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Presentation of the IIEP series

UNESCO is often requested to provide an educational response in emergency and reconstruction
settings. The Organization continues to develop expertise in this field in order to be able to
better provide prompt and relevant assistance. IIEP has been working most recently with the
Global Education Cluster to offer guidance, practical tools, and specific training for educational
policy-makers, officials, and planners.
The United Nations General Assembly adopted, in July 2010, a resolution on the ‘Right to
education in emergency situations’. It recognizes that both natural disasters and conflict present
a serious challenge to the fulfilment of international educational goals, and acknowledges that
protecting schools and providing education in emergencies should remain a key priority for the
international community and Member States. In the fifth of the eleven objectives it adopted, the
Dakar World Education Forum in 2000 explicitly focused on the rights of children in emergencies.
Governments, particularly education ministries, have an important role to play in an area that
has often been dominated by non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and United Nations (UN)
agencies.
In this regard, the field of educational planning in emergencies and reconstruction is still
developing, and requires increased documentation and analysis. Accumulated institutional
memories and knowledge in governments, agencies, and NGOs on education in emergencies
are in danger of being lost owing to high staff turnover in both national and international
contexts. Most of the expertise is still in the heads of practitioners, and needs to be collected
while memories are fresh.
The IIEP series on Education in Emergencies and Reconstruction aims to document such
information, and includes country-specific analyses on the planning and management of
education in emergencies and reconstruction. These studies focus on efforts made to restore
and transform education systems in countries and territories as diverse as Pakistan, Burundi, the
Occupied Palestinian Territories, Sudan, Kosovo, Timor-Leste, and Rwanda.
The present study by the Inter-Agency Network for Education in Emergencies (INEE) is
the latest of IIEP’s publications that seek to broaden the body of literature and knowledge in
this field. These include a series of global, thematic, policy-related studies on topics including
certification for pupils and teachers, donor engagement in financing, and alternative education
programmes. In addition, IIEP has published a Guidebook for Planning Education in Emergencies
and Reconstruction for ministry of education officials and the agencies assisting them. In
collaboration with UNICEF and the Global Education Cluster, IIEP is also developing specific
guidance on how to develop education sector plans in situations affected by crisis for a similar
audience. Through this programme, IIEP will make a modest but significant contribution to the
discipline of education in emergencies and reconstruction, in the hope of enriching the quality
of educational planning processes in situations affected by crisis.
Khalil Mahshi
Director, IIEP
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Preface

INEE, as a network, and the field within which it works are relatively young and yet both have
undergone substantial changes in the past nine years. The INEE Steering Group commissioned
this case study in order to document these changes, INEE’s role, and the network’s concomitant
development and growth over the course of time. The methodological conceptualization
and research undertaken by the consultant team from the Overseas Development Institute,
supplemented with historical perspectives and experience from the INEE Secretariat and
Steering Group, aims to capture the unique approach of INEE as a community of practice, and
the resulting impact it has had on the field of education in emergencies.
It is hoped that exploring the growth and structure of INEE, and the role it has played in the
field of education in emergencies, will serve as a useful study for networks operating in other
humanitarian response, education, and development sectors. The case study also provides a
series of recommendations that have been – and will continue to be – used by the INEE Steering
Group and Secretariat to provide a historical perspective, and points for discussion around the
current and future work of the network.
Kjersti Okkelmo,
former INEE Steering Group Chair (2007–2009),
and Allison Anderson,
former INEE Director (2007–2010)
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Executive summary

The Inter-Agency Network for Education in Emergencies (INEE) was conceived in 2000 following
the recognition that humanitarian crises are a major obstacle to the fulfilment of the global
commitment to ‘Education for All’. The network was set up as a communication mechanism
for advocacy, knowledge sharing, and the distribution of materials to promote improved
collaboration and effectiveness in the context of education in emergencies for the agencies
involved in emergency response and post-crisis recovery. Ten years on, it has become an active
global, open network of over 4,000 members from NGOs, UN agencies, donors, practitioners,
researchers, and individuals from affected populations working together within a humanitarian
and development framework to ensure the right to education in emergencies and post-crisis
recovery.
This case study aims to document and analyse the substantial changes undergone by the
network since its inception in 2000. It provides a historical narrative that documents the evolution
of INEE as a network, and explores its changing role over time. It also examines the structure of
the network, the varying relationships that built it, and the involvement and participation of its
members.
This study sets out to explore two questions:
1.
2.

Within INEE, how is value created by collective or individual action?
Is the INEE network sustainable in its capacity to continuously create value and hence
remain relevant?

To answer these questions the study examines how the network has developed, the main
functions that it carries out, whether it has managed to create value as a network and if it is
prepared to meet its strategic goals:
•
•
•

Goal 1: Strengthen institutional coordination to ensure education for all those affected by
crisis.
Goal 2: Enhance global knowledge and capacity in order to support education in crisis and
post-crisis settings.
Goal 3: Promote a dynamic membership to advance the field of education in emergencies.

Overall, the study concludes that the network has been successfully working towards these
goals, and is poised to continue to grow in these three areas. The network supports the growth
of the field of education in emergencies, and serves the agencies and individual practitioners
who are leading innovative educational responses of quality in crisis contexts. While the
network is directed by a small number of large agencies that comprise the Steering Group, the
organization’s strategic governing body, there is also a wealth of value being created by a wide
range of other actors involved with the network. In fact, the greatest value is created by collective
action in formal and self organizing groups engaged in the production, translation, and sharing
of knowledge. In this process, the network has successfully created a sense of community
within and through the collaborative development and support in the application of common
standards and tools, and significantly contributed to the professionalization of the field.
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The key findings suggest that the structure of INEE is particularly well suited to deliver
its strategic objectives. The network is well equipped to leverage high-level decision-making,
since its most active members in face-to-face meetings are very well linked at high levels of
policy-making within key coordinating agencies and initiatives. But INEE is perhaps affected by
its own success. The field is considerably more active and far broader than it was when INEE was
created. The ensuing expansion of the network has led to a shift in the focus of INEE’s activities
as the Steering Group and Secretariat work to balance the increased scope of work with the
distinctive founding mandate of the network.
With a growing number of field-based educational practitioners among its members,
INEE has worked to ensure support for individual members, while maintaining a core mandate
that does not include coordination activities at field level. By increasing the INEE Secretariat’s
capacity, and developing tools and training programmes, the network is responding to the
growing need of an ever-expanding professional field. At the same time, it is advocating the
creation and strengthening of a global coordination mechanism, which focuses on technical
support and coordinated action at field level, such as the establishment of the Inter-Agency
Standing Committee (IASC) Education Cluster. The need to continue to work closely with the
IASC Education Cluster, and to consider ways to facilitate training and capacity development
opportunities for all members, will be an ongoing challenge as INEE develops. Analysis of INEE
members’ participation in some of INEE’s events, in particular the INEE Policy Roundtables, as
well as face-to-face decision-making bodies, such as the INEE Steering Group and working
groups, has also found that greater emphasis needs to be placed on ensuring the meaningful
participation of members not working at the headquarters level.
INEE remains a strong network thanks in large part to the maintenance of an advantageous
balance between directed strategic capacity (by the formal governing structures, such as the
Steering Group and working groups) and decentralized adaptive capacity (by the task teams,
language communities and members participating in various initiatives to develop guidance
notes). The supportive relationship between the Secretariat and the membership to move
these initiatives forward is made possible through a number of planned and emergent spaces,
providing the network with the capacity to adapt and reshape its functional balance with
marginal changes to its structure.

