence or
commercial farming

Household has extra labour and time to
manage the environment

May receive some means of support from
NGQ's and government, but could do without.
More knowledgeable on agriculture and shock-
related issues that are discussed regularly in
the household

Have a diversified income source

Household income is used on a balance of
needs (farming inputs, education, health,
recreation etc)

Own important livestock eg
sustainable numbers

Have labour for farm and off farm work
Receive some agricultural extension services
Regularly have three meals per day

caftle, In

Moderate vulnerability (Category 2)

Household is headed by an economically
active, elderly or child

Dependency ratio is high, more orphans
and sick household members.
Economically active household members
are few

Organic fertilizers are the main sources of
fertilizers

Low agriculture activity

Utilize less land for subsistence farming
Household cannot manage the
environment well

Needs or receives support from NGO's
and government, and most of the support
goes to food and health

Knowledgeable on agriculture and shock-
related issues that are sometimes
discussed in the household

Have limited sources of income
Most of the household income is used on
food and medicines

Own important livestock in agricultural
production

No adequate labour for farm and of farm
work

May own farm implements in limited
numbers

Do not reqularly eat three times a day

Low Vulnerability — Coping or resilient 2.

High Vulnerability — Tragic (point of no return — require special intervention)
High Vulnerability (Category 3)

Most data is collected via semi-structure household interviews. FANRPAN has developed a generic questionnaire which
can be modified. Primary household data is supplemented by secondary data. A pre-programmed HVI database is used
to calculate the index, and an online portal allows for both sharing and online calculation of the index. Using sampling
methods, the HVI can be used for population level analysis. It can also be used as a census-type instrument for either
population level analysis or individual and household level monitoring and targeting. FANRPAN estimates that the

resources required to undertake an HVI survey is comparable to other baselines (2013).

The HVI offers several benefits. It accords with current best practices by using a sustainable livelihoods focus to analyse
the dimensions of both vulnerability and coping. Additionally, it can be used for targeting purposes as well as population
level analysis. However, its focus on food security may not be universally appropriate. Further, though the model invites

community participation as a possibility, current published guidelines do not emphasize it.

Reference document
2011 Household vulnerability index
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Framework for Vulnerability Analysis in Sustainability Science (2003). The Sustainability Systems vulnerability
framework is another well-known, widely cited framework within vulnerability research that emphasizes the social-
ecology perspective of risk. The framework explores elements of exposure, sensitivity, and resilience, which is modelled
according to the Coupled Human Environment System (CHES). This framework utilizes an integrated approach that
considers biophysical and social factors and the multiple interacting scales and feedback loops that influence place-
specific vulnerability. It stresses the transformative qualities of society with regard to nature and also the changes in the
environment on social and economic systems. Vulnerability encompasses three strongly interconnected aspects:
Exposure, sensitivity and resilience. However, complex interdependencies introduced in the model hinder its practical
application.

Turner et Al. 2003. A framework for vulnerability analysis in sustainability science.

System operates at multiple
spatial, functional, and temporal scales

Variability & change
in human conditions

Interactions of hazards
(perturbations, stresses,
stressors)

l

Variability & change
in environmental
conditions

Environmental Influences outside the Place
State of Biosphere; State of Nature
Giobal Environmental Changes

Consequences

The Sustainability Systems vulnerability framework represents an innovative approach to understanding the multiple
hazards, impacts, and scales that interact to produce the vulnerability of biophysical and social systems. At the centre
of the framework is the coupled human environmental system, which posits that social and environmental systems
interact through complex and dynamic feedback loops and linkages. The framework conceptualizes that there are
multiple interacting stressors that affect the CHES, in which impacts depend on the sensitivity of the system exposed.
Here, social and biophysical capital influences the coping mechanisms of the system to respond to impacts. Important
to note is how social and biophysical responses interact with the CHES. As such, social responses may potentially make
the biophysical subsystem less able to cope. In turn, impacts filter through the systems’ capacity to cope, respond, and
adapt through a series of responses, considered here as resilience.

Within this framework, vulnerability is framed according to exposure, sensitivity, and resilience. Exposure refers to the
extent to which components such as individuals, households, infrastructure, and ecosystems are subject to disturbances
and stressors. Exposure interacts with the sensitivity of the human and environmental conditions of the CHES.
Sensitivity is framed according to social and biophysical capitals and endowments. Last, resilience is modeled as a
matter of response in terms of impacts, coping, and adaptation.
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Critical to this conceptual framework is the consideration of nested scales, in which hazards interact at multiple levels,
and have cascading impacts. Although the Sustainability Systems vulnerability framework considers the local, regional,
and global scales that interact to shape the hazards and stressors that impact the CHES, this framework is nevertheless
rooted in a place-based approach to understanding vulnerability.

Also essential is the recognition that groups, systems, and places are differentially vulnerable based on differential levels
of exposure, sensitivity, coping and adaptive capacities. Furthermore, attention is placed on the role of institutions in
shaping vulnerabilities and hazards. Another key element of the framework is the emphasis placed on the role of local
stakeholders in defining issues of vulnerability that are of local concern, while extending analysis to the various scales
in which these hazards originate and interact. Thus, the Sustainability Systems framework places emphasis on
employing both qualitative and quantitative data, while drawing on local stakeholders perspectives in a collaborative
assessment process.

Details on vulnerability components of the sustainability systems vulnerability framework Turner et al., (2003).

Vulnerability

Sensitivity

Components
&9 Human Conditions
individuals, social/human capital & endowments
households, (e.g., population, entitiements,
classes, firms, institutions, economic structures)
states,
flora/fauna,
— >
C )
natural capital/biophysical
endowments
(e.g., soils, water, climate,
Characteristics minerals, ecosystem structure
€-9- & function)
frequency,
magnitude,
duration I

Reference document
A framework for vulnerability analysis in sustainability science
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The MOVE framework of vulnerability (2013) is based on the collaborative work of many key scholars within
vulnerability research. The MOVE framework incorporates elements of the coupled human environment system, the
multiple scales that influence the hazards of specific places, as well elements of exposure, vulnerability, and resilience.
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The MOVE framework breaks down vulnerability into thematic components to account for its multi-dimensional
character. The components include physical, social, ecological, economic, cultural, and institutional factors. The social
dimension refers to the propensity for human wellbeing to be disrupted or damaged in terms of mental and physical
health, as well as collective aspects such as health and education. Economic dimensions refer to the propensity for loss
in terms of assets or productive capacity through the mobilization of resources for livelihoods. Physical dimensions refer
to the potential for loss to physical assets such as infrastructure or capital. Cultural dimensions refer to the potential for
loss to beliefs or customs.

Environmental dimensions refer to the potential for loss to ecosystems or environmental services. Lastly, institutional
dimensions refer to the potential for hazards to weaken governance systems or formal or informal rules.

The MOVE framework also conceptualizes the relationship between hazards, vulnerability and risk, where risk refers to
the interaction between hazards and vulnerable conditions. Risk is therefore considered the potential for losses to social,
economic, physical, cultural, environmental, and institutional dimensions of vulnerability. Important to the consideration
of risk is the concept of adaptation, which is framed according to a series of interventions that reduce exposure and
sensitivity and in turn improve the resilience of a system.

Important to the MOVE framework is the theoretical undertone of systems theory, which recognizes the interlinked
complex and non-linear relationships that form between systems and system components. A part of this is the use of
the Coupled Human Environment System to model the complex relationships and feedback loops that form between
social and ecological components. Also key to the MOVE framework is the recognition that vulnerability is dynamic and
always changing, and so risk can be mitigated through risk governance, which can intervene by reducing aspects of
exposure, susceptibility, and thereby improve the overall resilience of the system under analysis.

Reference document
2013 MOVE framework
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INFORM (2017) is reviewed more in depth in the Risk section of this report. however, the vulnerability dimension of the
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The Vulnerability
dimension in INFORM
addresses the intrinsic

predispositions of an
exposed population to be
affected, or to be
susceptible to the
damaging effects of a
hazard, even though the

assessment is made
through hazard-
independent indicators.
So, the Vulnerability
dimension represents
economic, political and
social characteristics of

the community that can
be destabilised in case of
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Physical vulnerability,
which is a hazard

dependent characteristic,
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the Hazard & exposure
dimension. There are two
categories  aggregated
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average: Socio-economic vulnerability and vulnerable groups. The indicators used in each category are different in time
variability and the social groups considered in each category are the target of different humanitarian organisations. If
the socio-economic vulnerability category refers more to the demography of a country in general, the vulnerable group
category captures social groups with limited access to social and health care systems.

The BBC Conceptual Framework (2006) is a holistic
and multi-dimensional approach to vulnerability
analysis, which integrates concerns of sustainable
development and disaster risk management. The
framework builds off of previous vulnerability
frameworks of Bogardi and Birkmann (2004) and
Cardona (2001). The framework evolved from the aim
of linking vulnerability and sustainable development
through a holistic approach that considers causal
elements of environmental degradation and disaster
risk. The framework differs from other models of
vulnerability in the way that it places emphasis on the
dynamic character of vulnerability, modeled according
to elements of exposure, susceptibility, coping
capacities, and intervention or mitigation strategies.
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Figure 2: The BBC conceptual framework (Source: Birkmann, 2006: 34)

Specifically, the BBC framework considers the exposure of social, economic, and environmental systems to specific
hazards and events. Here, risk is seen as the interaction between the exposure of a system and the hazard. Unique to
the conceptual framework is the integration of social, environmental, and economic spheres, which represent the three
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pillars of sustainable development. Here, vulnerability is explicitly considered in relation to social, economic, and
environmental elements as a factor of exposure and coping capacity. Adaptation is modelled according to feedback
loops between social, economic, and environmental risk and vulnerability reduction modelled as disaster management
and disaster preparedness, which loops back into risk. Birkmann recognizes that additional frameworks can be
integrated to add to the vulnerability analysis, specifically in reference to the sustainable livelihoods framework (useful
in considering social and vulnerability, as an understanding of livelihood assets can aid in assessing the susceptibility
and coping capacities of households at the micro level).

UNHCR/UNICEF/WFP Vulnerability Assessment of Syrian Refugees (VASyR) in Lebanon. UNHCR, UNICEF,
WFP, and partners have conducted specific vulnerability assessments of the Syrian refugee population in Lebanon, with
the first one conducted in 2013, and the second one in 2016. The 2016 assessment included 4,596 households of Syrian
refugees sampled through a two-stage cluster sampling based on geographical areas. It looked at both economic and
livelihood vulnerability, shelter, family sizes, and living conditions, as well as at coping strategies and capacity. As
indicated in the report, “since 2013, the VASyR has been an essential process and partnership for shaping planning
decisions and programme design” (UNHCR, UNICEF, and WFP, 2016).

Reference Documents
UNHCR, UNICEF, and WFP 2016 Vulnerability
Assessment of Syrian Refugees in Lebanon

Geographical
Multi- Dimension:
UNHCR Vulnerability Assessment Framework in ki i
Jordan (2013-2015). UNHCR’s  Vulnerability
Assessment Framework (VAF) project started in 2013
aiming to develop an observation and reporting system
for the vulnerability of Syrian Refugees in Jordan, in
order to improve monitoring, and the provision of
assistance, also strengthening coordination and

decision-making (UNHCR, 2017).

Level: C

Multi-dimensional Analysis:
Access to Services
Social Cohesion
Governance
Safety and Securit:

hold/Individual

Level:

Multi-dimensional Analysis:
Specific Needs Codes
Resilience

Vulnerability in the Jordan context is defined as the risk

of exposure of Syrian refugee households to harm,
primarily in relation to protection threats, inability to meet
basic needs, limited access basic services, and food
insecurity, and the ability of the population to cope with
the consequences of this harm

The approach used to analyse vulnerability is the score

card approach with three layers of vulnerability analysis

(ACAPS and UNHCR, 2013):

e Geographical location and proximity to services

e Community/Household level factors such as access
to services, community cohesion, safety and security

¢ Individual/Household vulnerability based on UNHCR
specific needs codes and resilience

The following indicators are proposed for combination:

Universal indicators Sector Indicators
1. Predicted Welfare 1. Socio economic vulnerability / Basic Needs
2. Dependency Ratio 2. Food Security
3. Coping Strategies 3. WASH
4. Documentation Status 4. Shelter
5. Disability (to be introduced in 2017) 5. Health
6. Education
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The use of score cards at both community and household level allowed for vulnerability profiling. An example of score
card at the household level is displayed below.

Dimension/Question Vulnerability Score Score | Data Source
Low High
Access to safe water: Does the family have 1 2 3 4 5
access to enough safe water? Always Very often Often Seldom Never
Less than 30 minutes Less than 30 minutes Less than 30 minutes Less than 30 minutes Less than 30 minutes
waiting time at water waiting time at water waiting time at water waiting time at water waiting time at water
point point point point point
and and and and and
Adequate storage at Adequate storage at Adequate storage at Adequate storage at Adequate storage at
household (piped water | household (piped water | household (piped water | household (piped water | household (piped water
or at least 2 containers or at least 2 containers or at least 2 containers or at least 2 containers or at least 2 containers
of 10-20 1t) of 10-20 1t) of 10-20 i) of 10-20 1t) of 10-20 1t)
Access to Sanitation: Does the family have 1 2 3 4 5
access to enough sanitary facilities? Always Very often Often Seldom Never
No more than 20 No more than 20 No mare than 20 No more than 20 No more than 20
people/toilet people/toilet people/toilet people/toilet people/toilet
safe for wormnen and Safe for women and safe for wormnen and Safe for women and Safe for women and
children children children children children
Access to Health Services: Does the family 1 2 3 4 5
always have access to adequate health Always Very often Often Seldom Never
services? Have free access to Have free access to Have free access to Have free access to Have free access to
health services health services health services health services health services
Access to Education Services: Does the family | 1 2 3 4 5
have access to education services? Always Very Often Often Seldom Never
Children able to attend Children able to attend | Children able to attend | Children able to attend | Children able to attend
school in a safe and school in a safe and school in a safe and school in a safe and school in a safe and
secure manner secure manner secure manner secure manner secure manner
Access to Electricity: Does the family always 1 2 3 4 5
have enough electricity supply? Always Very often (bi-weekly Often (weekly cut that Seldom (daily cuts that | Never
cuts that last less than lasts more than 4 last more than 4 hours)
4 hours) hours)
Access to durable shelter: Does the family 1 2 3 4 5
live in a shelter that is suitable for both Suitable for both winter | Suitable for summer Suitable for winter Not suitable for No shelter
summer and winter conditions? and summer Ventilated, light Limited ventilation, summer or winter
Ventilation, furnishing, no heating heavy furnishing, Unable to control
furnishing/blankets heating ventilation, No
Heating furnishing, ne heating
When combined in the score card, the o
icted per capita
H H : : H Predicted expenditure 3
indicators provides with a detailed $ 43J00
information on the vulnerability status of » Family
Documentation
Documentation status 4 Documentation
the household (Sample case-level " PAismissing MOl | 0T red
shapshot: Severely Vulnerable (UNHCR, :
Coping strategies 4 gency ad
1 autonomous adult
A |oependencyravion | 20
a Coping strategies ratio
Y
= Basic Needs 4 e 4
Reference Documents . T s S et s
ACAPS and UNHCR 2013 A Vulnerability
_ _ 3 school aged children
Analysis Framework for Syrian Refugees [ | educations Attendancerisks | 2years missed educa-
H Finance main risk tion
in Jordan 2 children attending
Social vulnerability | CARI score
* Food 4 High dependency FCS = 103, 20% spent
ratio, Single headed | on food, Emergency
ili Access to services
UNHCR 2017 Vulnerability Assessment s, |t composton | psting condtions
H Health 4 9 No under over isal
Framework Guidance Note ? had problems e
60s in case present
accessing
Housing mndmon ions of tena Family composition
ﬁ Shelter 3 Mx 9 ““.mm Has contract but high Female-headed
items, showing poor | L house, high
signs dependency ratio
Health Access to latrines Access safe water Waste management
i WASH 3 No Shared access with 1 Municipality source 0instance water
¢ — house and safe access | 1 instances without 3instances solid
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Resilience frameworks Date: 1980s - Today

By: UNDP, IFRC, FAO, DFID, Tuft, OECD, Governments, etc.

Reviewed initiatives: Community Based Resilience Analysis, Disaster Resilience Framework, Livelihoods
Change Over Time Model, Resilience Index and Measurement Analysis, Conceptual Framework for the
Resilience Systems Analysis, Framework for Community Resilience, Resilience of Systems framework,

Context Disturbance Adaptive capacity Adaptive Reaction to disturbance Livelihood
e.g., social, e.g., natural e.g., ability to deal state to e.g., survive, cope, recover, Impacts
environment, hazard, conflict, with disturbance shock learn, transform
political, etc. food shortage,
fuel price

increase

Food Security
e Bounce
o ] 0w Resilience pathway back Adequate
g 8 2 = y’ better nutrition
7] o
¥ & 2 8 a Environmental
£ g § 8 g £ Bounce | oo curity
[ © = - = back
3 s <121° 3 -2
E E .8 o .8 E B Recover
4 Stresses 2 128 @ but worse | Food
o,
% g % than Insecurity
L Vulnerability pathway before
5 a 5 Iy\pa i Malnutrition
Collapse
Environmental
(+) degradation
TANGO 2012. Adapled from DFID Disaster Resilience Framework (2011), TANGO Li Fi (2007), DFID Li Fi (1999) and CARE

Household Livelihood Security Framework (2002)

Background. Historically a key concept of the fields of psychology and ecology, resilience has become in the past four
decades increasingly popular amongst policy-makers and scientists of disaster management due to increasing
frequency and severity of disaster events. The UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development refers to resilience as a
core concept of sustainable development (Bosetti et al., 2016).

Resilience is used by a variety of practitioners from different disciplines, which have produced their own definition of the
concept depending on their practical applications, and sometimes their own ways of measuring it. In its most basic form,
resilience can be broadly understood as ‘’bouncing back faster after stress, enduring greater stresses and being
disturbed less by a given amount of stress” (Martin-Breen and Anderies, 2011).

The simplest version has the caveat of focusing on the risk, the shock, as opposed to the subject receiving the shock,
its inherent features and well-being in the face of the shock (Martin-Breen and Anderies, 2011). Resilience is also the
capacity to learn from experience, to transform and improve systems and institutions and this depends on the subject’s
features (Bosetti et al. 2016). There are different units of analysis to assess resilience: at the individual level, household
level, community level, local government, national government, organisations and regional and global level (IFRC,
2014).
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Different traditions

Engineering resilience provides a rigorous way of formalising the concept of resilience. The engineering field uses
resilience to assess how a material changes shape and bends when an external force is supplied to it, and when the
material will eventually return to its original form. Resilience here brings together resistance, elasticity, and the stability
domain of the material. Stability is key to resilience: something is resilience if it can resist external forces and quickly
come back to its normal state (Martin-Breen and Anderies, 2011).