Recommendations
The recommendations of this study focus on the achievement of the network’s strategic goals.
They draw from findings based on the review of INEE documentation, interviews with key
informants, and surveys circulated to INEE members through the listserv in 2008 and 2009. They
also reflect findings from the research team and the INEE Secretariat’s ongoing discussions with
INEE members about how best to advance the network’s strategic direction, while negotiating
constraints and changes in the field.

1.

Clarifying audience and members of the network

Review and clarify who constitutes the audience of INEE’s initiatives and the members of the
network – these may be different groups. The audience of a given INEE initiative consists of
those that the network aims to influence, while its members are the heart of the network (and
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they will be influenced by the very process of development and growth of the network). While
there is undoubtedly an overlap between INEE’s existing membership and the audience which it
seeks to influence through its various initiatives, some actors who do not fit perfectly into INEE
network spaces might be, in fact, better characterized as audiences of various communication
initiatives, rather than as members. Once clarified, INEE will be able to discuss more effectively
the strategic implications of engaging with these two groups, and how best to target each one
in order to strengthen engagement with both groups.

2.

Strengthening online space and communications

Reduce barriers to participation by strengthening the online space of the network, seeking out
new functionalities, and utilizing existing social networking platforms. While some members (and
potential members) will continue to experience participation limits due to inconsistent access
to reliable technology, INEE should explore innovative and engaging forms of communication.
These may consist of webinars (web-based seminars), a blog or other alternative channels
ensuring open and two-way communication to reduce costs and other barriers, while ensuring
the meaningful participation and full membership benefits for field-based staff and smaller
agencies in the South. The role of the INEE Language Communities and regional or national INEE
member groups should also be further explored.

3.

Facilitating dialogue and engagement between members

As the network continues to grow organically in parallel with the field, there needs to be a focus
on increasing the level of engagement of members – not just the number of members. Given
the finite capacity of the INEE Secretariat, increased opportunities for members to engage with
each other, including across network spaces, organizing opportunities for members to meet and
build their capacities to communicate with each other and third parties should be prioritized.
The Secretariat should also consider improving its communication capacity (including using
members’ own communication capabilities) to diversify the modes by which it engages with the
membership and networks’ audiences.

4.

Developing the inner network

Strengthen linkages between the convenors or leaders of the various spaces of the network
(working groups, task teams, language communities and initiatives) – in essence creating
an inner network to strengthen the links between strategic (within the working groups) and
adaptive capacities (among task team members, for example).

5.

Continuing to identify appropriate activities which involve small agencies, independent
consultants, and field-level representatives

Continue to incorporate small agencies, independent consultants and field-level representatives
into activities by engagement in field-based minimum standards trainings and application visits,
guidance note initiatives, as well as providing funding for local consultative workshops in the
field during tool-development processes. Where possible, arrange meetings in locations that
facilitate small agencies and field-staff participation, and consider decentralizing some activities
to members with proven capacities. While some of these activities have funding implications,
given the demand for more field-level engagement, contributions in kind should be explored.
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6.

Further developing linkages with complementary networks

Continue to strengthen and formalize linkages with complementary humanitarian and
development networks operating at global, national, and field levels. A positive example of this
has been through the establishment and operationalization of the Sphere-INEE Companionship,
as well as though INEE task teams’ shared convenors, such as the Early Childhood Task Team, which
is jointly convened with the Consultative Group on Early Childhood Care and Development, and
the HIV/AIDS Task Team, which is jointly convened by the Inter-Agency Task Team on HIV/AIDS.
These co-convening relationships, while complex to manage, help to create a stronger network
through a diversified membership that reflects and contributes to the organizational, geographic,
and professional expertise represented in the broader field of education in emergencies. The
process continues through to recovery, and provides links with the development field.
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Introduction

INEE is a global, open network of non-governmental organizations, UN agencies, donors,
practitioners, researchers, and individuals from affected populations working together within a
humanitarian and development framework to provide all persons with the right to quality and
safe education in emergencies and post-crisis recovery situations. INEE envisions a world where:
•
•
•
•

All people affected by crisis and instability have access to quality, relevant, and safe
educational opportunities.
Educational services are integrated into all emergency interventions as an essential
life-saving and life-sustaining component of humanitarian response.
Governments and donors provide sustainable funding and develop holistic policies to
ensure educational preparedness, crisis prevention, mitigation, response, and recovery.
All education programmes preparing for and responding to emergencies, chronic crises,
and recovery are consistent with the INEE Minimum Standards and accountable for quality
and results.

1.1 About INEE
There are three defining characteristics of INEE that are important to highlight. First, the network
has maintained its non-operational mandate from its earliest days. INEE was not defined as a
formal organization with bureaucratic functions or direct programming for crisis-affected
beneficiaries, but as a flexible and responsive mechanism for collaboration and mutual sharing
of resources, experiences, and expertise to strengthen policy and practice, and to advocate for
the right to education. INEE does not have a bank account or an office; Secretariat staff members
are hosted and hired by member organizations; INEE is its members.
Second, INEE is predominantly virtual in nature. The primary channel for engagement, for
the majority of members, is through the website and listserv. Membership is defined in this way:
if you join via the website, you receive listserv messages and you are a member of INEE. The virtual
nature of the network brings with it a set of challenges and limitations to how members engage
within INEE, but some of these have been overcome by providing key spaces for face-to-face
and ‘offline’ engagement.
Third, while overall membership is on an individual basis, as an inter-agency network
institutions play a central role in the network, particularly in the INEE Steering Group (the network’s
governing body), working groups, and in convening the INEE task teams. The commitment of
the member organizations and their leaders to the network’s vision has enabled the network to
function. Many of the opportunities for participation, or the spaces within the network, rely on
organizational membership or are convened by member organizations rather than individuals.
The membership of INEE is composed of three main groups of individual members: people
working at the field level; researchers and academics; and people working at the global policy
level. INEE has developed various mechanisms for supporting this diverse membership, but
essentially it is in bringing these groups together that INEE finds its key role. Hence, in order to
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obtain an accurate picture of INEE, it is important to clearly understand how these groups come
together in the various formal and informal spaces provided by the network.
Field-level members are generally working within situations of emergencies, chronic
crises, and recovery. This group includes country and field offices of UN and donor agencies,
international non-governmental organizations (INGOs), local and national NGOs, national and
local governments, ministries of education, teachers and students. The Active Learning Network
for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP) defines ‘field’ in this way:
Quite simply, by ‘field’ we mean the arena of operation within the affected country, including the
capital city where the responding agencies are usually based. By ‘field-level staff ’ we include all
national and international staff involved in the operation from Country Representative level to
Project Officers and Field Monitors directly involved in implementation (ALNAP, 2004).

Members operating at the global policy level are generally those working in head offices of
INGOs and UN agencies, multilateral and bilateral donors, and other coordinating mechanisms.
Members working as researchers and academics come predominantly from graduate
student bodies, faculties of universities, as well as from independent research institutions. Many
of these individuals will have had some practical experience of education in emergencies, at
either the international or field levels.
This distinction between field- and international-level actors, and the focus of the network
in bringing these various member groups together, underlies the present study.

1.2 Background to the study
In 2008, INEE contracted the Overseas Development Institute (ODI) to conduct research to inform
a case study on the evolution of INEE as a network, and address the organization’s commitments
under its 2007 strategic plan, the main goals of which are outlined in the Executive Summary
and in Box 1.
Box 1. INEE strategic goals (2008–2010)
Goal 1: Strengthen institutional coordination to ensure education for all those affected by crisis;
Goal 2: Enhance global knowledge and capacity in order to support education in crisis and postcrisis settings; and
Goal 3: Promote a dynamic membership to advance the field of education in emergencies.

ODI’s approach to the study of networks is based on the premise that, in its development, a
network’s structure should follow its functions and not the other way around (Mendizabal, 2006a;
2006b). Networks are complex systems that should be expected to evolve into different shapes
or forms depending on many factors, including their membership structure and intra-network
relationships, their interactions with their external environment, and their resources. The
structure of a network, therefore, could evolve (or be designed) in a way that resembles a more
traditional or independent type of organization (where its members do not play a significant
role, and rather the network depends almost entirely on the work of its Secretariat, as if it were
an independent agent).
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Drawing on ODI’s research findings, the analysis here aims to explore the network as a
complex system by making no assumptions as to whether its formal structure is in fact the most
appropriate one. The approach aims to identify the different characteristics of the network,
whether relational, structural, or functional, and will suggest to what extent these characteristics
support the three strategic goals of INEE, outlined in Box 1.

1.3 Structure of the document
Following this introduction, the document is organized into four sections:
•
•

•
•

Section 2: Methodology presents the findings of a brief review of the literature for studying
networks, and establishes the methodological framework for the study – including a
description of the research plan, and survey and interview tools.
Section 3: INEE: An overview offers a historical perspective of the network by considering
the basic structure of the network based on the INEE literature, and input from INEE
Secretariat staff. This chapter includes a closer look at the network’s foundation tool, the
INEE Minimum Standards, to examine a network process and product in detail to illustrate
how the network has contributed to developing the field of education in emergencies.
Section 4: A functional analysis of INEE provides an analysis of the network, in particular
in relation to how the structure affects the fulfilment of INEE’s role and functions (i.e. its
strategic goals).
Section 5: Conclusions and recommendations offers guidelines on how the network can
continue to grow, while achieving its strategic goals.
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Methodology

The approach to this case study includes the development of a methodology that seeks to
incorporate a number of network assessment frameworks, building a tailored approach that has
the capacity to offer useful policy recommendations.

2.1 Network assessment frameworks
There are a number of network assessment frameworks that can assist in developing an approach
that will provide the most complete understanding of INEE. As suggested by Mendizabal (2006a;
2006b), networks can be more usefully described by their roles and functions (what they do)
rather than by their shape or structure. This is because networks can take many forms to deliver
similar functions, depending on a broad range of factors. To determine a network’s capacity to
deliver its functions, we should ask whether its structure is the most appropriate one.
The network functions approach (NFA) is an approach for studying networks that was
developed by ODI’s RAPID group, and based on a model developed by Stephen Yeo and
Richard Portes. It is drawn from the Centre for Economic Policy Research and the Secretariat
for Institutional Support for Economic Research in Africa (SISERA) funded by the International
Development Research Council (IDRC) (see: Mendizabal, 2006a; 2006b; Ramalingam, Mendizabal,
and Schenkenberg van Mierop, 2008). It is built around six overlapping functions that networks
perform in varying mixtures, and recognizes that networks can provide both a support role and
an agency role to their members. These functions are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Community-building: The network functions to promote and sustain the values of the
individuals or groups.
Filtering: The network functions to organize and manage relevant information for members.
Amplifying: The network functions to help take new, little-known, or little-understood
ideas and makes them public, gives them weight, or makes them understandable.
Facilitating: The network functions to help members carry out their activities more
efficiently and effectively.
Investing/providing: The network functions to offer a means to provide members with the
resources they need to carry out their main activities.
Convening: The network functions to bring together different, distinct people, or groups of
people with distinct strategies to support them.

According to the NFA, networks can deliver a combination of these functions to fulfil
their key roles: as agents (networks that draw resources from the members to take the lead
in a change process on their behalf ); and/or as supporters of change (networks that facilitate
and help their members to bring about change in their own spheres of influence). To deliver
these roles and functions, networks can be organized in different ways according to a number
of factors, including the availability of resources, their initial membership base, the context in
which they were set up, the organizational culture within the network, or the relationships of its
members with other networks or spaces.
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Analysis of a number of case studies developed using the NFA1 indicates that the
membership of a network is one of the most important factors contributing to the achievement
of a network’s objectives – thus explaining the speed and type of growth of the network.
Membership preferences can determine whether the network’s Secretariat focuses on delivering
value for others or just for its own members; the resources (in cash or in kind) available to the
network through its members; where the network’s sphere of influence is – as a combination
of individual members’ influence; and how the members interact with each other or with third
parties. Other factors are important too, and when analysing a network, it is useful to ask how
these characteristics of the internal and external environment affect the network’s capacity to
deliver its roles and functions.
The NFA allows us to study the network’s roles and functions, but we require a different
approach to delve into the structure that affects how these functions are carried out. As proposed
by Davies (2003), social network analysis (SNA) can help to assess the relationships between the
roles or objectives of the network and the membership structure (who the members are, and
how they interact with each other and others). SNA is an analytical technique for studying the
structure and makeup of networks by focusing on relationships between individual network
nodes (i.e. members). It leads to a richer understanding of the interactions and exchanges
among actors, as well as the flow of information and resources within a network – in particular,
the defining structural characteristics of any network (its membership) and how this affects the
fulfilments of its objectives (functions and roles).
The INEE case study also aims to determine whether it is the network structure rather than
individual members, or the specific projects or activities of the network that create and deliver
value to achieve the network’s objectives. Value, according to Allee (2002), is defined as either
tangible (e.g. resources or products), or intangible (e.g. knowledge or experience). Different
actors contribute to networks by adding new value, transferring value to other members, or by
converting one type of value to another. Therefore, it is not enough that actors engage with each
other, and that their interactions can define the network. What matters is how the relationships
that make up the network are responsible for the creation of value. Hence, for the value network
analysis (VNA) approach, a network is viewed in terms of value creation and exchange among
actors in the network. It considers three key lines of inquiry:
1.
2.
3.

Exchange analysis: What is the overall pattern of exchanges in the system?
Impact analysis: What impact does each value input have on the participating members of
the system?
Value creation analysis: What is the best way to create, extend, and leverage value, either
through adding value, extending value to other participants, or converting one type of
value into another?

By drawing on the strengths of each of these three approaches, it is possible to see how
NFA could be strengthened by a better understanding of the members of the system (through
SNA), and how their interactions may or may not create value (through VNA). This will allow us
to conclude whether the evolution of INEE has led to the development of the most appropriate
network structure for the fulfilment of its functions and roles.