The psychology view contrasts with engineering resilience because it involves several interacting individuals, and
evolves over time. There are two streams of resilience in psychology. One looks at the impacts of crises and abrupt
changes impacting families, and the other one looks at how children, often in conditions of poverty, are able to avoid
falling victim of many traps that most of their peers do. Early developmental psychology sees resilience as a practical
positive outcome to achieve. More recent views explore resilience from bi-directional interactions, as an on-going
process of continual positive adaptive changes to adversity, which status enable future positive adaptive changes
(Martin-Breen and Anderies, 2011).

Departing from these individual-focused approaches, other approaches have looked at systems, such as Complex
Adaptive System (CAS). CAS have the following features: sustained diversity and individuality components, localised
interactions among those components and an autonomous process that selects from among those components based
on the results of local interaction, a subset for replication or enhancement (Levin, 1998). From these features it is
possible to attempt to evaluate the resilience of CAS. Although CAS do not necessarily inform resilience theory, they
provide a perspective on how systems are self-structuring over time (Martin-Breen and Anderies, 2011).

Finally, economic theories are more at the margin of resilience research. However, since they have departed from the
ideal of equilibrium analysis, and moved towards more complex dynamics, economic theories have used the notion of
resilience to account for non-equilibrium dynamics and continuous change (Martin-Breen and Anderies, 2011).

Systems resilience. Looking at “systems” enables to account for both sudden changes and internal slower changes.
Systems resilience refers to fixed functions (economic, social and political) that individuals need to survive or generally
want to maintain (Martin-Breen and Anderies, 2011). A system generally works at a certain level of performance, and
its performance can deviate by different degree when it is affected by disruptions, stresses, shocks (Proag, 2014). The
resilience of a system can be defined as “’the ability of the system to reduce the magnitude and duration of the deviation
as efficiently as possible to come back to its usual level of performance” (Proag, 2014).

The strength of a system in resisting disturbances is not enough to account for its resilience. A system can respond to
stresses in different ways: by resistance and maintenance, that is, being able to keep operating under disturbances; by
changing at the margins, meaning acknowledging the problem, discussing it and maybe adapting to it; by opening and
adapting, which means being highly flexible to reduce vulnerability. A more complete understanding of resilience takes
into account:

- Its absorptive capacity: ability to absorb the event

- Its adaptive capacity: capacity to adapt to the event

- Its restorative capacity: ability of the system to recover.

As a result, recent school of thoughts separate resilience in two distinct categories (Proag 2014):
- Hard resilience, which refers to the direct strength of institutions or structures when placed under pressure
- Soft resilience, which refers to the ability to absorb and recover from the impact of disruptive events without
fundamental changes. This depends on the flexibility and adaptive capacity of the system.

Amongst different conceptions of resilience in systems, the ideas of learning, flexibility and options are recurrent as key
feature of resilient systems (ODI 2015). In a thorough review of components of resilience concepts in 2013, OECD
proposed a list of components critical for individuals, communities, and for developing countries and their institutions to
be resilient:
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List of components for resilience, OECD 2013
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! Individual

i Community

Developing countries and their

institutions

Components

Knowledgeable
Healthy
Has economic opportunities

Has economic resources/risk financing
options

Is connected — to neighbours and family,
active participation in society

Food secure

Organised

Cultural cohesion, common identity, full

participation

Has infrastructure and services, that it can

maintain/repair and improve
Can manage its natural resources

Is connected —to authorities and external

actors

Access to markets and/or employment

Territorial security

Physical and psycho-social safety
Economic security

Ecological security

Social and political stability
External reputation and influence

Good governance/Rule of law/Absence

corruption

Leadership

QOrganised, self-motivated, determined

Conflict prevention and resolution Accountable and responsible

mechanisms Legitimacy

Land tenure Energy diversity/ independence

Recognition of the key role of women Promotes innovation

. Domestic revenue generation (tax
Leadership g (tax)

Capacity to respond to crises

Current application. Resilience is used for a wide variety of purposes: from ecological uses with the goal of restoring
ecosystems, to urban resilience that focuses on networks in urban settings and can inform urban planning, to mitigating
the effects of climate change. However most actual projects or policy based on resilience-frameworks are limited to
ecosystem and disaster management. With increasing attention to climate change and incurred losses, development
organisations have adopted this paradigm, by measuring and assessing progress of disaster risk reduction through
resilience (ODI 2015).

Resilience has recently taken a more multidimensional approach that incorporates community multi-spectrum levels
with more socio-economic and political aspects (Bosetti et al. 2016). However, frameworks developed to assess
resilience still face several limitations. First, they are generally more designed for natural disasters rather than economic,
political and conflict risks. Secondly, they focus on bigger units of analysis at the expense of smaller scale analysis. For
example, analysis of the resilience of local government in fragile conflict-affected settings is limited. There is more work
to be done with sub-national dimensions. Finally, they tend to rely on theory of change and lack empirical testing and
evidence (Bosetti et al. 2016).

Reference Documents

Bosetti L., Inavonic A., Muhnshey M. 2016. Fragility, Risk and Resilience: A Review of Existing Frameworks.
Martin-Breen P: and Anderies J.M. 2011. Resilience: A Literature Review. The Bellagio Initiative.

IFRC 2014. IFRC Framework for Community Resilience

ODI 2015. A Comparative Overview of Resilience Measurement Frameworks.

Proag 2014. The Concept of Vulnerability and Resilience.

OECD 2013 Risk and Resilience: From Good Idea to Good Practice
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The Community Based Resilience Analysis (2014, CoBRA) Framework was developed in 2014 building on various
existing models, including the TANGO Resilience Assessment Framework and the DFID Sustainable Livelihoods
Framework. The main aim of the CoBRA Framework is to provide a conceptual base for assessing and measuring
resilience, and how affected communities cope with stress and shocks. The CoBRA Framework is the result of four full
assessments run between June and August 2013.The methodology uses both Key Informant Interviews and Focus
Group Discussions in order to address several questions on types of crises affecting communities, what characteristics
make them resilient, and what interventions were put in place by households to improve resilience of the community.

Revised UNDP CoBRA Model

Baseline CoBRA Time Repeat CoBRA
assessment

assessment

Bounce back

- [ | Direct interventions/services/support better
External policy/political context
Trends and
attainment Bounce back  attainment
¢ Current/normal ¢ Current/normal
period Recover but period
¢ Crisis period worse than e Crisis period

Trends and

before ® Review resillience

Stresses and shocks indicators

Collapse

Over time, various factors — including policies, support, changes in context or autonomous household adaptation and
change — can influence the resilience of communities to shocks and stresses. Resilience level

may be assessed based on how communities cope with and overcome various shocks and stresses: those

that are able to bounce back to their condition in the pre-crisis period, or even improve their situation, may

be considered resilient, while those that are collapsing or are recovering but are worse off than previously

may not be resilient.

To measure resilience and the impact of interventions on resilience, baseline information must be established. Doing
so involves answering these fundamental questions:

¢ What are the main characteristics of resilience at community and household levels?

¢ Which households are more resilient and able to cope with shocks and stresses?

e What kinds of factors are affecting their ability to cope?

¢ How do communities score their attainment of these priority characteristics in a normal period and in a

e crisis period?

The scoring exercise during FGDs provides important data on community perceptions concerning their status and their
progress towards resilience. The characteristics can also be used to develop indicators to quantitatively assess
resilience, using existing survey data. CoBRA Assessments cannot be considered stand-alone measurements of
resilience and they should be based on and add to existing monitoring measurements and assessments. Additionally,
CoBRA assessments can’t evaluate individual services or programmes, but only multidimensional resilience. The
resilience attainment scores are not statistically significant because they are based on perceptions and can possibly be
subject to change. Moreover, such scores cannot be compared between different locations, because they are a product
of separate processes in different contexts (UNDP, 2014).
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Components and potential indicators of resilience, Cobra 2014
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Capacity
% households with year round access to clean water

Physical

Financial

Natural

Social

The basic infrastructure (roads, railways,
telecommunications) that people use to
function more productively. .

The sum of skills, knowledge, labour and «
good health that together enable people

to pursue different livelihood strategies
and achieve their livelihood outcomes. .

The cash that enables people to adopt e
different livelihood strategies. This can be «
in the form of savings, or a regular source »
of income such as a pension or remittance.
The inputs that support livelihoods, as well
as the producer goods (tools, equipment,
services) that contribute to the ability to e
increase financial capital.

The natural resources (land, forests, water] »
and associated services (e.g. erosion
protection, storm protection) upon which
resource-based activities (e.g. farming,
fishing etc.) depend. .

Access to and participation in networks,
groups, formal and informal institutions. «
Peace and security.

Reference document
UNDP/ECHO 2014 Community Based Resilience Analysis (CoBRA) Conceptual Framework and Methodology

Infrastructure — roads, water, electricity,
telecoms

Access to new technologies / equipment
Land security / ownership

Educational and skill
members

Food security of household

Health and nutritional status of household

members

Income reliability and growth
Opportunities for employment and trade
Productivity of livelihood

Price and income variations

Functioning markets

Risk financing / insurance

Assets owned and goods produced - livestock/

crop /stock

Access to financial services

Access to and quality of natural resources —
land / rangeland / forests, water, soil
Sustainable management and regulation of
natural resources

Carrying capacity — human and animal
populations

Local kinship support networks

levels of household

Capital

Access to all weather roads
% households with electricity

supply

Capital

% households requiring formal
food/cash assistance

% global and severe acute
malnutrition rates

Gross / net enrolment rates

Capital

Income level

% of households with secure
access to land for livelihood
purposes

Livestock numbers and value
Crop production / value

Capital

Extent of natural tree cover
Households undertaking
reforestation activities

# functional NRM/ rangeland
management committees

Capital

MNumber, scale and functionality of community «

organisations / governance structures and self-

help groups
Participation in the above groups

Community ability to plan, mobilise resources

and implement;

o Conflict reduction

o Improved services

o Natural resource management
Fair and transparent access to resources
Leadership role of women

# functioning local structures /
committees

% of households with woman
and marginalized groups
involved in local planning
processes

Water storage / reserve capabilities
Crop storage / reserve capacity

Capacity
# Households members with secondary education

or higher
# Household members economically active

Capacity

# household sources of earned income
Access to functioning markets

Access to saving and credit facilities

Access to agric / livestock extension services

Capadity

% time quality pasture available
Quality of rangeland management
Rate of deforestation

Capacity
Quality of leaders /finstitutions (fair, responsive, non-

corrupt)

% population living in peace and security
% year there are no incidences of conflict /
insecurity

Community resources raised to build resilience

ESIN 2014 A common analytical model for resilience measurement

UNDP 2014 Understanding Community Resilience: Findings from Community-Based Resilience Analysis (CoBRA)

Assessments - Marsabit, Turkana and Kajiado counties, Kenya and Karamoja sub-region, Uganda

UNISDR, 2014. Building Disaster Resilience for Sustainable Human Development
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The Disaster Resilience Framework promoted by DFID (2011, TANGO/DFID) involves four elements that describe
resilience: context, disturbance, the capacity to deal with disturbance and reaction to disturbance. This approach
considers whose resilience (e.g., individuals, households, communities, national governments), resilience to what (the
shock or stress to which the system is exposed), the degree of exposure (large- scale versus differential exposure),
sensitivity (ability to cope in the short-term), the ability to adapt — both in anticipation of and in response to — changing
conditions over the long term, and how the system responds to the disturbance (e.g., survive, cope, recover, learn,
transform) (Brooks et al. 2014).

The resilience framework presented by Frankenberger et al. (2012) — and updated here —integrates livelihoods, DRR
and climate change adaptation approaches into a single framework for assessing resilience (Frankenberger etal. 2014).
This integrated systems approach emphasizes the importance of absorptive, adaptive and transformative capacities
that include access to productive assets, household livelihood strategies, and institutional structures and processes,
as well as preparedness, prevention, response and recovery activities formulated to achieve well-being outcomes in
response to shocks and climate-related stresses.

TANGO/DFID Resilience Framework, 2011

Context Disturbance Absorptive, Adaptive Reaction to Livelihood
e.q., social, e.q., natural adaptive and state to disturbance outcomes
ecosystems, hazard, transfommativ shock e.0., survive,
palitical, conflict, food e capacities Ccope, recover,
religious, efc. shortage, fuel learn,

price increase transiorm
1 1 | | |

l

§
=
E
&
=2
]
©
E

Collapse | degradation

1‘ l ¢ -]
ll‘ E‘;‘ﬁ! Food Security
‘ - Resilience pathway better Adequate
‘ nutrriion
A Bounce Eﬁr?mmml
‘ b security
Recover
but fr?;";mt,
worse
than iti
before Malnutrition
Vulnerable pathway Environmental
{+)
| |

The important variables of interest are composite measures based on several other measures. In many of these cases,
principal Components analysis (pCa) or polychoric factor analysis is used to construct an index. This approach has been
applied in Niger, Somalia and, more recently, ethiopia.

Reference document
FSIN 2014 A common analytical model for resilience measurement
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Tufts Livelihoods Change Over Time (2012, LCOT) Model. The Feinstein international Center at Tufts university, in
collaboration with world Vision and the College of dryland agriculture and Natural resources at Mekelle university in
Tigray, is measuring resilience in Northern Ethiopia by assessing “livelihoods change over time” (ICoT) (maxwell et al.
2013; Vaitla et al. 2012).

The LCOT conceptual model captures static livelihood outcomes (e.g., food security, health status, education level),
which are typically measured in a fairly linear manner, as well as more complex outcomes based on dynamic interactions
between livelihood strategies, policies and programmes, and institutions, which can enhance or limit household
responses.

Based on a livelihoods cycle framework, the LCOT assessment involves first understanding the shocks inherent in the
system (i.e., what types of shocks or hazards are occurring within the targeted population), and subsequently how a
given shock affects different stages of the livelihoods cycle (i.e., how assets are affected by a particular shock, how
production and other decisions are impacted by a shock, and how policies/institutions mitigate the risk of a shock). Such
information is then used to identify who is most vulnerable to what types of shocks. rather than collect the large amount
of data required to directly measure various parts of the livelihoods cycle, a model is used to estimate relationships
between initial asset levels, variables at different stages of the livelihoods cycle, and outcome measures of household
resilience (maxwell et al. 2013; Vaitla et al. 2012).

LCOT framework, Ethiopia, Maxwell et al. 2012

Assets B
Livelihood Dutcomes Income FIFs / Vulnerability
Consumption (food, health, _ access to natural resources
water, education, etc.) "‘-HH perceptions ofhazards
investments (livestock, etc.) '——_:“_-H Assets access to credit
Savings ————— . T Matural input prices
Coping - trade—nﬂ_s'.___ E—— Fhysical
_"-"——\-— — e,
— :___—_—h- humsan
T % Financial
T Social
C i icult fertilizer, d
Drecisions 8 E::;L;ZP on Consumption/Investment Production/Exchange :E!;ik?;: (fertilizer, s2eds)
Sirategies investmant Decisions and Behaviors Decisions and Behaviors Barrowing
Coping labor sllocetion
“Income”
Cash
in-kind PIPs / Vulnerability
PIPs / Vulnerability remittances
!'lsrn'lful h’adltlﬂpalm output prices
indebtedness inability to pay SNg.transfers
Family size and obligations actual rainfslihazards

Tomeasure resilience, the study utilizes a number of indices, scores and individual variables to look at changes in seven
indicators of livelihoods outcomes and household well-being across years (i.e., from hunger season to hunger season):
household Food insecurity and access Scale (HFIAS), Coping Strategies index (CSl), Food Consumption Score (FCS),
illness Score, Value of productive assets, Net debt, and income (per capita daily expenditure).

The HFIAS, CSl and FCS are used to assess food security. An illness score measures human capital. additional scores
(or indices) include access to community resources (i.e., access to community-owned land, pasture/grazing land, water
sources, forest resources); support network score (i.e., ability to access non-family networks in case of a shock);
social participation score (i.e., household participation in formal and informal groups); and crop diversity index (i.e.,
cropping system patterns). Asset variables include both those more likely to change in the short term (e.g., value of land,
livestock, productive assets) as well as those more likely to change over the long term (e.g., literacy, participation in
social organizations).

Reference document
ESIN 2014 A common analytical model for resilience measurement
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Resilience Index and Measurement Analysis (RIMA) 1l (2016, FAO). RIMA was created using the following definition
of resilience: “The capacity of a household to bounce back to a previous level of well-being (for instance food security)
after a shock”. RIMA Il is based on five pillars, which are considered determinant of the resilience of households: access
to basic services, assets, social safety nets, sensitivity and adaptive capacity. In 2016 FAO developed the RIMA I
(Resilience Index Measurement and Analysis) tool to measure resilience, a revised version from the initial RIMA
developed in 2008. Although aimed at being widely applicable, its premises are largely informed by food security as its
ultimate objective. RIMA explores resilience at the household level. It combines both a direct (descriptive) measure of
resilience, which ranks households from more or less likely to resist a shock and allows for comparison between
households, and indirect (inferential) measure that explores the main determinants of resilience. The following graph
describes what happens to a household when a shock occurs and resilience mechanism are activated.

RIMA Il Resilience framework, 2016

Figure 1. Resilience conceptual framework

Ay
to t
Yo [ Y1 |
COPING
Access to ) STRATEGEES ) Access to
Basic Services Consumption | Basic Services
JE— smoothing .
Assets Asset | Assets
Ro | — smoothing Ro B
Social Safety Social Safety
| Mets | New livelihood Nets
adoption —
Adaptive | Adaptive
Capacity Shock | Capacity
ARes
Other HH time-invariant Other HH time-invariant
characteristics characteristics

Other HH time-variant Other HH time-variant
characteristics characteristics

YO (e.g. food security at time 0) is obtained through a set of time-variant and time-invariant characteristics, a number of
pillars contributing to household resilience capacity. When a shock occurs, a series of coping strategies is activated,
principally consumption smoothing, assets smoothing and

adoption of new livelihood strategies. Household resilience contributes to these absorptive, coping and transformative
capacities in an attempt to bounce back to the previous state of well-being. This can result (over the long-term) in an
increase or decrease in Y. Any change in Y has an effect on resilience capacity and, consequently, can limit future
capacity to react to shocks.

Fundamental pillars of resilience in RIMA are Access to Basic Services, Assets, Social Safety Nets, Sensitivity And
Adaptive Capacity. Details are provided in the next table.
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Social Safety Nets (SSN) Assets (AST) Access to Basic Services (ABS) g
QD

Sensitivity (S)

Adaptive Capacity (AC)

Definition

Refers to access to schools,
health centres, water,
electricity

Includes both access to

services and the quality of

access to these services

Refers to what households
owe (productive and non-
productive)

Formal (institutionalised
exchanges) and informal
transfers (various forms of
exchanges that take place
outside formally
institutionalised channels)

The extent to which a
household is affected by a
specific shock

A household’s ability to
adapt to the changing
environment in which it
operates

Significance

It is important because

(i) the capacity of generating income

from assets (key to resilience) is
constrained by market, non-market
institutions, public service provision
and public policy

(i) ABS is essential to assess the risk

exposure of households and
communities
(iii) the relationships between the

state and civil society is important to
adapt to shocks

Shocks can have big impact on assets,
and households can change their
behaviour which will impact assets: ie.
households might reduce their
consumption to preserve their assets,
or sell their assets

With income, transfers are most likely
the first response mechanism activity
when a shock occurs. The extent to
which households can refer to formal or
informal channels depends mainly on
existence of healthy credit institutions.
Informal transfers include borrowing
from friends, relatives, and are highly
determined by social cohesion

Sensitivity is key to determine a
household’s coping capacity in front of
shocks. It determines the persistence
and resistance of a household to
shocks

Being able to reorganise and adapt to a
new situation is crucial for resilience in
front of shocks
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Indicators/Measurement

Proxy for access to services: schools,
hospitals, markets, roads, safe houses.

Proxy for quality of access: monetary
costs of access to services.

Productive and non-productive assets
such as agricultural assets, animals

Formal transfers: amount of cash and in-
kind assistance received, quality and
frequency of assistance, existence of
microfinance finance institutions.

Informal transfers: position of the head
of household within the community,
ethnic provenance, age and familiar
interconnection with other households
of clans.

Assess the frequency and intensity of
shocks affecting a household over a
given period of time. Using regression
analyses to evaluate the real impact of
shocks on resilience capacity.

AC is connected to the existence of
institutions and networks that enable
learning and storing knowledge and
experience, as well as be flexible and
balance power among interest groups

For example: income diversification for
reducing risks in face of hazards

Household resilience can be measured using multidimensional surveys that focus on household behaviour. Considering
the described resilience pillars, a resilience-oriented survey should include aspects of:

income and income generating activities; access to basic services; access to infrastructure; productive and non-
productive assets; formal and informal safety nets; social networks; shocks; food security indicators; institutional
environment; and climate change.

Reference Documents
FAO 2016. Resilience Index Measurement and Analysis — 1.
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OECD Conceptual Framework for the Resilience Systems Analysis (2014, OECD). The OECD framework looks at
how specific programming based on the principles of resilience can help develop systems with boosted resilience, which
are then more able to withstand the existing Risk Landscape of the context. The programming needs to take into account
factors such as complexity and connectivity (how factors are interrelated), change, uncertainty (complexity makes events
unpredictable), the existing political will and power dynamics, as well as a Timeframe for implementing the programs
designed (OECD, 2014).

The OECD framework measures the impact of a shock on the resilience of a system. It aims at comparing different
components of a system before and after the shock, in order to determine the impact of the shock on the system, and
its resilience. This framework highlights the difficulty of measuring resilience if no shock has occurred: analysing
resilience is therefore highly dependent on a shock occurring here, and on estimating the impact of the shock on the
system to measure its resilience. The framework was piloted in Syria, Jordan and Lebanon, Somalia, Sudan, South
Sudan, Kenya and Ethiopia.

Conceptual Framework for the Resilience Systems Analysis, 2014

Figure 1: Conceptual framework for the resilience systems analysis

Programme outcomes
CONTEXT PROGRAMMING
Risk . System with
Landscape Targeted Core programme actions \ boosted
system il
Absorptive Adaptive resilience
it it
National SRR SEpRcHY National
.. National National _
Provincial Provincial
Seasonal shocks T N Regional Regional
Frequ:nt smtall Household Community Community Household
impact events - Household Household .
Long term Individual Individual
B Individual Individual
stresses
Preparedness Responsiveness Connectivity  Inclusion
Learning / Diversity and Self- Social
innovation Redundancy organisation  Cohesion
Thresholds PRINCIPLES of RESILIENCE /
Camp!ex:ity o Change Uncertainty Political Will Power Dynamics Timeframe
connectivity

Key factors influencing the context and programming

Source: OECD

The resilience systems analysis brings together an analysis of different risks that a system faces; how priority system
components are affected by shocks and their ability to absorb or adapt to shocks; a power analysis of the different
stakeholders and processes that influence the system; and an identification of gaps in the system’s resilience.

The framework proposes different ways of measuring the impact of a shock on the resilience of a system: system
resilience indicators, negative resilience indicators and proxy impact indicators. Process indicators and output indicators
are additional methods that focus on assessing the impact of measures implemented to boost resilience.

System Resilience indicators are indicators that make up six types of ‘capital’ which form resilience, extracted from the
Sustainable Livelihoods Approach (DFID 1999).
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Capital
Financial

Physical

Political

Example of assets for each group of capital (OECD 2014)

Asset

Additional production for sale
Banking facilities

Credit/ savings group

Formal employment

Gifts / Donations

Income to cover basic needs
Informal employment
Savings

Transfer of funds

Competencies, knowledge, habits
Education

Health

Vaocational skills

Biodiversity of the environment
Forest

Land for agriculture / livestock
Livestock

Minerals

Rivers and waterholes

Source of drinking water

Commodities

Drinking Water

Energy

Essential Household items

Means of Transportation, Livestock
Productive Land/Productive capital
Sanitation

Shelter

Social Infrastructure

Access to those in authority

Knowledge of rights and duties

Membership in political parties

Participation in community meetings

Participation in community organizations influencing local power structures
Participation in democratic processes (elections, decentralization)

Community committeas

Formal/informal conflict management mechanisms
Informal social interaction

Measures to protect girls and boys

Membership in formal community groups

Mutual support

Participation of women in community life

Analysis Framework Review — July 2017

Indicators for each capital are
attributed a score based on their
strength in the system. The OECD
proposes a scale from 0 to 4 to
measure the strength of an indicator, 0
being weak and 4 being strong. The
final score of a capital, similarly
estimated on a scale of 0 to 4, is the
average of the scores of each indicator
that make up that capital. This score
informs of the strength of this specific
indicator for a specific system.

Example of table to determine the indicators to measure system resilience (OECD 2014)
Figure 16: Example of table to determine the indicators to measure system resilience

Capital Asset Indicator Score based on
scale
Human Formal Education Proportion of girls, and boys, attending school 2
Vocational New indicator required 3
Education
Physical and mental Maortality rate per 10,000 people per day 3
health
B I
e
% of births that were focilitated by a midwife
Health of babies and Mortolity rote per 10,000 children under 5 per day 3
children
weeks
% of children under 1 wvaccinated for childhood 1
diseases
% of children who are underweight 2
AVERAGE (BASKET) SCORE FOR HUMAN CAPITAL 2.29

This then allows to map the resilience of a specific system at different points in time and allows for comparison.
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Example of system resilience pre- and post-cholera epidemic (OECD 2014)

Figure 17: Example of system resilience pre- and post- cholera epidemic

Financial g==

Physical <

Natural

-, Social

" political

—— January

June, post cholera epidemic
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This diagram shows that while human,
financial and social capitals were
strong before the cholera epidemic,
they were severely affected by the
epidemic. However, the epidemic did
not affect the system’s natural and
political capital.

Another way of measuring resilience is
by evaluating negative resilience
indicators. Negative resilience refers
to “strategies that people or assets
use to absorb shocks, or adapt or
transform so that they are less
exposed to shocks and that may have
negative impacts on certain aspects of

their system” (OECD 2014). Based on FAQO'’s strategy to monitor the severity of negative coping strategy, the OECD
proposes to monitor the trends in negative resilience, changes in strategies and how they impact the system.

Example of severity analysis of negative resilience (OECD 2014)

RATE OF OCCURRENCE SEVERITY  RATE x
SEVERITY
In the past 30 days, how often have communi .
e, v z = z 3 ¥ g Proxy indicators can be used
= = S = & H i
z §, 33 % - B a to determine the impact of a
@ E 7] o 2 1 iy g -
+83 2% -; n = 5 8 5 E shock on the resilience of a
- O — 1 e T
SE B3 £9 3¢ 3 3 & z system such as number of
Relative frequency score 7 4.5 1.5 0s i) dead per number eXposed to
Shifting to traditional medicine 7 7 2 14 the shock, percentage of
Taking out new loans 15 1.5 3 4.5 reduction in household and
Selling productive assets 4.5 4.5 2 9 .
Sending children out to work 15 1.5 2 3 ec;)nomlc losses (perhaps as
Enrolling in armed groups 1.5 1.5 4 & a % of GDP due to ShOCkS).
Prostitution 0.5 0.5 2 1 However, the OECD
Sale of household assets 15 15 2 3 acknowledges that this
Reduction in daily food rations 0.5 0.5 2 1 focuses on losses from the
cri 15 1.5 3 45 .
me- impact, rather than the
Deforestation 4.5 4.5 3 13.5 .
lllegal use of land 05 05 1 ; Pbeople who survived and
Early harvest a5 45 3 135 their overall well-being,
TOTAL FOR THIS COMMUNITY 74 which make for resilience.

Reference Documents

OECD 2014 Guidelines for Resilience Systems Analysis

OECD 2013 Risk and Resilience: From Good Idea to Good Practice

OECD Risk and Resilience
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IFRC Framework for Community Resilience (2014, IFRC). Updated in 2014 from a first version published in 2008,
the Framework for Community Resilience (FCR) developed by IFRC assesses resilience at the community level. Its
purpose is to support national societies in assisting communities based on a holistic assessment of vulnerabilities of a
community, and the risks that they face. It was complemented in 2016 by the Road map to community resilience.

According to the definition of IFRC, “resilience” is “the ability of individuals, communities, organizations or countries
exposed to disasters, crises and underlying vulnerabilities to anticipate, prepare for, reduce the impact of, cope with and
recover from the effects of shocks and stresses without compromising their long-term prospects” (IFRC, 2014). This
definition implies that resilience takes place at multiple levels, where it can also be strengthened. These levels include:
individual, household, community, local government, national government, organizations such as the National Red
Cross and Red Crescent Societies, regional, and global levels.

A community is considered resilient when:

- It is knowledgeable, healthy and can c@
t its basic needs F' riske, 1 healthy,
mee e === risks, }
. . . BDEETE] can meet its
- ltis socially cohesive basic shelter, food,

water/sanitation

- It has economic opportunities

- It has well-maintained and accessible
infrastructure and services

- It can manage its natural assets Can manage

its natural Is socially

- ltis connected assets cohesive

IFRC’s Framework for Community Resilience

combines the characteristics of the wollmataine s cconomic
community with IFRC’s own impact and infrastrietir and opportunities

contribution to the resilience of the
community.

Five most important threats

A B. To measure their own resilience, communities identify indicators
Characteristics | Formulations of the question: to evaluate each of the six characteristics that make a
of a resilient How can you tell if a household community resilient according to IFRC. A compendium of
R U E R e indicators is available for each of the six characteristics.

O LB EREEETIES L is knowledgeable about **cholera, road accidents,
about threats. floods, changing risks**?
(b) Is healthy. ... can regain or maintain health after a “*road
(c) Can meet its accident, iliness, flood**?
basic needs. ... can find or restore shelter during/after **violence,
earthquake, mudslide, flood™?
... can keep feeding its children during a **strike™, in

Characteristics | Indicators that may line up with the community’s

of a resilient description of local risks and its own resilience
community

Community is healthy © The number of community health workers.

spite of **price hikes**?
... can find clean water to drink during or after a
**cholera epidemic, flood, drought™?

2. Is socially ... has neighbours or family nearby on whom it can
cohesive rely during **a storm, flood, conflict**?

... does not feel at risk of violence from someone in

the community or neighbourhood?

3. Has economic ... can find or hald on to a job during or after the
opportunities. **conflict, earthquake, drought**?

CRCEERTE S ETT ETNELE | can draw benefit from **the market, school, clinic**
and accessible despite the **strike, flood, conflict**?

infrastructure and
services,

5. Can manage its ...takes care to respect the **nearest water source,
natural assets. forest, soils*™*?

6. Is connected ...makes regular visits outside the community? Is
aware of relevant policies and laws and how they both
affect the community and can support the community
as it acquires resilience?

Reference Documents

* The number of functional health facilities providing selected relevant services.
 The number of non-functional health facilties.

* The number of outpatient consultations per person per year (attendance rate or
consultation rate).

* The number of consultations per clinician per day.

* The coverage of measles vaccination (%).

* The coverage of DTP3 in < 1-year-old (%).

* The percentage of births assisted by a skilled attendant.
* The percentage of deliveries by caesarean section.

* The incidence of selected diseases relevant in the local context, including
malnutrition (GAM/SAM).

* The case fatality ratio (CFR) for most common diseases, including malnutrition.

» The percentage of households possessing one or more effective insecticide-
treated mosquito nets.

 The percentage of pregnant women, children under five and other vulnerable
people sleeping under effective insecticide-treated mosquito nets.

IFRC 2006 Vulnerability and capacity assessment: Lessons learned and recommendations

IFRC 2014 IFRC Framework for Community Resilience

IFRC 2016 A roadmap to community resilience
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Resilience of Systems framework (2014, Proag). This framework assesses resilience by evaluating different systems
(political, legal) and measuring their capacity to resist, adapt and recover from disruptions (natural disasters, economic).
The aim is to evaluate the degree of resilience of these systems, in order to reduce the population’s vulnerability to
disruptions. The framework identifies key ‘sectors needing resilience’ (Proag 2014).Sectors where system resilience

may be important include:

Technical

The framework takes the example
of infrastructure resilience and
identifies several variables to

Organizational
Social

Legal

Economical

Possible performance metrics (Proag 2014)

assess the general resilience of a
country’s infrastructure.

Political

Environmental

Ecological

Infrastructure System

System Performance Metrics

Agriculture and Food
Chemical

Communications

Emergency Services

Energy:

Information Technology
Public Health and Healthcare:

Transportation Systems: Highway

Average food price, exposure to food contamination
Pollution

Number of dropped telephone calls

Lives saved; average response time

Consumption, profitability of energy companies
Number of cyber attacks. internet access speed
Mortality rates, patient attendance

Average speed and cost of shipments; length of traffic jams

It suggests two ways of measuring these indicators. Qualitatively, by conducting a risk analysis and the potential impact

of the risk. Quantitatively, by measuring:

- Resilience efficiency: the ration of the output under shock divided to normal output

- Resilience quality: comparing the time it took for two equally damaged systems to recover back to normal
performance (the baseline depends on whether they were fully functional or not in the first place)

- Effort (cost) resilience: a comparison of the effort required to build a new system and the effort required to
recover to an equivalent system. quality and effort (cost resilience).

Reference Documents

Proag 2014. Assessing and Measuring Resilience
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Risk Frameworks

By: Countless organisations and

governments

Reviewed initiative: INFORM
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Inspiration: Vulnerability, capacity, resilience,

Date: 1960 - today

hazard, disaster risk and preparedness

Featured framework: Bollin C., Cardenas C., Hahn H. and Vatsa K.S. 2003, Conceptual framework to identify

disaster risk.

DISASTER RISK

HAZARD

EXPOSURE

VULNERABILITY

CAPACITY AND
MEASURES

Probability Structures Physical Physical planning
Severity Population Social Social capacity
Economy Economic Economic
Environmental capacity
INFORM 2017 Risk index
Sudan Syria , Iraq Afghanistan oL At
Risk: 7.0 Risk: 6.9 Risk: 6.9 Risk: 7.8 1o
3Yrtrend: > 3 ¥r trend: > 3Yrtrend: > 3 Yr trend: >
Hazard: 7.4 Hazard: 8.5 Hazard: 7.7 zard: 8.8
Vulnerability: 6.6 Vulnerability: 6.8 Vulnerability: 6.0 Vulnerability: 7.1
Lack of coping Lack of coping Lack of coping Lack of coping
capacity: 7.0 capacity: 5.6 capacity: 7.0 capacity: 7.7 9
l Chad 8
Risk: 7.7
3¥r trend: 7 X
Hazard: 7.2
Vulnerability: 7.2 4
Lack of coping
capacity: 8.9 k-
7
l Niger
Risk: 7.3
3Yrtrend: 7
zard: 7.3 ; 6
Vulnerability: 7.0
Lack of coping t
capacity: 7.7

"L

l Central Africa
Republic
g’;‘rct?:;d: > Myanmar -,
Hazard: 7.9 Risk: 6.7
Vulnerability: 8.6 3 Yrtrend >
Lack of coping \r;azarﬂ 75
capacity: 8.7 vinerability: 6.0
Lack of coping
capacity: 6.6
Congo DR South Sudan Somalla = Yemen
Risk: 7.0 Risk: 8.8 Risk: 9.2 Risk: 7.6
3Yrtrend: & 3 Yr trend: 7 3Yrtrend > 3 Yrtrend: 2
Hazard: 6.2 Hazard: 8.2 Hazard: 8.9 Hazard: 8.2
Vuinerability: 7.0 Vulnerability: 9.0 Vulnerability: 9.4 Vulnerability: 6.9
Lack of coping Lack of coping Lack of coping Lack of coping
capacity: 8.0 capacity: 9.2 capacity: 9.2 capacity: 7.8
20 s 50 100
KEY L e 7 Increasing risk > Stable N Decreasing risk
Very low Low Medium High Very high  Notincluded

In INFORM

Number of courtries at each risk score In 2011
B 33 2015 (ntervals of 0.2 on INFORM RISK INDEX)

VERY HIGH

N
2
Categories based on quanti ties
Increasing risk

HIGH

329

230

Low

87



Analysis Framework Review — July 2017

Background: What happens to a country when exposed to a hazard event is clearly of a multifaceted nature. In scientific
literature, there are many different views of how to systematize disaster risk, reflected in various analytical concepts and
models. Given the complexity of the phenomena and interactions among different dimensions a unique optimal solution
does not exist. The disaster risk community conceptualizes risk as the interaction of hazard, exposure, vulnerability and
capacity measures. However carefully the dimensions are defined, the innumerable interactions and overlapping that
exist among the dimensions makes it possible to argue both positive or negative effects on the calculated risk. A hazard
event represents a load that the country/area of interest will have to handle characterized by severity and frequency.
But no matter how severe the hazard is, without exposed assets, population, buildings, infrastructure, or economy, there
is no risk.