1. For examples, see: www.odi.org.uk/rapid/projects/ppa0103
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2.2 A combined methodology
This study takes a functions approach to network assessment, using the six functions identified
in the NFA. INEE’s objectives are described in terms of the functions of networks. Through a
review of the literature about INEE, as well as surveys and interviews, we considered how the
structure of the network is supporting or hampering the possibility of achieving those strategic
goals and, hence, delivering value for the network. The process included a number of steps:
•
•

•

•

•

•

•
•

A range of internal INEE documents were reviewed to gain an understanding of the history
and structure of the network.
Based on this, a survey tool was developed (see Annex 3) with two main objectives:
(1) collecting data for a SNA to determine who participates in the different spaces2 provided
by the network; and (2) canvassing opinions about the network’s functions to understand
how the network membership contributes to their delivery. The survey was sent to INEE
members in October 2008. After an initial period of responses, the survey was simplified in
order to encourage more responses and focus on the data that were most useful. It was sent
for a second time to all members in February 2009.
A set of interview questions was developed with the aim of clarifying and building on
the survey findings (see Annex 2). They offered a more comprehensive insight into the
relationships of individual members with the network. Using the survey responses, a
number of key members were identified as potential interview candidates. More than
20 interviews were conducted over an extended period of time – see Annex 1 for a complete
list. The interview questions were modified as more survey data became available and our
understanding of the network increased.
The findings from the survey responses and the interviews were compiled and presented
to the INEE Steering Group in Oslo in December 2008. A number of hypotheses were
presented at the meeting regarding how the structure of the network might be supporting
or hampering the achievement of its objectives.
A follow-up survey was developed in order to gather feedback on those initial findings,
as well as some additional questions put forward by the members of the Steering Group.
Rather than over-burdening all members with another survey, the invitation for the followup survey was sent to a discrete group of people, including those who had agreed to provide
follow-up on the initial surveys, and all members formally involved in working groups and
task teams.
In response to feedback from the Steering Group, a number of priority areas for further
investigation were identified. These included support to: field-level processes; history and
patterns of funding; leadership and democracy in the network; and organizational culture.
Targeted interviews were conducted to develop understanding of these areas.
The survey data were analysed using SNA software to provide evidence to test the initial
findings and new hypotheses, or concerns put forward by the Steering Group.
A final survey was prepared for the participants of the INEE Global Consultation in March
2009 in order to gauge opinion on a number of headline issues.

Originally, the proposed methodology had attempted to identify how members participated
within each one of the spaces provided by the network: INEE Steering Group, Secretariat,
2. By spaces, we mean the groups, initiatives, events, teams, and online platforms coordinated by the network.
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working groups, task teams, initiatives, language communities, policy roundtables, global
consultations, website, listserv and workshops and training events (see Table 3.2 for more details
on these network spaces). The questions about members’ involvement in the different network
spaces were intentionally left open to capture a wide range of engagement types covering both
the formal and the informal. It may have been too ambitious to expect to collect credible data
about a range of different types of engagement in one question. Despite the various options
offered, it was difficult to infer the level of involvement in different activities from the responses,
in particular because some respondents seem to have a more flexible definition of their
involvement in the network than others. For instance, they may have claimed to be formally
involved in many spaces when there is no evidence of this. Further in-depth interviews with
these members may help explain this situation. For example, they might see their participation
in the global consultation process as a way of affecting, informally, the working groups or task
teams (and even the Steering Group), even if they do not engage with these spaces directly.
Furthermore, SNA has been limited by the number of members responding to the surveys.
ODI was only able to map less than 5% of the network based on survey responses (out of over
4,000 members we received 250 responses, of which only 125 contained data that could be
mapped). This obviously raises questions about how representative the data are of the entire
network, and limits the conclusions that can be drawn from the network maps. Hence, the
SNA outputs have been used to provide an illustration of the network’s structure based on the
information gathered from the literature and the members’ interviews.
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At the 2000 World Education Forum in Dakar, Senegal, the delegates who set targets to achieve
Education for All (EFA) by 2015 formally recognized that the international community would
not reach these targets unless they paid particular attention to the education of those farthest
from reaching the EFA Goals – those affected by crisis and disaster. There was also recognition
that education has a critical role to play in promoting peace and preventing humanitarian crises.
A decision was made to develop a process for inter-agency communication and cooperation
to improve emergency education. The Inter-Agency Network for Education in Emergencies, or
INEE, emerged as the mechanism to facilitate this process.
The vision that drove the formation of INEE is effectively captured in a speech by Carol
Bellamy, then Executive Director of the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), to the Forum
on 27 April 2000.3
... in a world more and more fraught with conflict, violence, and instability, we must ensure that
in any context of crisis, learning gets going again – and quickly. The school can be a sanctuary,
a child-friendly place where children can find a zone of peace and a sense of normalcy that is so
important for their well-being. … Experience has shown that the restoration of education requires
the rapid assessment of the educational and psycho-social needs of children, the provision of
essential supplies and materials, the promotion of local governance and partnerships in restoring
education, and the support of relevant and rapid curriculum and teacher development.

Before the Dakar Forum, the context of the Education in Emergencies (EiE) sector was very
different from the one we find today; knowledge and experience on the subject were limited,
but growing within and around the main agencies, albeit informally. Practitioners in the field
were often isolated, with little guidance and few tools to draw upon.

3.1 Background to Education in Emergencies
Historically, education has been the domain of long-term development interventions rather
than humanitarian policy. Education in emergencies, as a field of its own, emerged from work
on refugee education in the 1970s and 1980s, as agencies moved from focusing on scholarships
for individuals as the primary means of supporting education to forms of supported distance
learning in southern Africa (Thomas, 1996), and to strengthening education systems in refugee
camps and settlements in Sudan, Pakistan, southern Africa and elsewhere. The end of the Cold
War saw the re-emergence of ethnic and religious hostilities within countries, leading to what
became known as ‘complex humanitarian emergencies’, causing multiple forms of suffering,
including disruption of education because of war, and internal and external displacement.
Hence, towards the end of the twentieth century, the focus shifted from refugee education to
the broader concept of education in emergencies, as evidenced in the two seminal publications:
Education as a humanitarian response (Retamal and Aedo-Richmond, 1998); and Rapid educational
response in complex emergencies (Aguilar and Retamal, 1998).