Risk management frameworks are generally designed to answer the following questions:
o What are the probable dangers and their magnitude (Danger identification)

¢ How often do the threats of a given magnitude occur (Hazard assessment)

¢ What are the elements at risk (Elements at risk identification)

e What is the possible damage to the elements at risk (Vulnerability assessment)

e What is the probability of damage (Risk estimation)

e What is the significance of the estimated risk (Risk evaluation)

¢ What should be done (Risk management)

Vulnerability describes how easily and how severely exposed assets can be affected. Thus, everything that is exposed
must have an associated vulnerability which may be or may not be hazard dependent. Capacity encompasses physical
planning, social capacity, economic capacity and management. It is closely related to coping capacity which refers to
formal, organized activities and efforts of the country’s government that are performed either after or before a hazard
event.

The most recent conceptual framework for a holistic approach to evaluating disaster risk is based on the work of Cardona
(2011). For Cardona, vulnerability consists of exposed elements on several aspects:

o Physical exposure and physical vulnerability, which is viewed as hard risk and being hazard

e dependent

¢ Fragility of the socio-economic system, which is viewed as soft risk and being hazard independent

e Lack of resilience to cope and recover, which is also defined as soft risk being hazard independent

Cardona O.M., Carreno M.L. (2011), Holistic approach

Note: Conceptual

/ B HAZARDfI I’u‘..,u_u‘u|,-;.:. .m debates on
e vulnerability and

EXPOSED ELEMENTS capacities or specific

(COMPLEX DYNAMIC SYSTEM) vulnerability and

VULNERABILITY FACTORS capacity frameworks
V(€ 1), 1) l=12...n are covered in other
P sections of this report.

Exposure and

[-\(T'I UATION SYS'I'IZ\I] ‘ Physical \ “HARD" RISK
¢ Susceptibility D )} Potential Damage on Only INFORM was
¥ Risk identification " (hazard dependent) "' Physical Infrastructure RISK y
v Risk reduction /-)m and Environment h R (H..V) selected for the
¥ Disaster management . | ir ¥ i
, ! review as the most
v sk transte ) !
sk transfer Social ﬂl!(/ \ : Potential Social, comprehensive up-
CORRECTIVE AND ,<J f"""t;‘_’"_“‘ et | Economic and P . Up
PROSPECTIVE N . "{3" ':';’j o F ) ' V Environmental to-date and agreed
T > AN ES T non huzard dependent) & 1/ “COrrTre 'K , ceatience H
INTERVENTIONS \ e ! SOFT” RISK Consequences framework in the
Potential Socioeconomic

Impact on Communities humanitarian realm.

Lack of Resilience
and Organizations

or Ability to Cope

X and Recovering R "|,
(non hazard dependent) ‘|‘,
NG, }

(CONTROL SYSTEM]
Risk Management System

-
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The Index for Risk Management INFORM (2015, IASC) is a way to understand and measure the risk of humanitarian
crises and disasters, and how the conditions that lead to them affect sustainable development. INFORM is designed to
be an open-source, easy-to-use risk assessment for crises and disasters that can be used and adapted by anyone. It
takes origin in the work done for the Global Focus Model (OCHA/Maplecroft) and the European Commission Global
Needs Assessment and Forgotten crisis indices. It is currently developed and managed by and for the IASC
Preparedness Working Group.

The INFORM methodology is designed to answer several simple questions: Which countries are at risk of crises that
will require humanitarian assistance? What are the underlying factors that could lead to crises in each country? How

does the risk change with time?

INFORM Conceptual framework, 2017

Dimensions Vulnerability Lack of coping capacity
Categories Natural Human -- Institutional  Infrastructure

Earthquake
Tsunami

Flood

Tropical cyclone
Drought
Projected conflict risk
Inaguality (25%)
Uprooted people
DRR

Governance
Communication

Aid dependency (25%)
Physical infrastructure

Components

Other vulnerable groups
Access to health system

Current conflict intensity

Development & deprivation (50%)

INFORM is the first global, objective and transparent methodology for understanding the risk of humanitarian crises and

disasters. INFORM:

o Covers 191 countries at the national level and is comparable between countries. Detailed regional and national
INFORM models can be developed using the same process and methodology and are available for Sahel, Greater
Horn of Africa, Central Asia and Caucasus, Latin America and the Caribbean, Lebanon, Colombia and Guatemala.

o All the data used in INFORM is in the public domain and the methodology is completely transparent. The INFORM
partnership includes many data source organisations.

e INFORM is based on scientific concepts and methods, and the data used is the best available.

The objective of INFORM is to answer these questions using a relatively simple framework for quantifying humanitarian
crisis risk, which is based on concepts published in scientific literature. Essentially, INFORM analyses two forces, which
together describe risk. On one side are hazards and the exposure of people to them. On the other side are the
vulnerability of people to those hazards and their lack of capacity to cope with them.
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INFORM builds up a picture of risk by bringing together around 50 different indicators that measure three Dimensions

of risk:

e Hazard and exposure: Events that could occur and the people or assets potentially affected by them

¢ Vulnerability: The susceptibility of communities to those hazards

o Lack of capacity: Lack of resources available that can help absorb
the shock

Vulnerabih'ty

Each dimension is made up from a number of risk categories—for
example natural hazards, socio-economic vulnerability, institutional
capacity etc. These are user driven, meaning that they have been
chosen to reflect the needs of potential users of INFORM. The final
value of INFORM is calculated using a risk equation, which is a
geometric average of the three risk dimensions with equal weights.

33%
s
33% Zher

1 1
Risk = Hazard&Exposure3 x Vulnerability3 x Lackofcoping capacity

3

The results are a risk profile for every country, which consists of a value between 0-10 for the INFORM Risk Index and
all of its underlying dimensions, categories, components and indicators. In the global model, all the results are
comparable within and between countries (i.e. risk A in country A can be compared with risk B in country A, risk A in
country A can be compared with risk A in country B). Note that results of the global INFORM model are not directly
comparable with regional or national models. This is because INFORM measures relative risk, so the results depend on
the risk level of other countries or subnational units in the model.

At all levels of the INFORM model, a
Threshold (and number of countries per group in INFORM 2016) lower value (closer to 0) always

represents a lower risk and a higher
HAZARD & Natural H | | 10) al
EXPOSURE atura uman value (c oser to . ) always
represents a higher risk. Results are
rounded to one decimal place.

Risk group RISK

v‘_w high (>=) 65 ['1:?} 6.129) Differences  between  countries
High (>=) 5 (22) beyond one decimal place on the
Medium [ =) 2.8 (66) 31021) INFORM scale are not considered to
Low (>=) 2 (67) 1.5 (50) 1.3 (54) 1(53) be significant.

Very low ( »= ) 0 (31) 0 (46) 0 (15) 0(93)

The results of the INFORM Risk
Index and its dimensions are divided into five groups (very high, high, medium, low and very low). The threshold of these
groups are fixed and are based on cluster analysis of 5 years of INFORM results. Cluster analysis groups the results so
that countries in the same group or cluster are more similar to each other than to those in other groups. This method
has been used to determine fixed thresholds between risk groups.

Notable in the INFORM is the processing and treatment of uncertainty. A measure of reliability is displayed for each

country. It is presented as a Lack of Reliability Index on a scale from 0-10 and takes into account missing data, out-of-

date data, and conflict status. Countries with lower Lack of Reliability Index scores have risk scores that are based on

more reliable data. The INFORM Lack of Reliability Index includes three dimensions: missing data, out-of-date data and

conflict status.

¢ The first dimension considers how many original indicators were available for calculating the INFORM index for each
country. It uses as indicator the number of missing values, which includes also estimated values not present in the
original data source. For instance, the HDI value derived from the GDP per capita is considered as missing value for
the calculation of the Lack of Reliability Index.
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e The second dimension looks to how recent are the data used for a particular country. INFORM methodology allows
to use older data as proxy where updated data are not available. The metrics used for the Lack of Reliability Index
is the average of the total number of the years older than the reference year for each indicator.

¢ The last dimension takes into account if a country is in conflict. Normally, collection of data in country affected by
conflict is very challenging and therefore their reliability is poor. INFORM defines a country in conflict if the Conflict
Barometer of the Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research (HIIK) sets a conflict intensity 4 o 5 (highly
violent conflict). The first two dimensions are normalized between 0 and 10 as an INFORM indicator, while the conflict
dimension counts as an aggravating factor of 30%.

INFORM LACK OF RELIABILITY INDEX

MISSING DATA OUT OF DATE DATA CONFLICT STATUS

The total number of original The average of the total We define a country in

indicators missing, including number of years older than conflict if the Conflict

any that have been the reference year per Barometer of Heidelberg

estimated (e.g. HDI derived indicator, to account for any Institute for International

from GDP per capita). older data used as a proxy Conflict Research (HIIK)
for the most recent year. sets a conflict intensity 4 o

5 (highly violent conflict), to
account for the challenges
of the data collection in a
country affected by conflict.

Reference documents

INFORM Guidance note, 2016

INFORM Concept and methodology 2017
INFORM Concept and Methodology 2015
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Displacement Frameworks Date: 2000 - today

By: IOM, JIPS, UNHCR, IDMC, Governments

Reviewed initiatives: IASC framework on Durable solutions for IDPs, Statelessness Framework,
Migration governance Index, Integration Evaluation Tool, Refugee Integration

Featured framework: IDMC Displacement data model, 2015
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Framework on Durable Solutions for Internally Displaced Persons (2010, IASC) aims to provide clarity on the
concept of a durable solution and provides general guidance on how to achieve it. This version of the Framework builds
on a pilot version released in 2007, which the Inter-Agency Standing Committee welcomed and suggested be field-
tested. The Framework was revised and finalized in 2009, taking into account valuable feedback from the field on the
pilot version and subsequent drafts.

A durable solution is achieved when IDPs no longer have specific assistance and protection needs that are linked to
their displacement and such persons can enjoy their human rights without discrimination resulting from their
displacement. A durable solution can be achieved through:

e Sustainable reintegration at the place of origin (hereinafter referred to as “return”);

e Sustainable local integration in areas where internally displaced persons take refuge (local integration);

e Sustainable integration in another part of the country (settlement elsewhere in the country).

Depiction of IASC Framework on Durable Solutions for Internally Displaced Persons, JIPS, 2017
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guidance for comprehensive yet practical approaches to durable solutions analysis and monitoring progress in
displacement situations.

In Phase 1 of the project, a comprehensive desk review process was conducted of a wide range of indicator sources
pertaining to durable solutions and was endorsed by the Technical Steering Committee. This resulted in an Indicator
Library that comprehensively reflects the IASC Framework definition of durable solutions. Currently, the project is at the
end of Phase 2, and the Indicator Library is being field-tested by JIPS and Technical Steering Committee members in
9 different contexts in Colombia, Sudan, Myanmar, Kosovo, Georgia, Iraq, Ukraine, Cote d’lvoire, and Somalia. A final
indicator library and guidance and tools will be coming out of the project at the end of the year®.

Reference document
IASC Framework on Durable Solutions for Internally Displaced Persons, 2010

8 Members include DRC, ICRC, IDMC, |OM, FIC/Tufts, NRC, UN Peacebuilding Fund, Solutions Alliance Research, Data and Performance Management group
members, UNDP, UNHABITAT, UNOCHA, UNHCR, World Bank, Displacement Solutions Platform and ReDDs
9 http://www.jips.org/en/profiling/durable-solutions
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Statelessness: An Analytical Framework for Prevention, Reduction and Protection (2008, UNHCR) is designed
to identify causes of statelessness, obstacles to acquisition of nationality and the risks faced by stateless persons as
well as to highlight the capacities of all concerned stakeholders to minimize those risks. Identifying risks and causes of
statelessness as well as gaps in the protection of stateless persons is a necessary first step to prioritizing and developing
measures to guarantee enjoyment of the full range of human rights including the right to an effective nationality. The
gaps analysis produced using this Framework comprehensively map gaps in citizenship law and practice as well as
unmet needs. It serves as a basis for the collaborative development of short and long-term strategies that support States
in preventing and reducing statelessness and ensuring the rights of stateless persons.

The Framework does not stop at the identification of gaps however, for it is also intended to bring to light the capacities
of national and local authorities, other actors as well as stateless communities themselves to address protection gaps.
This then can form the basis for identifying the support that would be needed to prevent and reduce statelessness risks.

The Framework is not intended to be an instrument to gather statistics, nor is it a substitute for existing international
standards or guidance provided by UNHCR on the prevention and reduction of statelessness and the protection of
stateless persons. Rather, it serves as a tool to draw together available documentary information, such as annual
reports, monitoring reports and legal information.

The Framework is based on 6 key dimensions

e Favorable Protection Environment

e Prevention and Reduction of Statelessness

e Fair Protection Processes and Documentation

e Security from Violence and Exploitation

e Basic Needs and Essential Services

o Community Participation, Self-Management and Self-Reliance

Reference document
Statelessness: An Analytical Framework for Prevention, Reduction and Protection, 2008, UNHCR
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The Migration Governance Index (MGI) (2016, the Economist Intelligence Unit, IOM) is born out of an appreciation
for connections between development, migration, governance and metrics. Commissioned by the International
Organization for Migration (IOM) and designed by The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU), the project aims to provide a
consolidated framework for evaluating country-specific migration governance structures, and to act as a potential source
for informing implementation of the migration-related SDGs.

The MGI looks at 15 countries—selected to provide a broad representation of levels of economic development, type of

migration profile (including receiving and sending countries), and geographic scope—and uses 73 qualitative questions

to measure performance across five domains identified as the building blocks of effective migration governance:

¢ |Institutional capacity: This domain assesses countries’ institutional frameworks, the existence of migration strategies,
the existence of inward and outward migration governance legislation, and data availability and transparency.

¢ Migrant rights: This domain assesses countries’ structures to ensure access to basic social services for migrants,
family rights, the right to work, and long-term residency and paths to citizenship.

o Safe and orderly migration: This domain assesses countries’ border control and enforcement mechanisms, measures
to combat human trafficking and smuggling, and re-integration policies.

¢ Labour migration management: This domain assesses countries’ policies for managing labour migration, skills and
qualification recognition schemes, student migration regulation, bilateral labour agreements and remittance
schemes.

o Regional and international co-operation and other partnerships: This domain assesses the regional and international
dimension of migration through an analysis of international conventions, treaties and laws, regional consultative
processes, and bilateral agreements.

These domains are measured through 23 indicators, which in turn are measured through 73 sub-indicators. All sub-
indicators are qualitative and are scored through a rigorous process, mostly through binary scoring questions.

The MGI Framework, EIU/IOM, 2016

1. Institutional capacity
1.1 Institutional framework
1.2 Migration strategy
1.3 Legal framework
1.4 Institutional transparency and coherence
1.5 data gathering and infor mation availability

5. Regional and intemational
cooperation and other partnerships

5.1 Signature and ratification of
international conventions

5.2 Regional cooperation

5.3 Bilateral agreements

5.4 Global cooperation

5.5 0ther partnerships

2. Migrant rights

2.1 Access to basic social services
and social security

2.2 Family rights

2.3 Right to work

2.4 long term residency and path
to citizenship

4. Labour migration 3.5afe and orderly

management migration
4.1 Labour migratio n management 3.1 Border control and enforcement
4.2 Skills and qualification 3.2 Admission and eligibility criteria
recognition schemes 3.3 Re-intergration policies
4.3 Student migration regulation 3.4 Measures to combat human trafficking and smuggling

4.4 Bilateral labour Agreements
4.5 Migrant Remittances

The MGI makes a unique contribution to the conversation on migration policy metrics because it differs from existing
studies (Migrant Integration Policy Index, The Immigration Policies in Comparison (IMPIC) project, International
Migration Policy and Law Analysis (IMPALA) Database, Determinants of International Migration (DEMIG) database) in
a number of ways. Firstly, while existing studies tend to focus narrowly on one or a few migration policy domains (e.g.
the MIPEX looks exclusively at immigrant integration policies), the MGI attempts to measure migration policies in a
holistic manner. The framework assesses institutions, regulations and operational structures that inform the quality of
migration governance across the board, focusing on a number of key input factors that can determine migration
outcomes.
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Secondly, the MGI MGl Key findings, 2016
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agreements and
additional initiatives to leverage diaspora populations. For receiving countries, good migration governance typically
includes protecting migrant rights, supporting migrants’ integration into society and managing the flow of migrants. The
authors believe that good migration governance should account for the challenges and responsibilities of both of these
roles, which are neither static nor mutually exclusive. Historically migrant-sending countries may have sophisticated
emigration policies, but can find themselves unprepared when local economic development makes them attractive
destinations for migrants from poorer neighbouring countries. Similarly, disasters or other crises can spontaneously
cause mass migration, transforming net receiving countries into net sending countries, or vice versa. Such examples
underline the importance of developing migration policies across a comprehensive set of domains, so that countries are
equipped to respond effectively to the shifting realities of international mobility.

Lastly, the MGI has been designed to capture migration governance structures in countries with different degrees of
socioeconomic development. The pilot country sample includes ten emerging economies and five advanced economies
from five regions, and the assessment method has been calibrated to account for institutional differences that typically
emerge as a consequence of this diversity.

Reference document
Measuring well-governed migration, The 2016 Migration Governance Index
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Integration Evaluation Tool (IET) (2012,UNHCR) was developed aa an online Integration Evaluation Tool to help
collect reliable information on refugee integration, and measure success rates in Central Europe. Launched in
cooperation with Migration Policy Group, this tool contains a survey exploring aspects of a refugee’s life. The online
survey is filled out by selected experts and stakeholders involved in different areas of refugee integration. The Integration
Evaluation Tool pilot was launched in November 2012 in Bulgaria, Poland, Romania and Slovakia, and finished at the
end of 2013. The areas evaluated in this phase included refugees’ access to education, employment, housing, and
family reunification.

The IET aims to develop effective, reliable, and sustainable data collection methods and internal review mechanisms,
to identify gaps and good practices as well as to build the capacity of and partnerships among

the various actors involved in refugee integration. To this end, it covers four major areas labelled

¢ General considerations,

¢ Legal integration,

e Socio-economic integration,

e Socio-cultural integration.

Each of these contains a series of strands and each strand is defined by a list of indicators. Taken together, 231
indicators clarify policy goals and the data that decision-makers need to know in order to evaluate whether policies are
working to achieve these goals.