3. For the full speech, see www.unesco.org/education/wef/en-conf/coverage_speech_belamy.shtm
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At the 1990 World Education Forum in Jomtien the global commitment to EFA, which
provided a framework for addressing the gaps in educational provision in crisis, was launched.
However, the framework for action approved by the conference made only limited references to
these gaps and the specific barriers that caused them.
During the 1990s, led by the UN and NGO agencies new initiatives emerged aiming to
tackle a host of challenging issues. For example, the ‘RAPID ED’ working group hosted a series of
meetings on emergency education response in the early 1990s. UNESCO-PEER (Programme for
Education in Emergencies and Reconstruction) and its teacher emergency package, or ‘school
in a box’, emerged from UNESCO’s experience with displaced populations in Somalia, and with
Rwandan and Burundi refugees in Tanzania.
In 1996, Graça Machel, in her landmark report on The impact of armed conflict on children to
the United Nations, recommended that education should ‘be established as a priority component
of all humanitarian assistance’. UNICEF and others integrated the concerns of the Machel Report
(1996) into their programming, calling for more support for education in conflict and post-conflict
situations. Two conferences in the late 1990s, the Oslo/Hadeland Conference on the Protection
of Children and Adolescents in Complex Emergencies (1998), and the workshop on Basic
Education in Emergencies and Transition Situations, hosted by the World Bank and organized
by the Norwegian Refugee Council, the Women’s Refugee Commission, InterWorks and the
Congressional Hunger Center (1999), resulted in greater clarity on the need to coordinate action
for quality, safe education in emergencies. In particular, the Oslo/Hadeland Conference issued
a Declaration on Principles of Education in Emergencies and Difficult Circumstances, which set
out standardized principles for work in this emerging field.
In 1999, UNESCO convened an inter-agency group to prepare a Thematic Study on
Education in Situations of Emergency and Crisis, in preparation for the World Education Forum
in Dakar in April 2000. A group of UN and NGO representatives organized a Strategy Session on
Education in Emergencies and Crisis4 at the Dakar Forum, and invited ministers of education
and key officials from UN agencies and NGOs to attend. The strategy session focused on how
to ensure that humanitarian assistance and rapid educational interventions built on available
capacity, and were effectively linked to post-conflict or post-crisis reconstruction efforts and
longer-term development planning, including development of the education system.
The session led to two key outcomes. First, it was suggested that the exact wording for
Strategy Five of the Dakar Framework5 should include a pledge from governments, organizations,
agencies, groups and associations represented at the World Education Forum to:
meet the needs of education systems affected by conflict, natural calamities and instability and
conduct educational programmes in ways that promote mutual understanding, peace and
tolerance, and that help to prevent violence and conflict.

Second, UNICEF, UNESCO, and the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)
made a commitment to work together to this end. The meeting called on the three UN agencies
to convene a process of inter-agency collaboration on this issue.

4. The issues paper for this session can be found at: www.unesco.org/education/efa/wef_2000/strategy_sessions/session_II-5.shtml
5. The full text is available at: www.unesco.org/education/wef/en-leadup/dakfram.shtm
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There were two major challenges that this commitment aimed to address. The first was
to place education on the humanitarian agenda. The second challenge was to include natural
disasters in the definition of emergencies, as the emphasis until then had been placed on
conflict. Dakar saw, for the first time, the confluence of emergencies caused by conflict and
natural hazards as barriers to the attainment of Education for All – a monumental step forward
for the field of education in emergencies.
Charged with taking forward Strategy Five of the Dakar Framework, UNHCR, UNESCO,
and UNICEF convened the First Global Consultation on Education in Emergencies in Geneva
in November 2000. These participants, representing civil society, governments, NGOs and UN
agencies, acknowledged the need to learn from successes and failures, share resources, develop
consensual guidelines, and work collectively to create awareness of the plight of millions of
children and youth denied access to quality education. Guiding principles for inter-agency
collaboration and an inter-agency mandate were approved, and a commitment was made to
launch a process for sharing knowledge and experience, and improving communication and
collaboration between actors in the field of education in emergencies. Great care was taken
to avoid the impression – and the reality – of replicating existing coordination mechanisms.
Indeed, consultation participants agreed that the focus must be on collaboration and not formal
coordination of agencies’ programmes. To acknowledge relevant past efforts, reference was
made to ‘the existing network’ of agencies and individuals working on education in emergencies
issues, which would be renamed the ‘Network on Education in Emergencies’. INEE was thus
officially founded as an open, global network and as the mechanism to facilitate this process
of collaboration. The participants agreed on the basic working mechanisms of task teams, a
Secretariat (originally envisaged as one project officer), as well as a Steering Group.
In the weeks following the Geneva Consultation, the first Steering Group was established with
representatives from the three founding UN agencies and three NGOs (CARE, the International
Rescue Committee (IRC) and the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC)), a decision which reflected
the inclusive, collaborative culture embedded in the very foundations of the network. At its first
meeting, in early 2001, the Steering Group agreed to the addition of the term ‘Inter-Agency’
to the network’s title. The foundation of INEE is a fascinating example of the power of highly
committed professionals to persuade the senior management of their agencies that it is in
the interest of all, especially the ultimate ‘beneficiaries’ – communities affected by conflict and
disaster – to share information, knowledge, and experience in a semi-formal manner, without
surrendering formal authority over their policies and programmes. It also demonstrates the
capacity of numerous diverse organizations to self-organize into a new community of practice
in response to acute needs.
From its formation in 2000 until the present time, the network has evolved through three
distinct phases that may be described as: (1) building a community (2000–2002); (2) developing
common standards and consolidating the community (2003–2004); and (3) moving up and out
(2005–today). Over this time period, INEE has continuously developed its approach to facilitate
inter-agency cooperation, inform policy and practice, and has found new and effective ways of
engaging an ever-broadening membership. Each phase is described in the following sections.
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3.2

Building a community: 2000–2002

Following the decision to form the network, the newly established Steering Group immediately
launched an initiative to collect, review, package, and distribute learning materials and resources
to agencies active in education in emergencies. To oversee the work, an inter-agency task team
was set up in 2001, convened by UNHCR, and including representatives from the IRC, Jesuit
Refugee Service, Save the Children, UNESCO and UNICEF. The Learning Materials and Resources
Task Team was the first group directly coordinated by INEE, and paved the way for a host of
similar initiatives using the same structure. Ultimately, this first INEE task team collected, vetted,
collated, and distributed 150 resource kits of good practice resources to focal points around the
world. The task team then went on to review, digitize, translate, and widely distribute electronic
resource kits in a CD-ROM format, which were made available to all members of the growing
network.
The fact that the network began with such a crucial activity, including and benefiting the
key agencies, helped to forge the necessary relationships, and establish the demand for such a
network, and the value it could bring. This, coupled with a campaign to expand the membership
and develop links with other inter-agency initiatives and working groups, proved to be a
successful way of building the early network.
Task teams are convened by a member organization (or in some cases, by several
co-convening organizations) that has responsibility for facilitating the work of the task team
and coordinating members, with the support of the INEE Secretariat. These teams are open to all
INEE members, usually on an individual basis.
Three other task teams were established during this period: (1) the Information Sharing and
Networking Task Team, which helped to develop the INEE website and listserv; (b) the Monitoring
and Evaluation Task Team; and (c) the Post-Primary Education Task Team. The last two task teams
were not successful, largely because no one was fully dedicated to the task for a long enough
time. The lesson learnt from the success of the Learning Materials and Resources Task Team was
that it was necessary to have a committed supporting person or team, such as a consultant
or a convenor, who has the task written into his or her job description to enable a facilitated
structure through which task team members could provide access to resources, technical input
and feedback on the work done.
The Steering Group expanded within its first two years to include the Save the Children
Alliance, along with the founding members UNHCR, UNESCO, UNICEF, CARE, NRC and IRC. At an
early stage, it became obvious that the network would have to hire a full-time staff member to
coordinate the activities and processes that were emerging. The INEE Secretariat was established
in 2001, hosted at UNESCO in Paris, and the network coordinator was hired and managed by
CARE USA’s representative on the Steering Group. The coordinator’s responsibilities at that time
included leading the membership campaign, maintaining contacts with other networks and
inter-agency initiatives, coordinating the new task teams, managing the network’s work plan
and notional budget, and developing the new communication channels.
This organizational arrangement and the community-building effort had some success. By
October 2001, less than a year after its formation, the membership had grown to 50 organizations
and well over 50 individuals committed to engaging with INEE. More importantly, this included
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country and regional offices of UN agencies and NGOs, and not just the headquarters. However,
the increase in membership brought new challenges to the network. Ever since the idea of
INEE was conceived, it was conceptualized as a communication and collaboration platform,
and never as an operational body or coordinating agency. This mandate was reasserted in 2001
when a group of members announced the formation of a regional INEE network branch in
Islamabad. There was a concerted effort to emphasize that, while the INEE branch could serve as
an important venue to discuss coordination challenges and strategies, the actual coordination
was the responsibility of the existing education sector coordination mechanisms, and not of
the group of INEE members. The Steering Group also explicitly suggested that INEE should not
develop a decentralized ‘branch’ structure, as there would have been a fragmentation of what
was essentially a global effort.
Another challenge that the network faced with the increasing membership was the need
for new and better communication channels. A decision was made to invest in a website
and listserv: the website provided a centralized virtual space for the network with access to
a growing library of resources on the subject of education in emergencies; and the listserv
acted as the primary means of communicating with the members. The website was initially
intended to be hosted by the Global Information Networks in Education (GINIE), a virtual
learning community for educational innovation in countries in crisis and transition, hosted at
the University of Pittsburgh, and supported by USAID and UNESCO. The synergy between INEE
and GINIE was clear from the beginning, with joint objectives around knowledge sharing and
encouraging collaboration in the field of education in emergencies. In the area of information
about education-in-emergencies practice, INEE was seen as a mechanism for formalizing the
ad hoc relationships that had developed through GINIE. Conversely, at least initially, in early
2001, GINIE was seen as an information-gathering platform that could be used by INEE. In order
to populate the new website, a consultant was hired to generate new content, the first of which
was posted on the INEE website as the INEE Good Practice Guides. The Emer-Edu listserv, which
emerged from the 1999 emergency education meeting in Washington, was adopted by INEE
and renamed the INEE listserv. As education-in-emergencies practitioners were often isolated,
when INEE started – both at headquarters and in the field – the listserv was crucial in enabling
outreach to and communication with members. This process was coordinated by the Secretariat
with support from the Information Sharing and Networking Task Team.

3.3

Developing common standards and consolidating the community: 2003–2004

The early years of INEE were characterized by activities aimed at setting up the social, structural
and procedural aspects of the network. The community was established by bringing together a
core group of like-minded practitioners with a common purpose. Perhaps more importantly, the
domain of interest was comprehensively and consultatively explored through the interaction of
members participating in the generation of content for the website, the listserv communication
processes (including content), and the compiling of good-practice teaching and learning
resources.
The network was now in a position to build on these successes and develop substantive
work strands. The development of the INEE Minimum Standards for Education in Emergencies,
Chronic Crises and Early Reconstruction (INEE Minimum Standards) represent the focus of
this new phase. (The INEE Minimum Standards development process is described in detail in
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Section 3.5.) Taking on such a programme of work, which was bigger than the remit of any of
the task teams at the time, required two important changes for the network. The first was a new
structure to enable members to collaborate on such a scale, and the second was increasing the
level of facilitation, coordination, and support provided by the INEE Secretariat.
The new working group structure was different from the existing task teams in a number
of fundamental ways. Task teams, while convened by at least one organization, were made up
of members who were not necessarily representing their institutions. However, because of the
long-term nature (a two-year commitment), the scale of the work, and the subsequent time
and resource commitments envisioned for the working group, institutional backing was viewed
as crucial for members. Thus, membership within the working group was on an institutional
basis, as well as on an individual basis. Although the membership was open to all, clear terms of
reference with institutional and individual criteria, and an application process were developed by
a transition team, with the Steering Group ultimately expressing its opinion on the final make-up
of the working group. Moreover, while task teams were fluid in membership and structure, the
working group had a clearly defined internal structure with a chairperson, three sub-groups,
each with a focal point representative, and a full-time Secretariat staff member to manage the
development process and for coordination purposes.
The INEE Minimum Standards development process was a significant step forward for the
network in terms of connecting and gaining new members who were working at various levels
(in the field, at local or regional levels, at headquarters, etc.), across geographic boundaries
and across different stakeholders (UN, NGO, teachers, students, governments, donors, etc.). In
essence, the consultative development process, which involved over 2,250 individuals from
more than 50 countries in virtual and face-to-face consultations, as well as a global peer review
process, provided a means through which to build a global framework and a common language
of shared visions across these boundaries. The aim was that this would positively contribute to
coordinated action to enhance the quality of educational preparedness and response, increase
access to safe and relevant learning opportunities, and promote humanitarian accountability in
providing these services.
However, while the INEE Minimum Standards development was the network’s largest
work strand at the time, it was not the sole activity. Consolidating the new partnerships and
members generated through the Minimum Standards development process, the period from
2003–2004 was a time of overall network growth, visibility and increased focus, with new task
teams established, face-to-face events coordinated, and collaborative programmes supported
by a growing Secretariat.
For example, the Peace Education Programme (PEP), initially a UNHCR initiative developed
in Kenya’s Kakuma and Dadaab refugee camps in 1997 to teach constructive, non-violent
behaviour in refugee and returnee communities, was approved as an inter-agency resource by
INEE, UNHCR, UNESCO, and UNICEF in 2002. This gave all INEE members access to the materials.
From 2003 to 2004, INEE facilitated a cooperative project between UNHCR and UNESCO to
produce an edited version of the PEP materials. The incorporation of this programme by INEE
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illustrates the maturity of the network, and that it had become a more effective place than an
individual agency for developing, hosting (online), and disseminating a good practice tool.6
Following the success of the Learning Materials and Resources Task Team and the Information
Sharing and Networking Task Team, as described in the previous section, subsequent task teams
were set up. Task teams have tended to emerge naturally as the scope of INEE progressed and
gaps in the field were identified. These gaps were quickly turned into opportunities for member
engagement and further network action. Members with an interest in a particular area identified
as a gap are invited to collaborate with others on a proposal to take the issue further. The INEE
Secretariat works with proposed task team convenors to ensure that the proposal has clear aims
and objectives, and is not duplicative of other work. Ultimately, upon review of the proposal
and the INEE Secretariat’s recommendation, the INEE Steering Group may approve a proposal
and a new task team is created – members are invited to join and the mandate is formalized.
Between 2003 and 2004, while the Learning Materials and Resources Task Team was still active,
the following new INEE task teams were formed and became active:
•

•

Teacher Training Task Team (2003–2004): This task team convened interested parties
to assess and compile teacher-training materials that would be most useful in situations
of emergencies. The team produced a technical kit in the form of a CD-Rom, with good
examples of the different types of materials available.
Adolescents and Youth Task Team (2003–still active): Currently co-convened by the
Foundation for the Refugee Education Trust (RET), the Women’s Refugee Commission,
and UNICEF, this task team aims to highlight the place of youth in educational response
to emergencies. Initially convened by RET, the task team co-authored an article on youth
livelihoods in emergencies that was subsequently published in the Forced migration review
journal in 2006. The Adolescents and Youth Task Team then went through a period of
inactivity, during which time members maintained contact by setting up an INEE Interest
Group, which served to continue discussions without committing to specific outputs. The
task team was reconvened in 2007 and is still active today.