Each IET indicator is a question relating to a different aspect of refugee integration. For most answers, there are three
alternatives reflecting different policy options. The first option is based on favorable terms, while the second and third
options generally represent less favorable or unfavorable provisions. The selection of the indicators and answer options
is informed by a normative framework based on international and European law, UNHCR Executive Committee
Conclusions, and other UNHCR guidelines. In order to evaluate and compare the answers across countries, the tool
suggests tallying a score for each strand and dimension per country. Therefore, points are assigned to each policy
option, with three points being awarded to the most favorable one. For the sake of comparisons, the resulting 1-3 scale
is converted to a 0-100 scale with 100 being the top score.

Reference documents,
Refugee integration and the Use of indicators: Evidence from central Europe, UNHCR, EU, 2013
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Refugee integration, Migration and Refugee Services (2016, MRS). The Program Advancement and Evaluation unit
has developed an overview of refugee integration metrics, allowing MRS staff and refugee resettlement stakeholders to
take a closer look at refugee integration in an international context. This overview includes the integration approaches
of the U.S., Canada, Australia, Germany and New Zealand. This review is of interest to our work as it identifies and
uses variables of wellbeing that can be reapplied in humanitarian settings. Results are comparative and presented in a
table format.

Measuring Refugee Integration—The International Context, Daniel Sturm, USCCB/MRS Oct. 21, 2016 (Draft)
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Family Self-Sufficiency

Self-sufficiency

Economic Sufficiency
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Self-sufficiency

Economic Outcomes

Vocational Training

Job Satisfaction

Cultural Orientation Cultural Orientation Education & Training Education Education Education Education
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Housing Housing Housing Home Ownership Housing Housing

Children’s Education

Early Childhood Education
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Ongoing Social Services
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Health

Physical Wellbeing
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Parish Support Social Bridging Media Age, Gender, Diversity
Community Consultations | Community Consultations Intercultural Openness Refugees’ Satisfaction
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What stands out is Canada’s attempt to define integration as a two-way process, asking both newcomers and Canadian-
born residents to step up, in the sense that refugees are expected to make an effort to understand and respect the new
societal values, while the receiving society is expected to get to know and appreciate the socio-cultural contributions
refugees bring with them to Canada.

On the opposite end of the spectrum stands the German model, which puts the onus almost entirely on refugees. While
the integration goal is to enable newcomers to participate fully in all aspects of German social, political and economic
life, there are some strings attached for refugees (but not for the host community). Refugees are expected to learn
German and to abide by the constitution. The peculiarity of the German integration model, aside from its obsession with
language acquisition, is the idea of utilizing sports as a facilitator of integration. In the United States, refugee integration
is primarily measured in the sense of economic integration, with some newly-added requirements for refugee host
community consultations. The Australian integration model shares many indicators in common with approaches in the
U.S., Canada, Germany and New Zealand. However, it does emphasize the role neighborhood connections and home-
ownership play in the integration process.

The most holistic of all four refugee integration models is the Canadian model. It not only emphasizes newcomers’
access to employment and educational opportunities, healthcare, language development, social capital and a clear
pathway to citizenship. It also stresses refugee’s satisfaction with their own resettlement experience.

Reference documents

Measuring Refugee Integration—The International Context, Daniel Sturm, 2016 (Draft)

How Countries Measure Refugee Integration, 2016, Daniel Sturm

Other relevant resource:

Indicators of integration, Home office and practice report, 2004
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Wellbeing Frameworks Date: 1940 - today

By: Countless organisations and governments

Reviewed initiative: Wellbeing conceptual framework, Hierarchy of needs, Better life initiative, The

Humanitarian Emergency Settings Perceived Needs Scale, Global wellbeing index

Featured framework: OECD Wellbeing conceptual model, 2011
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Background. Although the term ‘well-being’ is often used, there is no agreed definition and it is often used as an all-
encompassing concept to describe the quality of people’s lives (Dodge et al., 2012). There is considerable ambiguity
around the definition of well-being. For example, terms such as happiness, quality of life, and life satisfaction have been
used interchangeably to mean well-being (Allin, 2007). Each represents elements of wellbeing but individually do not
reflect everything that well-being entails.

Many of those who have attempted to define well-being see it as a dynamic process. For example, the New Economic
Foundation (NEF) described well-being as: the dynamic process that gives people a sense of how their lives are going,
through the interaction between their circumstances, activities and psychological resources or ‘mental capital’. Other
definitions emphasize attainment and the ability to achieve one’s potential in the future. For example, the World Health
Organization’s working definition of well-being is the realization of one’s physical, emotional, social, mental and spiritual
potential. Other writers have argued that the preoccupation with definitions is unhelpful, as there is a consensus within
society of what constitutes well-being. For example, Ereaut and Whiting (2008) argue that, wellbeing is no less than
what a group or groups of people collectively agree makes a ‘good life.” However, while there may be general agreement
about the elements that contribute to a sense of well-being, individuals will vary in the importance they place on each of
the elements. For example, one individual may place more importance on being financially secure, whilst another person
might prioritise the quality of his or her relationships (Waldron 2010).

Dodge and colleagues (2012) have proposed a different approach envisioning well-being as the balance between
resources and challenges. They argued that stable well-being is when individuals have the psychological, social and
physical resources they need to meet a particular psychological, social and/or physical challenge. They illustrate this
approach as a seesaw. When individuals have more challenges than resources, the see-saw dips, along with their
wellbeing, and vice versa.

THE WELL-BEING SEESAW (DODGE ET AL. 2012 P230)

Resources Challenges
Psychological Psychological
Social WELL-BEING Social
Physical Physical

One of the benefits of this model is that well-being is not viewed as static, but it is not clear how the model brings an
agreed definition closer. The proposed model is very similar to models that examine stress or coping mechanisms. In
addition, being able to cope with a challenge does not necessarily mean that the sense of satisfaction gained, imbues
other areas of a person’s life. The personal nature of well-being makes measurement complex and consequently
comparisons of well-being between groups of people or between countries controversial.

The measurement of well-being can be considered using two broad approaches: objective and subjective measures.
There is general agreement that both approaches are necessary.

Objective measures make assumptions about what is required for any individual and then sets out indicators to estimate
how far the requirements have been satisfied. Objective indicators usually measure three main areas:

e Economic — e.g. GDP and household income

e Quality of life — e.g. life expectancy, crime rates, educational attainment

e Environment- e.g. air pollution, water quality
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Objective measures have been used for many years, but it has been increasingly recognized that objective measures
on their own cannot measure a nation’s progress and that subjective measures are also needed (Guillén-Royo and
Velazco, 2005).

Subjective measures ask people to assess their own well-being. The New Economics Foundation (2011) argues that
the only way to know if someone is happy or satisfied is to ask him or her. Subjective measures allow for differences in
people’s values and preferences and are seen as less paternalistic than objective measures. They are not subjective
because they are self-reported, but because the question asks a person to rate, how they feel (Hicks 2011). Unlike
objective measures, perceptions are fundamental to understanding subjective well-being. The drive to find subjective
measures that are comparable has led countries worldwide to set up programmes to improve the measurement of
subjective well-being (e.g. the European Commission project ‘GDP and beyond’). There are three broad approaches
(the evaluative, experience and eudemonic) to measure subjective well-being.

Evaluative approach requires an individual to assess their overall life satisfaction or satisfaction with a particular aspect
of their lives such as satisfaction with their job or health. Likert type scales are often used or a Cantril ladder (e.g. at the
bottom of the ladder worst possible health and at the top of the ladder best possible health). The evaluative approach
is very common. Studies have found that having an explicit time frame in the question (e.g. health in the last week)
improves the response, as otherwise some people find it difficult to answer (ONS 2010; Dolan et al. 2011).

Experience (affect) approach requires an individual to assess the emotional quality of their lives, collecting positive and
negative emotions e.g. happiness, sadness, anxiety and energy levels. Questions typically ask about an individual's
feelings in the last week or day. Other methods are occasionally used such as diaries to collect the information. Some
commentators and academics (Tinkler and Hicks 2011) have argued that negative feelings such as pain, stress and
misery should be core questions in any adult survey. The rationale is that negative emotions are those that public policy
is most able to influence but there has been reluctance to follow the advice, partly because of uncertainty about the best
ways to capture negative emotions and secondly fear of reducing response rates.

Eudemonic approach is sometimes described as the psychological approach- an individual's assessment of their
internal world. The approach is intended to measure feelings such as self-efficacy, good relationships, having a sense
of purpose, achievement, and autonomy. These measures are sometimes known as measures of ‘flourishing’ (Tinkler
and Hicks 2011).

While there is some agreement about the type of approaches to measure well-being, there is more debate about what
should be measured and how.

In 2016, Myles-Jay Linton, Paul Dieppe and Antonieta Medina-Lara published a meta review of self-report measures for
assessing wellbeing in adults. A total of 99 measures of well-being were included, and 196 dimensions of well-being
were identified within them. Dimensions clustered around 6 key thematic domains: mental well-being, social wellbeing,
physical well-being, spiritual well-being, activities and functioning, and personal circumstances.

Features of wellbeing instruments: The majority of measures contained multiple items (95/99), the largest containing
317 items. Most of the instruments used verbal questions (97/99),however two tools were pictorial. The fewest response
options were found within simple yes/no questionnaires, while other tools offered up to 11 response options along a
bipolar scale. However, the majority of the tools used five-point bipolar Likert scales. Items asked individuals about the
frequency; intensity; strength of agreement; or truth of specific and non-specific thoughts, feelings, experiences and
statements.

Theoretical influence. The two theoretical influences most commonly reported in the literature were Diener’'s model of
Subjective Well Being (1984) and the WHO definition of health: “a complete state of physical, mental and social well-
being”. Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (1943); Sen’s capability approach (1980s); Antonovsky’s theory of salutogenesis
(1979); Ryff's psychological well-being (1995); Fisher et al's spiritual well-being model (1998) and self-determination
theory were also referred to. In many cases, however, authors did not specify the theories that had influenced the design
of their instrument.

Development of instruments over time. Although the systematic searches were limited to 1993 and 2014, almost half
of the instruments identified during this time had been first developed in the decades prior to this period (44/99). The
oldest instruments identified were developed in 1961 while the newest tools were developed in 2015. On average, eight
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tools had been designed every 5 years since 1960. The 1990s provided the biggest period for the development of new
tools (n=27). Since 2010, 14 new tools and 8 revisions have already been published. Three trends were observed over
time. First, many newer measures contain fewer items, or are accompanied by short-form versions. Second, since the
1980s, with measures such as the Spiritual Well-being Scale, spirituality has been incorporated into the assessment of
well-being. Finally, over the past 15 years, there have been significant efforts to contrast the many measures of ill health
and unhappiness with measures of positive functioning and adaptation to negative circumstances.

Subjective well-being. The subjective component of well-being was consistently divided into an ‘affective’ component
concerned with emotions and a ‘cognitive’ component concerned with how people evaluate their own lives. The
difference between subjective wellbeing (SWB) and terms used synonymously seemed to be unclear. SWB was noted
as a synonym of happiness, mental well-being and mental health were acknowledged as being used interchangeably
throughout the literature, and psychological well-being was used as an alternative phrasing for mental health. Authors
were generally inconsistent on whether happiness should be understood as synonymous with SWB, specifically the
affective portion of SWB, or a separate concept in itself. As the instruments were attempting to measure well-being
through self-reported means, little explanation was given regarding how objective well-being should be conceptualized.

Dimensions measured. The dimensions clustered around six key themes: ‘mental well-being’, ‘social well-being’,
‘physical well-being’, ‘spiritual well-being’, ‘personal circumstances’ and ‘activities and functioning’. A seventh set of
dimensions were identified that attempted to measure ‘well-being overall’ in a global sense. The following table contains
a brief description of each theme, and the number of dimensions linked to each. The majority of dimensions were linked
to ‘mental well-being’, followed by ‘social well-being’ and ‘activities and functioning’.

Table 2 Descriptions of the themes identified and the reoccurring dimensions within them

Themes Theme description

Mental Dimensions linked to the theme of mental well-being assess the psychological, cognitive and

well-being emotional quality of a person’s life. This includes the thoughts and feelings that individuals have
about the state of their life, and a person’s experience of happiness.

Social Social well-being concems how well an individual is connected to others in their local and wider

well-being social community. This includes social interactions, the depth of key relationships and the availability
of social support.

Activities and The focus of this theme is the behaviour and activities that characterise daily life. This involves the

functioning specific activities we fill our time with, and our ability to undertake these tasks.

Physical Physical well-being refers to the guality and performance of bodily functioning. This includes having

well-being the energy to live well, the capacity to sense the external environment and our experiences of pain
and comfort.

Spiritual Spiritual well-being is concemed with meaning, a connection to something greater than oneself and

well-being in some cases faith in a higher power.

Personal These dimensions are related to the conditions and extemal pressures that an individual faces. This

circumstances involves numerous environmental and socioeconomic concems such as financial security.

Reference documents
2016 Review of 99 self-report measures for assessing well-being in adults
2015 Measuring Well-Being: A Literature Review
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Hierarchy of needs (1943, Maslow) is a theory that was proposed by psychologist Abraham Maslow in a 1943 paper
titted “A Theory of Human Motivation”. The theory describes, in five stages, what he believed to be necessary for human
subsistence and satisfaction.

Maslow’s hierarchy is intended to track growth and development in human beings, beginning with infants, who aim to
have only their most basic needs met. Typically, people reach different stages of the hierarchy throughout life, and at
different times they might experience a deficit in a certain stage. When this occurs, a person will often temporarily
abandon pursuit of a higher stage in order to have the more fundamental needs met. However, not all adult humans
reach the top of the hierarchy, and poverty, iliness, and other factors can interfere with a person’s development in
Maslow’s hierarchy.

People who have not had their needs met in one area might also have their needs from another stage sufficiently met.
For example, a person in poor health who has little financial security may be part of a community, have an intimate
partner, and maintain close relationships with family and friends. Thus, the person’s safety needs are not adequately
met, but community and belonging needs are. One might also have every fundamental need met but suddenly
experience a threat to safety and shelter. In order to maintain this essential of survival, that person may then leave off
pursuit of esteem or belonging needs until the threat to safety passes.

Abraham Maslow's hierarchy of needs, 1943
Maslow’s hierarchy originally contained five stages:

e Physiological needs: These are the needs necessary Y
to maintain life: oxygen, food, and water. These basic mw s
needs are required by all animals and are the primary HIERARCHY
focus of infants. OF NEEDS

o Safety needs: When an individual’s physiological Bt on A Ty of Mt o'y st
needs are met, the focus typically shifts to safety
needs, which may include health, freedom from war,
and financial security.

¢ Community and belonging: If safety and physiological
needs are met, a person will focus on the need for a
community and love. These needs are typically met
by friends, family, and romantic partners.

o Esteem: Esteem is necessary for self-actualization,
and a person may work to achieve esteem once
needs for love and a sense of belonging are met. Self-

SELF-ESTEEM

BELO

fomantic

SAFETY NEEDS

NGING NEEDS

ally met by family, friends, or

confidence and acceptance from others are important Sty ek et s sy, g omof s g o
componen'Fs of this need. S - PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS
o Self-actualization: Self-actualization is the ability to e g ¢ 8 et 1 el Mo e o e

meet one’s true potential, and the necessary
components of self-actualization vary from person to
person. A scientist may be self-actualized when able to complete research in a chosen field. A father might be self-
actualized when able to competently care for his children.

Therapy.org

Between esteem and self-actualization, Maslow later added cognitive and aesthetic needs, which refer to what he
considered the needs of academics and artists, respectively. Viktor Frankl, a prominent 20th century psychologist and
the founder of logotherapy, later added self-transcendence as a final stage in Maslow’s hierarchy, bringing the total
number of stages to eight. This level concerns an individual’s ability to experience spirituality and relate to the larger
universe.

Maslow argued that the failure to have needs met at various stages of the hierarchy could lead to illness, particularly
psychiatric illness or mental health issues. Individuals whose physiological needs are not met may die or become
extremely ill. When safety needs are not met, posttraumatic stress may occur. Individuals who do not feel love or
belonging may experience depression or anxiety. Lack of esteem or the inability to self-actualize may also contribute to
depression and anxiety.

Reference documents
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs

103


http://www.goodtherapy.org/blog/psychpedia/maslow-hierarchy-needs

Analysis Framework Review — July 2017

The Better Life Initiative (2011, OECD) was launched in May 2011 on the occasion of the OECD’s 50th Anniversary,
focuses on developing statistics that can capture aspects of life that matter to people and that, taken together, help to
shape the quality of their lives. Two important elements of this initiative are the How’s Life? report and the Better Life
Index. The OECD Better Life Initiative also encompasses a range of research and methodological projects on measuring
well-being. This work can be grouped under the three conceptual pillars of Material conditions, Quality of life, and
Sustainability. Though those initiative, OECD intend to measure progress and improvements in the well-being of people
and households. Assessing such progress requires looking not only at the functioning of the economic system but also
at the diverse experiences and living conditions of people. The OECD Framework for Measuring Well-Being and
Progress (see illustration below) is based on the recommendations made in 2009 by the Commission on the
Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress and also reflects earlier OECD work and various national
initiatives in the field.

This Framework is built around three distinct
domains: material conditions, quality of life and
sustainability. Each of these domains includes a
number of relevant dimensions. While the well-
being of each person can be described in terms
of a number of separate outcomes, the
assessment of conditions for society as a whole

Quality of Life
o Health status
@ Work-life balance

Education and skills

Material Conditions

@ Income and wealth
0 Jobs and earnings

0 Housing

@ Social connections

Civic engagement
and governance

) Environmental quality GDP Regrettables
9 Personal security
O Subjective well-being

requires aggregating these outcomes for
broader communities, and considering both
population averages and inequalities, based on
the preferences and value judgments of each

community.

o Measuring people’s material conditions (i.e.
their command over commodities) requires
looking not only at their income but also at their
assets and consumption, and at how these
economic resources are distributed among
different people and population groups. It also
requires focusing on the economic resources of
households rather than on measures pertaining to the economic system as a whole (e.g. GDP per capita).

e Economic resources, while important, are not all that matters for people’s well-being. Health status, human
contact, education, jobs, environmental quality, civic engagement, governance, security and free time are all
fundamental to our guality of life, as are people’s subjective experiences of life — including, for example, their
feelings and emotions, and their satisfaction with life as a whole. Measuring quality of life requires looking at all
of these elements at the same time: economic and non-economic, subjective and objective, as well as averages
and disparities across population groups.

e Assessing the sustainability of well-being over time is challenging: many of the elements that will affect future
well-being (ranging from changes in tastes, through to changes in technology) cannot be known and measured
in the present. We can, however, assess the stocks of resources that help to shape well-being outcomes, and
monitor whether these resources are being sustained for use by future generations. The OECD measurement
approach therefore concentrates on four different types of resources (or “capitals”) that can be measured today,
and that matter for future well-being, i.e. economic, natural, human and social capital. While the stocks of these
resources will not be the only determinants of well-being over time, they offer a practical means to examine the
link between the present and the future: through the accumulation or depletion of resource stocks, the choices
made by one generation can influence the opportunities available to the next.

Natural capital Human capital

Economic capital Social capital

Reference documents
2015 OECD Measuring Wellbeing and progress
2015 OECD How's life?
OECD Better Life index
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| am going to ask you about the serlous problems that you may currenthy be experiencing. We are interested in finding out what you
think — a seriaus probiem Is a probilem that you corsider senous. There are o right of WTong arswers. 1 am going to ask you abaut your

The Humanitarian Emergency Settings Perceived

v serigus problems first

1.  Drinking water
Do you have 2 serious problem becsuse you do not have enough water $hat s safe fior drinking or cogking?

2 Food
Do you have a serious problem with food? For example, because you do not hawe enowgh food, or good encugh food, or bezuse
you are not able to ook food.

3. Pacztolvein
Do you have 2 serious problem beczuse you do not have a sultzbie place ta Ive In?

4. Tollets
Do yous have 2 serious problem beczuse you do not have easy and safe amess to a dean folet?

5. Keeping dean

Formen’ Do you have a serious problem because In your stuation & &5 difficult fo keep dean? For example, because you do not
have enough soap, water or 2 sultsbie place to wash.

For weomen: Doyou have a serious probllem because in your sauason it ks difficult to keep dean? For example, becausa you do not
have enough soap, snfary materials, water or a sultzbie place to wash.

6. Cothes, shoes, bedding or blankats
Do you have & serious problem beczuse you do not have enough, or good encugh, dothes, shoes, bedding or blankets?

7. Income or Ivelihood
Do you have 3 serious problem because you do not have enough Incoeme, money of esources to lve?

B.  Physical health
Do you have a serious problem with your physical health? For example, because you have 2 physical iliness, injury or disabitty

9. Health are

For men: Do you have & serous proflem because you are not able o get adequate health care for yourseS? For example,
treatment o mediones.

For weomen: Dovyou have a serious probllem because you are not able to get adequate haalth care for yourself? For example,
treatment or medicines, or health care during pregrancy or chiidbirth

10. Distress
Do you have 2 seriows problem beczuse you faal very detressed 7 For examplie, very upsat, sad, wored, samed, or angry:

11, safety
Do you have a serious problem because you or your family are not safe or protecied where you Ive now? For example, because of
conflict, wiolence of crime In your communisy, dty or vilage.

12, Education for your children
Do you have 2 srious problem because your childeen ane not In schaal, or are not getting 2 good enaugh education?

13.  Care for famify members
Do you have @ serious problem because In your stuation it 1s difficult to care for family members who live with you? For eample,
yaourig children in your family, or family members who are eiderly, physiclly or mentally il, or dssbied.

14. Support from others
Do you have @ serious problem because you are not getEing enowgh support from people In your community? For example,
emational support or practial help.

15.  Separation from family members
Do you have 2 serious problem because you are separated from family members?

16.  Belng displaced from home
Do yous have 2 serious problem bezuse you have been displaced from your hame courry, city or village?

17. Information
For dispiaced people” Do you have a senous problem becuss you do not have encugh Information? For example, because you
o not have encugh Information about the aid that is avaliable; or becuse you do nat have enough Information abowt what ks
happening In y:u.l"h:me courtry of home town.

For non-displaced people: Doyou have 2 sark
you do not have enough Informasion about the

probiem because you do not have enough Information? For example, becusa
hat & avallable.

18. The way ald Is provided
Do you have 2 serious problem beczuse of Inadequate aid? For example, because you do not hawe fair acess to the aid that s
avallable, or because aid agences are wirking on their own without Involvement from people I your communizy.

19, ot
Do you have 2 serious problem beczuse you do not feel respected o you feel humillzted? For example, bacauss of the stuation
you are Iveng In, or because of e way people treat you.

20.  Moving between places
Do you have 2 serious problem beczuse you are not zble to move between places? For example, going fo another village or town.

21, Too much free time
Do you have 2 serious problem beczuse you have t2o mucdh free tme in the day?

The [ast few questions refier to people Inyour communisy’, o please think about members of your community when arewering these questions.

22, Law and justice In your community

s there a serious problem in your community because of zn Inadequate system for law and justice, or because people da not
know enough about thelr legal nights?

23.  safety or protection from viclence for women In your community

& thare 3 serious problem for women in your community because of physial o sexual wislence towands them, esther in the
community o In thelr homes?

24, Alcohol or drug wse In your community
& thare 3 serious problem in your community because people drink a kot of akohol, or use hamméul drugs?

25, Mental liness In your community
s there  serious problem in your community because people have 3 mental liness?

26. Care for people In your community who are on thelr own
s thare 2 serious problam N your community because there s I'l:[é'IDJ:_Zh = for peopie who am on thelr own? For EEI"IF‘!.

czrm for unaccompanied children, widows or eldery people, or unaccompanied peopke who have a physical or mental liness, o
dsablity.

Other serious problems:
Do you have any other serious problems that | have not yet asked you about?
Wirite down the persons answers

7.
28,
23,

Priortty ratings for serfous problems:

Read out the titles of all questions you have
fwrite down the number and title of the

stioms),

Out of these problems, which one s the mast serious problemn?

2. 'Which one ks the second mast sedous problem?

3. 'which one s the third maost sarous problem?

d s °1, 25 wedl & any other senous problems listed above. Witte down the parson's answars

Needs Scale (HESPER) (2011, WHO, Kings college
London) was a collaborative project between the
Department of Mental Health and Substance Abuse
at the World Health Organization (WHO) Geneva, and
the Institute of Psychiatry at King’s College London
(KCL).

In the humanitarian field, most needs assessments
tend to use either population-based “objective”
indicators (for example malnutrition or mortality
indicators), or qualitative data based on convenience
samples (for example through focus groups or key
informant interviews). Whilst the latter method is not
able to paint a full population-picture, the former is not
able to gather information on people’s subjective
perception of needs. The HESPER Scale was
developed to fill this gap. It aims to provide a method
for assessing perceived needs in representative
samples of populations affected by large-scale
humanitarian emergencies in a valid and reliable
manner. The Humanitarian Emergency Settings
Perceived Needs Scale (HESPER) aims to provide a
quick, scientifically robust way of assessing the
perceived serious needs of people affected by large-
scale humanitarian emergencies, such as war,
conflict or major natural disaster.

Perceived needs are needs which are felt or
expressed by people themselves and are problem
areas with which they would like help.

The HESPER Scale was modelled after a mental
health instrument, the interviewer-administered,
semi-structured Camberwell Assessment of Need
Short Appraisal Schedule (CANSAS). The CANSAS
measures the perceived needs of people with mental
disorders across 22 domains, in terms of met need
(rated as ‘“1": a need exists but there are no or
moderate problems due to help given), unmet need
(rated as 2’: a need exists and there are serious
problems, whether or not help is given), no need
(rated as ‘0’), or unknown/not applicable (rated as ‘9’).
Three summary scores can then be

calculated either in terms of total number of needs (‘1’
or ‘2’ ratings), total number of met needs (‘1’ ratings),
or total number of unmet needs (2’ ratings), with all
domains carrying equal weights.

Perceived needs in the HESPER scale are assessed
across 26 need items, which each include a short item
heading, as well as an accompanying question.
Ratings are then made for each need item according
to unmet need (or serious problem, as perceived by
the respondent), no need (or no serious problem, as

perceived by the respondent), or no answer (i.e. not known, not applicable, or answer declined). Respondents are also
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asked to name any other unmet needs not already listed. Among items that have been rated as unmet need,
respondents are asked to rank their three most serious problems (hereafter referred to as priority ratings).

The first draft of the HESPER Scale was developed through a process of item generation and item reduction. An item
pool of 38 items was generated by extracting items from grey and peer-reviewed literature which directly documented
emergency-affected people’s views of perceived needs, such as previous humanitarian needs assessments, existing
assessment reports of non-governmental organisations (NGOs), and published journal articles on perceived needs.
Need items were then selected and reduced into the draft scale based on a survey with a wide range of purposively
sampled general and psychosocial humanitarian experts across the world. The draft scale was reduced from 38 to 32
items based on the expert survey, primarily by rephrasing and regrouping items. The original list of 38 Iltems was
generously provided by Maya Semrau, author of the HESPER Scale, and is reproduced below.

List of 38 domains as included in the survey.

1) Alcohol (problems because of alcohol use by oneself or in one’s family)

2) Bedding / blankets (problems with access to bedding / blankets)

3) Burials / funerals / disposal of bodies (problems with bodies of the deceased not being dealt with appropriately)

4) Care of abandoned persons in the community (problems with the care for unaccompanied children, orphans, abandoned widows,
abandoned people with physical and mental disabilities, and unaccompanied elderly in the community)

5) Care of family members (problems in the ability to look after elderly, disabled or very sick family members)

6) Child-care (problems with one’s ability to look after one’s children)

7) Child-friendly spaces (problems in having sufficient safe and clean areas for children to play in)

8) Child protection (problems with one’s children being unsafe / unprotected in the community)

9) Clothing (problems with access to clothing and shoes)

10)Cooking items / facilities (problems in the ability to cook)

11)Criminal activity (problems with criminal activity in the community)

12)Daytime activities for adults (problems due to idleness, or a lack of daytime activities for adults in the community)

13)Daytime activities for youth (problems due to idleness, or a lack of daytime activities for youth / adolescents in the community)

14)Dignity / respect (problems in feeling disrespected / humiliated)

15)Displacement / uprooting (problems with having to live away from home)

16)Domestic violence (problems because of violence, whether physical, verbal, or sexual violence, by family members)

17)Drugs (problems because of drug use by oneself or in one’s family)

18)Education for children (problems with educational / learning opportunities for one’s children)

19)Fair distribution of aid (problems in having fair access to humanitarian goods and services)

20)Family tracing (problems with the ability to find missing relatives)

21)Food / nutrition (problems in having nutritious and appropriate food)

22)Hygiene (problems in being able to wash and bath)

23)Information (problems in having information about the emergency situation and emergency aid, and having information on how to
access aid)

24)Legal rights (problems due to an inability to claim one’s legal rights)

25)Mental iliness (psychiatric problems / mental disorder, as locally defined / perceived)

26)Money / livelihood / employment (problems in making a living, problems in the ability to purchase essential goods and services)

27)Participation / decision-making (problems in having a say in the aid response)

28)Physical health (problems because of physical iliness, injury or physical disability)

29)Political freedom (problems due to the inability to express one’s opinion about political issues)

30)Psychological distress (problems with feeling upset, sad, worried, scared, angry, lonely, isolated, or otherwise distressed)

31)Religious / cultural / spiritual practices (problems in being able to carry out cultural / spiritual / religious practices)

32)Security / safety (problems in being safe and protected in the community / camp)

33)Sanitation / toilets (problems with access to clean, safe and accessible toilets and, for women, sanitary materials)

34)Shelter / housing (problems with shelter)

35)Social support (problems in getting help / support from one’s family and community members)

36) Transport (problems in one’s ability to move around between places)

37)Violence against women in the community (problems because of physical or sexual violence against women in the community)

38)Water (problems in access to water for drinking, cooking and washing)

Reference Document

The Humanitarian Emergency Settings Perceived Needs Scale (HESPER): Manual with Scale

Perceived Needs and Symptoms of Common Mental Disorder — Development and Use of the Humanitarian Emergency
Settings Perceived Needs (HESPER) Scale- Thesis, Maya Semrau, 2013

106


http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/44643/1/9789241548236_eng.pdf

Analysis Framework Review — July 2017

The Global Well-Being Index (2012, Gallup-Healthways) is a global barometer of individuals’ perceptions of their own
well-being — those aspects that define how we think about and experience our daily lives. Well-being has been shown
to correlate with metrics such as productivity and healthcare costs. The 10 questions that comprise the Global Well-
Being Index and were fielded as part of the 2013 Gallup World Poll allow for comparisons of element-level well-being at
the individual, social network, organizational (e.g., employer, health plan, patient population), city, state, country, and
global levels.

The Global Well-Being Index includes the five elements of well-being:

e Purpose: Liking what you do each day and being motivated to achieve your goals

e Social: Having supportive relationships and love in your life

e Financial: Managing your economic life to reduce stress and increase security

e Community: Liking where you live, feeling safe, and having pride in your community
e Physical: Having good health and enough energy to get things done daily

Gallup-Healthways’ definition of Well-Being

Well-being is comprised of five elements — and all five are interrelated
and interdependent.

Purpose: Liking what you do each day
and being motivated to achieve goals
Social: Having supportive relationships
and love in your life

PURPOSE

Financial: Managing your economic life
to reduce stress and increase security
Community: Liking where you live,
feeling safe, and having pride in your
community

~ Physical: Having good health and enough
energy to get things done daily

Well-being results from the Global Well-Being Index are categorized as thriving, struggling, or suffering for each element,
based on participants’ responses. Thriving is defined as well-being that is strong and consistent in a particular element.
Struggling is defined as well-being that is moderate or inconsistent in a particular element. Suffering is defined as well-
being that is low and inconsistent in a particular element.

Reference document:
http://www.well-beingindex.com/
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The Integrated Phase classification Date: 2006 - today

Inspiration: Risk = f (Hazard, Vulnerability),
By: AAH, Care, CILSS; FAO, Fews NET, FSC, Sustainable Livelihoods Approach, Nutrition
IGAD; EU, Oxfam, StC, UNICEF, WFP and Conceptual Model, and the four “dimensions” of
multiple country partners food security (availability, access, utilization and

stability).
IPC analysis framework, 2012
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Background. The purpose of the IPC is to consolidate complex analysis of food security situations for evidence-based

decision support. The IPC contributes to answering questions on where to allocate resources, to whom and to how

many people, when, and on what should be done. Together, these questions help inform ‘Situation Analysis’, which is

the focus of the IPC. Additional information is needed to conduct Response Analysis, a subsequent stage for effective

response. Food security analysis is inherently challenging with respect to data sources, methodologies, varying types

of hazards, different livelihood systems and multiple stakeholder institutions. Given these challenges and complexity,

the IPC provides a common way to classify the nature and severity of food insecurity. The purpose of Classifying Severity

and Causes is to consolidate diverse data and methods into an overall food security statement that is comparable over

space and time, answering questions of:

¢ How severe is the situation? To inform the urgency and strategic objectives of interventions.

e Where are different geographic areas with food-insecure populations? To inform targeting so that interventions are
in the right place.

e Who are the food insecure people? To inform targeting so that interventions are for the right social groups.

e How many are food insecure? To inform decisions on the scale of the response.

e Why are people food insecure? To inform Response Analysis and the strategic design of interventions.

e When will people be food insecure? To inform contingency planning, mitigation, and prevention strategies.

At its core, the IPC is a set of tools and procedures to classify the nature and severity of food insecurity for decision
support. The IPC classifies areas with Acute Food Insecurity into five Phases: Minimal, Stressed, Crisis, Emergency
and Famine. Each of these Phases has different implications for response objectives. The IPC classifies the severity of
the situation for two time periods: the current situation and for a future projection (the time period of which is fully flexible
according to the situation at hand and the needs of decision-makers). The future projection provides an early warning
statement for proactive decision-making. Further, the IPC “package” has four mutually supporting functions: (1) Building
Technical Consensus; (2) Classifying Severity and Causes; (3) Communicating for Action; and (4) Quality Assurance.
Each of these functions has a set of protocols (tools and procedures).

IPC framework, 2012

Food Security Contributing Factors

With an emphasis on household food security, the

Non Food Security Specific

Causal Factors b " .
Vulnerability: (Exposure, Susceptibility, and Resilience to specific C?;::g:‘"‘g“m" IPC Analytlcal Framework draWS together key
hazardls events or ongoing congitions). = Water/Sanitation
o el Srteges o & ncome source, coping, & expendires = e S v aspects of four commonly accepted conceptual
el s e el sockl physal &t frameworks for food security, nutrition, and
livelihoods analysis:
(1) Risk = f (Hazard, Vulnerability) (White, 1975:
Turner et al. 2003).

Availability Access Utilization

Production Physical Access Food Preferences
Wite Foods Financial Access Food Preparation
Food Reserves Social Access [~ Feedling Practices

hsmtional Quatity Assets & Strategles.

Fund (SCF)-United Kingdom, 2000; DFID, 2001)
(3) The four dimensions of food security:
Availability, Access, Utilization, and Stability (FAO
2006)
(4) The United Nations Children’s Fund Nutrition

darkets Food Storage
Transportation Food Safety
Water Access
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Stability (ar al times)

Classification of Acute Phase

{current or projected) and Chronic Level Conceptual Framework (U NICEF, 1996)

The overall IPC classification of Acute or Chronic food insecurity is based on the entire body of food security evidence,
which is divided into food security outcomes and food security contributing factors.

Food Security Outcomes. The IPC enables comparability in the analysis by making the classification with direct
reference to actual or inferred outcomes, including primary outcomes (food consumption and livelihood change) and
secondary outcomes (nutritional status and mortality rates). Food security outcomes are generally comparable
irrespective of livelihood, ethnic, socio-economic and other contexts. IPC analysis is carried out with reference to
international standards of these outcomes. The IPC Acute and Chronic Reference Tables specify thresholds for key
outcome indicators associated with methods used to measure these outcomes, and associate them with various Phases
(for acute food insecurity) and Levels (for chronic food insecurity). It is important to note that of these four outcomes,
only food consumption (including both quantity and nutritious quality) is exclusively unique to food security. The others
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(livelihood change, nutrition rates, and mortality rates) can all have non-food-security-specific contributing factors (for
example, health, disease, water, sanitation, access to social services). This approach is consistent with the UNICEF
Nutrition Conceptual Framework (see Annex 6). The IPC classification is a classification of the food security situation,
not the overall nutrition situation (which, as stated previously, may have completely different drivers than those of food
security, including health, disease and sanitation). Thus, when using evidence of nutrition, mortality and livelihood
change, it is essential for analysts to examine carefully whether or not these are the result of food security drivers or
non-food security drivers. To better understand the causes and drivers of an overall nutrition situation requires equally
thorough analysis of the health and sanitation situations. While this can be a challenging task, IPC analysis that relies
on nutrition and mortality evidence needs at the very least to demonstrate food-security-specific drivers of those
outcomes.