As explained earlier, engagement in an INEE task team is less formal than for an INEE
working group in that the time commitment required of task team members is less stringent;
in addition, individuals do not require institutional approval in order to join. This is crucial for
enabling a wider range of INEE members to engage and collaborate in a way that does not require
institutional backing and formal agreements. Task teams usually involve 15 to 20 members, and
can comprise up to 50, as is the case of the Adolescents and Youth Task Team. Their activities
tend to ebb and flow depending on how active the convenor is, the level of engagement of the
members, and the perceived urgency of tasks identified by the team. For the majority of INEE
members, task teams represent the principal channel for directly participating in the work of
the network. Involvement in task teams is often seen as a good opportunity for professional
development, and serves as a mechanism for bringing practitioners in the field together with
headquarters-based colleagues, as well as attracting the participation and contribution of many
students and researchers. In this sense, INEE task teams serve to develop the community, and are
one way that investment is made in the capacity of network members.

6. Although it has now taken a less active role in the dissemination of the PEP, the INEE Secretariat continues to support the use of these materials
through its network hosting the materials online and tracking their use.
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While the network was developing its virtual space with the task teams, it was also providing
crucial spaces for face-to-face interaction for its members. The two main examples of this are
the INEE Minimum Standards consultations and the INEE Global Consultation, which became
institutionalized during this period. From the first INEE Global Consultation in Geneva in 2000,
the network has continued to host a similar gathering of its members every four years to explore
emerging developments in the field of education, chronic crisis, and early recovery, and, perhaps
more importantly, to renew its mandate. There have been three INEE Global Consultations with
growing participation and interest at each, as evidenced by Table 3.1.
Table 3.1

Growing interest in INEE Global Consultations

Title/theme

Number of participants

INEE Global Consultation,
November 2000
First Global Consultation on
Education in Emergencies
85 participants

INEE Global Consultation,
December 2004
The Second Global Inter-Agency
Consultation on Education in
Emergencies and Early Recovery
140 participants

INEE Global Consultation,
March 2009
Bridging the Gaps: Risk Reduction,
Relief and Recovery
250 participants,
(participation was limited to this
number, but many more expressed
interest)

The INEE Global Consultation is a key event for the network as it not only provides an
opportunity for members of the working groups, task teams and language communities to
convene, but is also a fertile ground for cross-pollination of ideas, both internally and externally
with other networks and initiatives. It is through events such as this that INEE is able to
demonstrate its convening power; for example, the 2009 Global Consultation saw academics,
field staff, young people, donors, ministers of education and education specialists sharing
experiences and discussing a wide range of issues together.
INEE Secretariat: Corresponding to the changes in the network’s initiatives, the Secretariat
underwent a number of important changes during 2003–2004. A new Network Coordinator
was appointed in 2002 (hired by CARE USA and seconded to UNESCO in Paris) following the
departure of the first Coordinator. In 2003, the INEE Secretariat increased from one to two
permanent staff members, with the creation of a new post to coordinate the INEE Minimum
Standards development process. The Focal Point for the INEE Minimum Standards was hired and
hosted by the IRC in New York, broadening INEE’s reach both geographically and institutionally
with firm bases in the UN and NGO agencies.
INEE Steering Group: The role and functions of the Steering Group have also evolved over
time. While still focused on setting up and defining the spaces of the network, and providing
guidance and management to the INEE Secretariat through virtual communication and twice
yearly meetings, Steering Group members also acted on behalf of INEE as advocates for the field
of education in emergencies. In this way, the Steering Group and its members became a strong
conduit for the amplifying function of INEE, using their collective weight to influence key actors.
Each of the organizations represented on the Steering Group also commits in-kind or monetary
support to INEE, in addition to a substantial amount of members’ time.
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3.4

Moving up and moving out: 2005–2009

Following the launch of the INEE Minimum Standards at the end of 2004, the next phase of
INEE’s history can be characterized by three shifts. The first is the shift to supporting members,
and particularly those in the field with regard to the application of the Minimum Standards. This
concerned the development of supporting tools through consultative inter-agency processes,
an increasing number of task teams, and the creation of language communities. The second
shift is an increasing focus on informing high-level policy. The third shift, largely a consequence
of these first two, is growth of the network both in numbers and diversity of membership, and
the consolidation of the governance structure.

Member and field support
Following the launch of the Minimum Standards, INEE went through another transition period
that focused on implementing the Minimum Standards and responding to the changing
education in emergencies environment, which had evolved significantly since INEE began. After
five years of advocating, facilitating, and supporting its own members, INEE had contributed
to professionalizing the field of education in emergencies, which was beginning to be taken
seriously as a fundamental part of any humanitarian response. The breadth of actors engaged
in education in emergencies was now greater than in 2000. It was no longer just a group of
international agencies and academics. National and local government officials, smaller national
NGOs and junior field staff, as well as multilateral and bilateral donors, were now keen to be
involved in the network. INEE was faced with the new challenge of deciding how to support and
engage this broader audience.
For field staff, INEE focused on two areas: supporting the implementation of the Minimum
Standards; and continuing to facilitate the consultative development of materials and tools
prioritized by members in the field. With the task of the first Working Group for Minimum Standards
completed – that of facilitating the development of the standards – the group was reconstituted
with a new mandate and new members. In February 2005, the Steering Group approved the terms
of reference for the second Working Group on Minimum Standards (2005–2009), which focused
on promotion, training, piloting, monitoring, and evaluating the INEE Minimum Standards in a
consultative manner. The working group soon began a programme of capacity-building on the
application of the INEE Minimum Standards, as documented in the case study in Section 3.5 below.
This represented a new focus for INEE and an opportunity to get closer to the field.
During this period, INEE became actively engaged in a number of other inter-agency efforts
to provide additional support on areas that lacked established guidance on good practice
and concrete strategies. In addition to the PEP mentioned above, which continued to provide
materials to implementers in the field, INEE also produced two sets of Guidance notes: on teacher
compensation; and on safer school construction. These initiatives built upon the lessons learnt
from the INEE Minimum Standards development process to provide both face-to-face and
virtual channels for INEE members to contribute to and benefit from broader programmes of
work in related disciplines.
INEE and several of its member and partner agencies – IRC, Save the Children Alliance,
Women’s Refugee Commission, UNESCO, UNHCR, and UNICEF – facilitated a global consultative
process on the issue of teacher compensation and support from 2006 to 2008. The process
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included: (1) several inter-agency workshops, both face-to-face and virtual; (2) the collection of
strategies and lessons learned on teacher motivation and compensation culled from existing
materials; (3) a new series of case studies on teacher compensation prepared by INEE members;
and (4) a continuous peer review process by volunteer technical experts. Through this process,
INEE members and partners, who often became new members: (1) discussed challenges to
providing consistent, equitable compensation to teachers; (2) shared and examined promising
practices in compensating teachers that can be replicated or brought to scale; and (3) developed
a clear set of guidance notes.7 The INEE guidance notes on teacher compensation in fragile states,
situations of displacement and post-conflict recovery (INEE, 2009a) were launched at the INEE
Global Consultation in the first half of 2009, providing a frame of reference for discussions about
teacher compensation in situations where the responsible public authority is unable or unwilling
to coordinate and monitor the employment of teachers effectively.
The same process – of consultative face-to-face workshops, virtual consultations, the
collection of existing materials and case studies documenting concrete experiences, good
practice and lessons learnt from the field, and a continuous peer review process by technical
experts representing a broad range of highly experienced professionals from all relevant sectors
– was followed in the initiative to develop the INEE guidance notes on safer school construction
in 2008–2009 (INEE, 2009b). In this initiative, INEE collaborated with a new partner – the World
Bank’s Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR) – to facilitate a consultative
process to develop guidance notes for the construction of safe school buildings. This initiative
was also notable because the process required not only strong inter-agency partnership, but
also inter-sectoral partnership, particularly with shelter design and construction communities
of practice. In this, INEE drew upon its companionship with Sphere, as well as its linkages with
partner networks such as the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction’s (ISDR) Knowledge
and Education Platform, the Coalition for Global School Safety and Disaster Prevention Education,
and the IASC Education and Shelter Clusters. This tool, launched at the ISDR Global Platform in
June 2009, is composed of key steps for planning, designing, and constructing disaster-resilient
schools, basic construction principles, and a list of the resources available which can help country
policy-makers in governments, NGOs, donors, and other stakeholders to both advocate for and
integrate disaster risk reduction into the education sector.
In addition to these initiatives, new INEE task teams were formed during this time; part of
their work plan has been the consultative development of guidance for the field to complement
the INEE Minimum Standards:
•