The Food Security Contributing Factors are divided into two components: Causal Factors and Impact on Food Security

Dimensions.

1. Causal Factors. Consistent with the Risk= f (Hazard, Vulnerability) framework, causal factors include vulnerability
elements and hazard elements. In this framework, Vulnerability is conceptually understood in relation to: exposure
(Does the hazard event affect a population, and to what degree?), susceptibility (In what ways does the hazard
event affect the livelihood of a population, and to what degree?), and resilience (What is the population’s coping
capacity?). Consistent with the Sustainable Livelihoods Approach, vulnerability can be analytically understood in
terms of:

o Livelihood Strategies — a behavioural analysis of the pattern and amounts of food sources, income sources and
expenditure patterns of households;

o Livelihood Assets — a structural analysis of the five capitals required for sustaining a household livelihood:
human, financial, social, physical and natural capital;

e Policies, Institutions and Processes — a social, political and economic analysis of how well these aspects support
(or do not support) household livelihoods.

The other element of causal factors are acute events or ongoing conditions which can include natural (drought,

flood, tsunami, etc.), socio-economic (high or extreme fluctuations in prices), conflict (war, civil unrest, etc.), disease

(HIV/AIDS, cholera, malaria, etc.) and other events/conditions that impact the food security dimensions. While the

completion of vulnerability/livelihood baselines is not part of the IPC analysis per se, in most situations having a

recent livelihood baseline would ensure ready access to important contextual information.

2. Impact of Food Security Dimensions. The interactions of Causal Factors (including acute/chronic events and
vulnerability) have direct impacts on the four food security dimensions: availability, access, utilization and stability.
These dimensions interact in a sequential manner, meaning food must be available, then households must have
access to it, then they must utilize it appropriately, and then the whole system must be stable (Barrett, 2010).

e Availability — This dimension addresses whether or not food is actually or potentially physically present, including
aspects of production, wild foods, food reserves, markets and transportation.

e Access — If food is actually or potentially physically present, the next question is whether or not households
have sufficient access (i.e. entitlement) to that food, including physical (distance, infrastructure, etc.), financial
(purchasing power) and social (ethnicity, religion, political affiliation, etc.) aspects.

e Utilization — If food is available and households have adequate access to it, the next question is whether or not
households are sufficiently utilizing the food in terms of food preferences, preparation, feeding practices, storage
and access to improved water sources. While there are varying understandings of the term “utilization”, the IPC
Analytical Framework uses this term to explicitly refer to the physical utilization of food at the household level —
i.e. not including the biological utilization of food at the individual level. Biological utilization of food at the
individual level, for the IPC at least, is an important factor in understanding nutritional outcomes overall.

e Stability — If the dimensions of availability, access and utilization are sufficiently met such that households have
adequate quality and quantity of food, the next question is whether or not the whole system is stable, thus
ensuring that the households are food-secure at all times. Stability can refer to short-term instability (which can
lead to acute food insecurity) or medium/long-term instability (which can lead to chronic food insecurity).
Climatic, economic, social and political factors can all be a source of instability. The interaction among
Contributing Factors (including causal factors and impacts on food security dimensions) leads to a risk of
deterioration or a positive change in the food security outcomes. The framework explicitly includes a feedback
mechanism whereby changes in food security outcomes often lead to subsequent changes in the food security
contributing factors such as a worsening or improvement of vulnerability and/ or acute events or chronic
conditions, thus leading to changes to the impacts on food security dimensions.
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While the Analytical Framework is intentionally comprehensive, it does not mean that evidence is required for each of
the elements of the framework to make a classification. On the contrary, IPC classification can be performed with
whatever evidence is available. In other words, it makes the best use of available information.

The IPC is a system for “meta-analysis”, or big-picture analysis. It draws together data and information obtained through
various methods from a wide range of sources. The IPC does not replace the need for specific methods that collect and
analyse various dimensions of food security in any particular way. Rather, the IPC approach incorporates and is
strengthened by specific analytical methods. Since the IPC approach is not based on a mathematical model, it requires
critical thinking on the part of the food security analysts. While the IPC is designed to structure the analysis process as
systematically as possible, it does require the analysts to have strong understanding of the concepts and technical
details of conducting food security, nutrition and livelihoods analysis. Further, because the IPC relies on a consensus-

based approach, it requires the analysts to be conscious of, and minimize, any potential biases in their analysis.

IPC have two classification systems:

IPC analysis Area-based classification.
A population within a given geographic

Diagram 4: IPC Acute Food Insecurity Reference Table for Area Classification

Purpose: To guide short tarm stratagic objactives linkad fo medium and long-term objactives that addrass
underlying causes and chronic food insacurity.
Usage: Classification is based on convergence of evidence of current or projected most likely conditions, including
affects of humanitanan assistance.
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References Outcomes include Food g :

Consumption,  Livelihood  Change, =

Nutritional Status, and Mortality.

*For both nutrition and maortality area outcomes, household food consumgtion deficits must be an explanatory factor

in crder for that evidence to be used in support of a Phase dassification. For example, elevated malnutrition due to
disease outbreak or lack of health access—if it is determined to not be related to food consumption deficits—should not
be used as evidence for an IPC classification. Similarly, excess mortality rates due to, murder or conflict —if they are not
related to food consumption deficts—should not be wsed as evidence for a Phase dassification. For Acute Malnutrition,
the IPC thresholds are based on % of children under 5 years that are below 2 standard deviations of weight for height
or presence of cedema. BMI is an acronym for Body Mass Index. CDR is Crude Death Rate. USDR is Under 5 Death Rate.
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Diagram 5: Acute Food Insecurity Reference Table for Household Group Classification

Purpose; To guide shori-term strategic objectives tailored fo the needs of housshold groups with relativelly similar
Phasa classifications, which should compliment medium- and long-term objectives that address underfying causas
and chronic food insecurity:

Usage: Classification is basad on convergence of evidence of current or projectad most likely conditions, including
effects of humanitarian assistance.
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*The acronyms for the commonly used methodologies included in the reference table include; HDDS (Household Dietary
Diversity Score), FCS (Food Consumption Score), HHS (Household Hunger Score), €51 (Coping Strategies Index), and HEA
{Household Economy Approach).
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The Area classification is directly linked
to the Household Group classification. A
key criterion for the Area classification is
that 20 percent of the population must be
in that Phase or worse based on the
Household Group classification.
Therefore, it is necessary to refer to the
Household Group Reference Table
order to make an Area-based
classification. The key difference,
however, is that with the Area based
classification, different  Household
Groups are not identified. Some pros and
cons of Area-based and Household
Group-based classifications are listed in
the table below. a general description,
reference  outcomes and  Priority
Response Objectives for five Phases of
Acute Food Insecurity at the household
level: Phase 1-No Acute Food
Insecurity, Phase 2—Stressed, Phase 3—
Crisis, Phase 4-Emergency, and Phase
5—Catastrophe. In this way, groups of
relatively homogenous households can
be classified in different Phases within a
given area. The reference indicators are
organized according to the IPC
Analytical Framework: Outcomes of
Household Food Security and
Contributing Factors.

Table 4: Criteria for Assessing Evidence Rellability Ratings

Notable in the IPC approach is the attention given to the assessment | zuiuenc Reiasity Rating crtera

of evidence available. Reliability scores are attached to each source |1 somewnstremae  fesonasi tut questionabe souce, method or time reevence of tata

(1=somewhat, 2= reliable, and 3=very reliable. Assigning Reliability |2 e P 8 Bl SOAC, s ST S, 0 G313 Feectng curent o
Scores requires critical evaluation of the source, method and time e Effectely Uncestaned SoWce, method a1 time retvance of data

relevance of the evidence.

Table 5: Critedla for Assessing Confidence Levels

- Criteria for Cor g Evidenca for O & Levels
Level Current Projected
At least 1 plece of rellable evidence (direct o Indirect) © At least 4 pleces of relable
for any of the food securtty oubcomes ! pyidence from different
a:mg-tai: = + | conributing factors or outcome
At st 4 pleces of rellable evidence from differsnt | slements
contributing factors o outcome siemeants H
At least | plece of rellable deect evidence for anyof | At least 6 pleces of rellabe
the food seawity owtmomes i evidence from different
"ef..m + : contributing factors or outcome
At least 5 pleces of rellable evidence from differsnt | slements
contribubing tackors of CUtcome elements :
Atleast  pleces of relable direct evidence for any of | At least B pleces of reladie
the food SecuEity DUtComES  evklence from different
n + : contributing factors or outcome
Hiot At least § pices of rellatle evidence fom different ¢ elements
contribubing tackors of CUtcome elements :
+
There I na relizbie contradiciony evdance

An overall confidence level (*=acceptable, *=medium, and
***=high) is also required for the classification.
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Annex 2 They are called framework... but are not always such

This annex present some examples of frameworks extracted from guidance’s available in the humanitarian sector, but
which do not always fit the general and accepted definition of a conceptual or theoretical framework.

This is not a framework, rather a list of objectives... This is not a framework, rather a step by step approach

Framework for Reconstruction

Scope: Conceptual Framework

Under Government Leadership

Provide shelter on site. Ensure health, & well-
42}, Maintain and restore local se" being of the
\ / livelihoods, culture and ropu ation. Restore health
traditions | acilities
Address psychosocial and
2\, Reconstruct social . @ | mental health needs of
[]E][] Iinfrastructure in a disaster: earthqual tected
S8 resilient manner population
Promote use of local
.. materials, furnishings and L o mum:.,
Tt skills of Nepalese to ¥ 3
ol e D '(., maternal, new-born and
sy e child health care
Promote princi; of »  Provide children and youth
Build Back and l with access to quality and
QOwner-Driven safe learning environments
Reconstruction 2
e 0. establishment of baseline
A Promote collective preparedness and risk including long-term human development and disaster risk reduction objeclives
;,{R settlement reduction capacity of
education system
Maintain national unity, O O Mainstream Gender Equity
harmon! and Social Inclusion
Q) immmipmss ()] et samery an
reconstruction process
Provide specialised Protect environment and

v assistance to people with
special needs. En

forests in improving DRR
and climate-resilient

ok . - .
QN /| ek insori e ot 1 @ Sustsinable development This is a table of content... however with little efforts showing

sost yulsacsbl & hierarchy of topics and relationships, it could become a

A  Ensureaccessto techologies and theoretical framework

*:1 settlement location & @ gpm:y?es for Water,

livelihood support ) ;s:én::g(ion and Hygiene

ies
g f’ 1. Favourable Protection Environment 2

@@ e Develop national capacity I Establish enabling

and Is to ensure environment for tourism

overall recovery “

This is not a conceptual framework, rather a theoretical one

2. Prevention and Reduction of Statelessness 8

. Fair Protection Processes and Documentation 18
Figure 7 A Conceptual Framework for Climate-Induced Migration
THE DRIVERS OF MIGRATION
Many Factors i ra person or family i effects are
it St ’ 4. Security from Violence and Exploitation 24
POLITICAL/HOUSEHOLDS CHARACTERISTICS

SOCIAL DRIVERS Age, sex, education, wealth, marital status,

Education family/kin preferences, ethnicity, religion, language
s e iR e l 5. Basic Needs and Essential Services 32
ecosystem services such as governance/freedom, /
land productivity, habitability, conflict/insecurity, policy
food/energy/water security incentives, direct coercion

THE INFLUENCE OF
ENVIRONMENTAL
CHANGE

ECONOMIC DRIVERS

income/wages/well-being. population structure,

P in
agriculture), consumer prices.

Source: Black et al. 2011.

\\/

DEMOGRAPHIC DRIVERS

P @

INTERVENING OBSTACLE AND FACILITATORS
Political/legal framework, cost of moving,
social networks, diasporic links, recruitment
agencies, technology

: 6. Community Participation, Self-Management
~ and Self-Reliance 38
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This is a conceptual framework, however the theoretical framework is missing

Climate change&
Overall theme internal displacement
nexus assessment
|
| l | I
Situation and
Components Trend analysis impact analysis Scenario analysis Action plan
s i | _— I — '
J Cause & effect
Relation between ST Impact of ID on
Process relationship between
CC and hazards hasards s 45 host communities
== =3 S— —
Tools & GIS, RS, Database, Household Survey , Modelling, GIS, RS, Bfﬂslz::g:/l ng
Techniques Workshop FGD, KlI, Workshop Database Worishop
Capital entitlement, ; Policy directives,
Historical ID Predicted be
Outputs o threshold leve} push- el contingency
pull factors ete plan

This is a (beautiful) theoretical framework

Vulnerability: (Exposure, Susceptibility, and Resilience to specific
hazards events or ongoing condifions).

e Livelinood Strategies (food & income sources, coping, & expendltures)
e Livelihcod Assets thuman, financial, social, physical, & natural)
 Policies, |nstitutions, and Processes

Acute Events or Ongoing Conditions
{natural, socio-econamic, conflict, disease and others)

Impact g

Food Security Dimensions

Availability
Prochuction
Wild Foods

Access
Physical Access
Financial Access

Food Reserves
arkets
Transportation

2 Social Access Ca

Utilization
Food Preferences
Food Preparation
Feeding Practices
Food Storage
Food Safety
VWater Access

Stability st alf times)

L-------------------------------

Non Food Security Specific
Contributing Factors:

" Disease

» Water/Sanitation
» Health Social Services
« Others .

Feedback

2° Qutcome!

Mu
Stat

|

1°0

13

Food
Consumption

Quantity &
MWutnitianal Quality

Assets & Stra

1
l
I
i
1
i
L

Food Security Outcomes
(directly measured or inferred from
contributing factors)

\ 4

Classification of Acute Phase

{current or projected) and Chronic Level
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Annex 3 Literature Review Analysis Frameworks

There are no guidance’s available in the humanitarian sector on (developing) analysis frameworks. The following
literature review was undertaken using social science, intelligence and qualitative data analysis references mostly.

What is an analysis framework?

Sense making theory. Hibbs Pherson and Pherson (2013) define sense making as the “simultaneous automatic
process by which our brains fit data into a frame or mental model and fit a frame around the data” (Hibbs Pherson &
Pherson, 2013). They indicated that people feel they have made sense of a situation and move on when the results
match the mental model. Technically we use “the frame and its routines to guide us in interpreting and taking action until
incompatible data again challenges our frame” (Hibbs Pherson & Pherson, 2013). As explained by Gary Klein (2006),
people need some framework, some perspective, when trying to make sense of events or situations. Klein, as Hibbs
Pherson and Pherson, calls this a “frame” (Klein, Moon, & Hoffman, Making Sense of Sensemaking 2: A Macrocognitive
Model, 2006). Weick explained that “sense making can involve elaborating the frame by adding details, and questioning
the frame and doubting the explanations it provides” (Weick, 1995). As Moore and Hoffman (2011) pointed out,
“elaboration and reframing occur frequently when people are confronted with, or discover, new information from
developing situations” (Moore & Hoffman, 2011).

According to Weick’s Sense making theory, sense making is “what both allows organizing to take place as well as allows
one to understand these processes of organization” (Center for the Study of Organizational Change, 2011). As pointed
out by Ferguson, “Sense making Theory consists of both the interpretation of information and generating what is
interpreted. In simpler terms, the process by which people give meaning to experiences” (Ferguson, 2011). Basically,
sense making is an explanation process, composed of seven attributes including: “identity construction, retrospection,
enactive sensible environments, a social nature, ongoing processes, extracted cues, and plausibility” (Center for the
Study of Organizational Change, 2011).

Sense making theory is therefore based on the concept of complexity, in which “individuals produce the environment
they face through action that in part, affects other individuals of the same environment” (Center for the Study of
Organizational Change, 2011). Additionally, as Glatzeder, Goel & von Miiller stated: “Thinking and what we refer to as
reality shape themselves mutually” (Glatzeder, Goel, & Von Miller, 2010). So, as valid for any complex system,
predicting a future event is extremely difficult or even impossible, because everything is connected to a “larger truth”
(University of Twente, 2017). For this reason, the “key to success for an estimative or strategic analyst is to imagine and
portray the range of realistic scenarios, what decision makers might observe as the future is unveiled, and the
implications of alternatives and choices available to them to deal with those futures” (Hibbs Pherson & Pherson, 2013)

Hibbs Pherson and Pherson (2013), talking about sense making, pointed out: “In short, sense making sets largely
unconscious parameters for the personal mental models on which we base our analysis. Understanding the precepts
leads us to strategies for strengthening our frames by adding rigor, both in terms of the explicit outlining of the frame
and alertness to the potential for adjustment to account for changing circumstances. This structured agility takes
advantage of and develops our deliberative and intuitive thinking. It enables us to make best use of a full range of
structured decision-making and problem-solving techniques without fencing ourselves into rigid models or encouraging
us to forge deeper mental ruts.” (Hibbs Pherson & Pherson, 2013)

Definition of analytical, conceptual, and theoretical frameworks. Hibbs Pherson and Pherson (2013) explained that
resisting the urge to dive into the research project without taking some time to scope out and develop a structure that
will organize existing knowledge and the one that will be collected is a key skill of critical thinking (Hibbs Pherson &
Pherson, 2013). They explained that “cognitive psychologists, ranging from Frederic Bartlett in the 1930s to Gary Klein
and Daniel Kahneman today, have written extensively about the explanatory structures we naturally create to account
for the data, beliefs, and other ‘environmental abstractions’ in our daily lives” (Hibbs Pherson & Pherson, 2013). These
structures are called “analytical” or “conceptual” frameworks. According to a definition of the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development “an analytical framework describes the conceptual system of definitions and
classifications of the related data.” (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2004).

This literature review found the conceptual framework to be a similar concept, including ontological, epistemological,
and methodological stances. According to Pat Bazeley (2013), “Analysis is laid on the foundation of our understanding
about how the world works, what makes it what it is (ontology); and how we, as human beings, can understand and
learn about that world and especially about the world of people (epistemology)” (Bazeley, 2013). For what concerns
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theoretical frameworks, instead, Regoniel (2016), pointed out that they differ from conceptual frameworks in that “the
theoretical framework provides a general representation of relationships between things, in a broader context, in a given
phenomenon. The conceptual framework, on the other hand, embodies the specific research direction. [...] a conceptual
framework is the researcher’s idea on how to explore the research problem” (Regoniel, 2016). Basically, “the theoretical
framework differs from the conceptual framework concerning scope. The theoretical framework broadly describes the
relationships between things. [...] The conceptual framework specifies the variables to explore in the investigation”
(Regoniel, 2016). Basically, as explained in the Business dictionary, the theoretical framework is “a group of related
ideas that provides guidance to a research project or business endeavor’ (The Business Dictionary, 2017), while the
conceptual framework includes the methodological stance of the study (Regoniel, 2016). As Pearson Casanave and Li
(2015) explained, a “theoretical framework” is “more formal and more abstract than a ‘conceptual framework’™ (Pearson
Casanave & Li, 2015)

As Jabareen indicated in 2009, a conceptual framework can be defined “as a network, or ‘a plane,’” of interlinked
concepts that together provide a comprehensive understanding of a phenomenon or phenomena.” (Jabareen, 2009).
Fundamentally, “Conceptual frameworks are products of qualitative processes of theorization.” (Jabareen, 2009), which
are composed by a coherent set of concepts, beliefs, values, propositions, assumptions, hypotheses, and principles”
(City University of Hong Kong, s.d.), basically providing guidance on the possible hypotheses formulated in research,
and how these hypotheses are examined empirically (Glatzeder, Goel, & Von Mdller, 2010).

As Klein et al. (2006) specified, “even though frames define what count as data, they themselves actually shape the
data (for example, a house fire will be perceived differently by the homeowner, the fire- fighters, and the arson
investigators). Furthermore, frames change as we acquire data. In other words, this is a two-way street: Frames shape
and define the relevant data, and data mandate that frames change in nontrivial ways” (Klein, Moon, & Hoffman, Making
Sense of Sensemaking 2: A Macrocognitive Model, 2006). For this reason, Jabareen suggests that grounded theory is
the most appropriate for conceptual framework building, because of its iterative characteristics. In fact, grounded theory
involves a technique with “continuous interplay between data collection and analysis” (Jabareen, 2009).

However, Timmermans and Tavory (2012), pointed out that several critiques have been moved to grounded theory’s
effectiveness in creating new theory: “Although grounded theory precepts seem to guide many researchers in a solid
[...] sense, scant theoretical innovation seems to have emerged from these studies. Some researchers explain the lack
of theoretical breakthroughs with the lackadaisical, incomplete, or inaccurate application of grounded theory principles.
Grounded theory, they argue, has been used to label any research endeavour that involves coding, any form, of
qualitative data analysis, and any kind of theory construction” (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012). For this reason, they
propose a method based on the concept of abduction, so more focused on the “reflexive character of data analysis”
(Timmermans & Tavory, 2012), as an iterative process stemming from grounded theory’s induction. As they argued,
“while grounded theory still offers useful tools for the organization of qualitative research, it is only in relation to abduction
that theory construction becomes meaningful” (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012).

Difference between analysis and conceptual frameworks and analysis plan. As reported above, the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), defined the analytical framework as describing “the conceptual
system of definitions and classifications of the related data.” (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development,
2004). According to Regoniel (2016), an analytical or conceptual framework, basically, “represents the researcher’s
synthesis of literature on how to explain a phenomenon. It maps out the actions required in the course of the study given
his or her previous knowledge of other researchers’ point of view and his or her observations on the subject of research”
(Regoniel, 2016). The analysis plan instead, highlights the research question and the steps to be used in the analysis
in great detail (Institute for Health and Care Research [EMGO+], 2010).

Bazeley indicates how the development of a framework is the step preceding the definition of an analysis plan and the
following analysis steps: “...consider how theory might inform what you want to do: building a framework that will help
to refine your questions and approach. Then, as you plan your methods for generating data, develop a strategy for
analysing them, and for checking the trustworthiness of the ideas and conclusions you might come up with, all the while
keeping your goals and questions in focus” (Bazeley, 2013). The importance of planning is pointed out by Bazeley,
which stated: “Planning helps to ensure the research remains purposeful, and that practical considerations impacting
on achieving those purposes have been thought through. Having flexibility in design means that it will be possible to
adjust specific questions and methods as required on the basis of field experience, and that the possibility of changes
has been considered, with these being allowed for as contingencies in the planning phase” (Bazeley, 2013)
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When to use an analysis framework?

Analysis framework and research. An analytical or conceptual framework “helps you to locate yourself in the research
process, as well as to attend to various epistemological and ontological considerations and beliefs and how these shape
us as researchers, and therefore shape our methodological choices” (Ravitch & Mittenfelner Carl, Qualitative Research
- Bridging the Conceptual, Theoretical, and Methodological, 2016). It, therefore, plays a central role in the research
process because, as Bazeley (2013) indicated, the “foundations for analysis are ultimately laid in the philosophical,
methodological, and theoretical perspectives that you adopt. These will be gradually articulated as you continue to reflect
on your research experience” (Bazeley, 2013). More specifically, according to Gary Klein (2007), “the purpose of a frame
is to define the elements of the situation, describe the significance of these elements, describe their relationship to each
other, filter out irrelevant messages, and highlight relevant messages” (Klein, 2007). As Silverman explained, theories
provide frameworks for developing a critical understanding of phenomena, and “by provoking ideas about what is
presently unknown, theories provide the impetus for research” (Silverman, 2014). As Ravitch and Mittenfelner Carl
(2016) explained, the conceptual framework provides the sense of interconnection and interdependence among parts
of a research project. The conceptual framework is central to the construction and implementation of research” (Ravitch
& Mittenfelner Carl, Qualitative Research - Bridging the Conceptual, Theoretical, and Methodological, 2016).
Additionally, “a conceptual framework is constructed and continually iterates throughout your research, and it helps to
refine the research simultaneously. This notion of active building and refining is central to understanding that a
conceptual framework is both guiding to a study and also derived from a study” (Ravitch & Mittenfelner Carl, Qualitative
Research - Bridging the Conceptual, Theoretical, and Methodological, 2016)

According to Hibbs Pherson and Pherson, several key arguments picture what advantages we take from frames and
sensemaking in analysis, including unconscious thinking processes with frame comparison at the unconscious end,
formation of initial frames based on very few pieces of data, early articulation of hypothesis and recognition of frames,
adjustment of frames in light of new emerging data, the specific role of data and its influence, the influence of individual
perspectives on frames and information, and expertise carrying a large number of frames and ways to analyse (Hibbs
Pherson & Pherson, 2013). As pointed out by Hibbs Pherson and Pherson (2013°) “Research papers or assessments
that clump data and reports without a useful judgement or ‘so what' and without providing the customer an analytic line
of argument are descriptive analyses masquerading as higher order products” (Hibbs Pherson & Pherson, 2013).

Practical use of analysis frameworks for situation analysis. According to Miles et al. (2014), “a conceptual
framework explains, either graphically or in narrative form, the main things to be studied — the key factors, variables, or
constructs — and the presumed interrelationships among them. Frameworks can be simple or elaborate,
commonsensical or theory driven, descriptive or casual”’ (Miles, Huberman, & Saldafia, 2014). As John Latham pointed
out, “all the components of the research methodology should be consistent with the variables, relationships, context,
and so forth identified in the conceptual framework. Anytime you make a change to the conceptual framework all other
components should be reviewed and revised as necessary to maintain an internally congruent design. In addition, any
time you make changes to the other components of the methodology you should revisit the conceptual framework to
ensure it is consistent and congruent” (Latham).

According to Hibbs Pherson and Pherson (2013), it is very important to have awareness of the categories (strategic,
tactical, and operational) in which the analysis to be performed will fit in, so that the most adequate tools and techniques
can be used (Hibbs Pherson & Pherson, 2013). They explained that “tactical and operational analysis relies heavily on
organizing and sharing critical data. Strategic analysis should look to the future, using techniques such as Multiple
Scenarios Generation and High-Impact-Low Probability Analysis” (Hibbs Pherson & Pherson, 2013). For these reasons,
Richards pointed out that starting the process of making data too soon, without a pre-existing structure and goals in
mind, can be even riskier than delaying the start of the research too much (Richards, 2015).

Design phase. The importance of conceptual frameworks or frames in the design part of the research process is clearly
outlined by Richards (2015) as follows: “If you have not organized your project, considered the design, the data needed
and the ways they will be handled, you will find yourself swamped by a flood of complex, contradictory accounts of
experiences that are only partially relevant to your question. So start by thinking first. The first stage is to frame your
project — placing it in context, forming it, fitting the parts together, constructing them into a plausible, doable whole, so
you can see it before you start” (Richards, 2015). As Bazeley (2013) explained, “the primary criterion in deciding on a
design for data gathering, whether you are working within an established methodology or one that is purpose built for
this study, will be to consider the implications of your research questions, within the context of your contextual
framework: what kind of data will be required to answer them? How will you analyse that kind of data, in order to find
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answers? In a sense, you are building a logic model of how you plan to get from data to conclusions — the steps that
will be needed on the way, and what you need to do to realise each of those steps and move forward” (Bazeley, 2013).

Richards (2015) explained that mapping out what is already known and what kind of research has been conducted on
the topic to be studied is important, because research projects need to be informed by other existing studies. As she
pointed out, the research question needs to be informed “by the answers to others’ questions” (Richards, 2015), with a
design structured based on the knowledge derived by the design of other studies (Richards, 2015). Research design is
particularly important for qualitative research, because, as Richards (2015) pointed out, “when projects ‘just happen’,
the researchers will rarely have adequately considered the impacts on those they are studying, and the data will rarely
offer an adequate answer to the research question” (Richards, 2015). According to Ravitch and Riggan (2017), “both
how you think about doing the work and how you carry it out require careful consideration of your role as researcher,
how you see the world (and yourself within it), what to emphasize (and de-emphasize) in your data collection and
analysis, and how to represent yourself, your work, and the study’s context(s) and participants to your readers. The
ways that you wrestle with these complexities shape your conceptual framework at the same time they are shaped by
it” (Ravitch & Riggan, 2017)

Data collection. According to Miles et al. (2017), “a conceptual framework first specifies who and what will (and will
not) be studied” (Miles, Huberman, & Saldafia, 2014). As Ravitch and Riggan (2017) explained “the ways in which you
argue for a particular topic or focus profoundly influence the range of methodological options available to you. [...] The
choices you make about what data you collect are in turn immediately tied to how you are able to analyse those data.”
(Ravitch & Riggan, 2017). In particular, for what concerns qualitative data, Richards (2015) explained, “making
gualitative data is ridiculously easy. The challenge is not so much making data, but rather making useful, valuable data,
relevant to the question being asked, and reflecting usefully on the process of research” (Richards, 2015).

Analysis. When it comes to data analysis, Silverman recommends to “try out different theoretical approaches”. It is
important to identify the one that fits best the research and the data (Silverman, 2014). Ravitch and Riggan (2017)
explained that “a conceptual framework offers a clear, consistent frame of reference for making methodological
decisions, including choices about how to organize, interpret, and ultimately, analyze [...] study data.” (Ravitch & Riggan,
2017). As Richards (2015) pointed out, “to direct your analysis, you [...] need to know what is sought, what is achievable,
what will be satisfactory, and how you will be able to tell that it is” (Richards, 2015). According to Ravitch and Riggan
(2017), “at its ideal, a conceptual framework informs data analysis in direct, meaningful, and transparent ways. It helps
you decide what is most important to emphasize or focus on, provides you with tools for organizing and filtering the
data, and helps you make choices about where and when to work inductively or deductively. It also justifies and makes
visible your own interpretive processes, which [...] are themselves shaped by your intellectual, ideological, and political
commitments” (Ravitch & Riggan, 2017). Additionally, Ravitch and Riggan (2017) pointed out that “data analysis and
theory development are ideally in an iterative and dynamic relationship. [...] the arguments that we make inform our
choices about what to focus on within the data and how to analyze those data. [...] Articulating the logical connection
between the problem identified [...] and the methodological means to address it [...] is a central function of conceptual
frameworks” (Ravitch & Riggan, 2017)

Reporting. Even the very process of writing and reporting needs to account for the theoretical and conceptual
assumptions made, with analytical writing playing a central role in the development of proper reporting. As Winner (2013)
explained, “analytical writing incorporates information to answer specific questions; achieve goals, test hypotheses,
decide new approaches, identify relevant information, and explain the importance of the new ideas” (Winner, 2013).
According to Winner (2013), “the process of analytical writing should always begin by building an outline as part of the
project blueprint. The process of outlining is the first meeting place for analytical writing and thinking. Outlining a
document is therefore a complex, iterative process resulting in refinement” (Winner, 2013). More general, the writing
process should begin with stating the reason for the research project and the importance of it, it should include a
description of the methodology. Then it should present the findings, outline the conclusions, and provide a summary of
why the new information is relevant (Winner, 2013).

In the same way in which the analytical framework informs the reporting process, it should be included within the report
itself. The importance of including the analytical framework within the body of writing is pointed out in an essay from UK
Essays, which reported “if a study does not possess a proposed analytical framework within its main body of writing, it
will often be criticised for being overly descriptive and lacking a precise investigation, thus meaning the academic work
will lack clear focus and suffer from being vague” (UK Essays, 2013). As explained in guidance from the University of
Sydney (2012), “a basic requirement for essays at university level is that they are analytical. Analysis generally involves
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reorganizing information from the sources or data you have been given in order to make some kind of relationship
between concepts” (University of Sydney, 2012).

How to build an analysis framework?

Step 1 — Literature Review. Helen Aveyard (2010) defined literature review as “the comprehensive study and
interpretation of literature that relates to a particular topic.” (Aveyard, 2010) As Petticrew and Roberts (2006) explained,
“literature reviews have many purposes. They can examine old theories and propose new ones, consider where the
balance of evidence lies in relation to a particular topic and provide a basis for recommendations for interventions [...].
They can provide guidance to researchers planning future studies, and provide convenient summaries of the literature
on a particular issue” (Petticrew & Roberts, 2006) Regoniel (2016) explained that researchers need to review the existing
literature on the research topic in order to be able to develop theoretical and conceptual frameworks that will guide the
research project (Regoniel, 2016).

According to Ravitch and Riggan (2017), literature reviews “are most often defined in one or two ways” (Ravitch &
Riggan, 2017), despite a large number of types and forms of reviews exists. A first definition is that literature reviews is
“a comprehensive synthesis of all the research literature about a specific topic. [...] The goal of this type of writing is to
present to the reader a clear sense of the intellectual contours and fault lines within a given conceptual domain.” (Ravitch
& Riggan, 2017). As Bazeley pointed out, “a beginning task in analysing an item of data is to build a sense of the whole,
to capture the essential nature of what was being spoken of or observed, before you break down the detail within it.”
(Bazeley, 2013). A second definition of literature review provided by Ravitch and Riggan (2017) is that it is “a discussion
of research literature related to one’s topic” (Ravitch & Riggan, 2017), and the scope of the review is therefore limited
to “those works that are most relevant to the study’s research question” (Ravitch & Riggan, 2017).

Glaszious et al. (2003) explained that “methods for reviewing and evaluating the scientific literature range from highly
formal, quantitative information syntheses to subjective summaries of observational data.” (Glaszious, Irwig, Bain, &
Colditz, 2003). While a more traditional literature review is usually subjective and not formalized, “the purpose of a
systematic literature review is to evaluate and interpret all available research evidence relevant to a particular question.”
(Glaszious, Irwig, Bain, & Colditz, 2003). As Glaszious et al. (2003) pointed out, a systematic review has two major
advantages: one is the increased strength of the study given by the possibility to study the “consistency of results”
(Glaszious, Irwig, Bain, & Colditz, 2003), the second is that systematic reviews make results robust enough so that they
have “transferability [...] to other settings” (Glaszious, Irwig, Bain, & Colditz, 2003).

Step 2 - Identification of Gaps. According to Regoniel (2016), within the context of literature review, students should
“look for gaps in knowledge and identify what questions need to be answered or what problems need to be given
solutions. Thus they can formulate their conceptual framework to serve as a guide in their research venture” (Regoniel,
2016). Systematic reviews, in particular can “identify gaps and direct future research efforts. (Petticrew & Roberts, 2006).
As Helen Aveyard (2010) specified, “in order to demonstrate their understanding of both the research and the methods
previously used to investigate the area [...] you must systematically search, critique and combine the literature to
demonstrate a gap in the existing research base and justify your proposed research question.” (Aveyard, 2010). It's
important to point out that, as Diana Ridley (2012) explained, the identification of a gap in pre-existing research is not
enough to justify a research project. She pointed out that a researcher should always provide good reasons for why the
research is “important and worth doing” (Ridley, 2012).

Step 3 — Identification of key variables. As Regoniel (2016) explained, since the research to be conducted should
always address a gap in the knowledge, identifying key variables in the literature reviewed is fundamental to understand
how these are connected (Regoniel, 2016). If the variables are not available in the abstracts analysed, the researcher
should find the summaries, or the methodology, results, and discussion paragraphs (Regoniel, 2016). As Petticrew and
Roberts (2006) explained, “a systematic review will be of particular value when there is uncertainty about what the
evidence on a particular topic shows: for example when there is uncertainty about the effectiveness of a particular
intervention [...], or debate about the relationship between two variables” (Petticrew & Roberts, 2006). According to
Petticrew and Roberts (2006), “Many systematic reviews are not concerned with issues of effectiveness at all, but with
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investigating the causal association between some variable (such as a risk factor) and a health, behavioral, or
psychological outcome” (Petticrew & Roberts, 2006).

However, despite the identification of variables is an important step in the development of a conceptual framework
because “even a list of variables or a simple description includes prototheoretical assumptions regarding relevance”
(Timmermans & Tavory, 2012). When it comes to develop a frame the theoretical aims need to be more explicit, “if only
because otherwise any form of writing can be read as theory” (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012). For this reason, after the
identification of key variables, the definition of a thesis statement is central to the development of a conceptual
framework.

Step 4 - Thesis statement. According to Regoniel (2016), “before coming up with your conceptual framework, you
should first formulate your thesis statement. A thesis statement is essentially a synthesis of what you have read and
observed regarding the phenomenon that you are trying to explain. It is a statement that serves as your anchor in
advancing your argument about say, the casuality of things. Among other things, the thesis statement serves as the
focus of your discussion” (Regoniel, 2016). As Maria Magher explained, the “narrative should summarize the variables
influencing your research and explore how they may change your hypothesis. The narrative should also explain the
basic methodology for your research. Even if you include a diagram in your conceptual framework, a narrative should
also be included explaining these details for those who prefer more in-depth information” (Magher, s.d.). Basically, a
thesis statement should be composed reviewing available evidence, it should address “all of the components of the
question” (Spring Grove Area School District, s.d.), but it should acknowledge the complexity of the issue, going beyond
simply restating the question (Spring Grove Area School District, s.d.).
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