Gender Task Team (2005–still active): The Gender Task Team, convened from 2005 to
2008 by the IRC, supports gender mainstreaming and attention to gender equality in and

7. The case studies were developed by INEE members based on experiences working in the following countries: Afghanistan, the Democratic
Republic of the Congo, Ethiopia, Guinea, Pakistan, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Tanzania, the Thai-Burma border and Uganda. Once drafted, the
INEE guidance notes were shared with a diverse group of resource experts via email, and also in person through a series of consultative workshops
in New York, Washington, DC, London, Paris, Niamey (Niger) and Istanbul. ActionAid, Save the Children UK, UNESCO, UNICEF, the World Bank and
the Women’s Commission for Refugee Women and Children served as hosts for the various workshops. Resource experts and participants at the
workshops included representatives from conflict-affected communities and government ministries, teachers, field staff from international and
local NGOs, UN agencies, donors and experts from other civil service sectors. The consultant team from CfBT Education Trust incorporated feedback
from these workshops and individual input into a newer version of the INEE guidance notes in order to create an improved, more comprehensive,
and relevant tool to address teacher compensation challenges.
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•

•

•

•

through the activities of INEE and the IASC Education Cluster. It is currently convened by
two independent INEE members.
Teachers and Other Education Personnel Task Team (2005–2006): This task team,
convened by Creative Associates International Inc., reviewed and evaluated the Teacher
Training Resource Kit CD-Rom. The task team prepared a questionnaire for INEE members
surveying the awareness and use of the Teacher Training Resource Kit.
Disability and Inclusive Education Task Team (2008–still active): A relatively new group
convened by Save the Children UK with the aim of promoting the key principles, behaviours
and actions necessary to ensure that all excluded and marginalized people are included in
emergency education opportunities. The task team launched the Pocket guide to inclusive
education in emergencies in March 2009 (INEE, 2009c).
Early Childhood Task Team (2008–still active): The Early Childhood Task Team is
convened by the Consultative Group on Early Childhood Care and Development, and is also
recognized as a working group of the consultative group. The task team aims to analyse
and synthesize information gathered from research, case studies, successful practices, and
tools that respond to the needs and rights of young children in emergencies, and to use this
information to develop tools, initiate advocacy and inform capacity development. The task
team produced a position paper in March 2009.
HIV/AIDS Task Team (2008–still active): This task team is convened by the UNAIDS
Inter-Agency Task Team on Education. It facilitated the development of the Education action
sheet to be included in an updated version of the IASC Guidelines on HIV/AIDS interventions
in humanitarian settings, and is currently developing tool sheets for the integration of HIV/
AIDS responses in education systems in emergencies.

The five currently active task teams are presented visually in Figure 3.1. Each dot represents
a member, and the connections represent membership in one or more task team. The diagram
shows that the links between the task teams are highly dependent on formal connections – the
Secretariat – and that few members are involved in more than one task team.
Figure 3.1 The five currently active task teams

Source: Official membership data correct at November 2008.
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Informing high-level policy
The second shift in INEE’s focus since 2005 has been its engagement with policy-level audiences to
inform policy through drawing on its now substantive knowledge base, its diverse membership,
and its proven convening power to engage in direct advocacy.
In June 2006, INEE organized, in collaboration with the Canadian International Development
Agency (CIDA), its first Policy Roundtable on Education in Emergencies, Fragile States and
Reconstruction: Addressing Challenges and Exploring Alternatives. This was held at UNICEF
headquarters in New York. This type of event provided INEE members with another space for
face-to-face engagement, and a key channel for policy advocacy and amplifying their voices
in high-level debates. The 2006 Policy Roundtable convened a diverse range of participants,
including donors, UN and NGO practitioners, and academics, to address several of the most
pressing policy issues surrounding education in emergencies, fragile states and reconstruction,
including issues relating to coordination, financing, and the institutionalization of the INEE
Minimum Standards.
Another roundtable was held in October 2006. The IRC, Save the Children and the Women’s
Refugee Commission, on behalf of INEE, sponsored a roundtable discussion on teacher
compensation in fragile states, situations of displacement and post-conflict return at the World
Bank. This one-day meeting of technical experts from NGOs, UN agencies, and bilateral and
multilateral donors provided a forum for discussing challenges to adequately compensating
teachers in various settings, sharing good practices and lessons learned, and identifying
common themes to set the agenda for future work in this area. The roundtable culminated in a
set of findings and recommendations that highlighted the need for more research on existing
experiences and good practice on teacher compensation, as well as the need to develop a clear
set of guidance notes, which led to the development process detailed above.
The European Commission in Brussels hosted the third INEE policy roundtable focused on
financing education in states affected by fragility in October 2008. The event was organized
by the newly formed INEE Working Group on Education and Fragility. A diverse group of
45 representatives from donor agencies, UN and NGO practitioners, government representatives,
researchers and academics was brought together to review financing modalities for education,
to learn from financing modalities in other sectors, and to develop advocacy strategies and
targeted policy recommendations on the use of different existing and emerging aid modalities
to effectively support the provision of education in situations of fragility.
During this period, we observed three significant policy and advocacy successes, which also
impacted on practice: (1) the formation of the IASC Education Cluster; (2) the companionship of
the INEE Minimum Standards with the Sphere Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards
in Disaster Response; and (3) the launch of the INEE Working Group on Education and Fragility.
The IASC Education Cluster
Although INEE maintains its non-operational mandate, it has nevertheless had a large impact
on operations at the field level. One of the best examples of this is the role that INEE played
in the formation of the IASC Education Cluster. The IASC was established in 1992 in response
to the concern of the UN General Assembly, which called for strengthened coordination of
humanitarian assistance. The IASC is intended to act as the primary mechanism for facilitating
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inter-agency decision-making in response to complex emergencies and natural disasters. The
2005 humanitarian reform process led to the adoption of the ‘cluster approach’ to improve
sectoral coordination and response.
UNICEF and Save the Children were requested to explore modalities for joint leadership in
education, and facilitate a gap analysis and strategy development phase to lead up to the formal
establishment of an IASC Education Cluster. At the global level, a memorandum of understanding,
formalizing the modalities for joint leadership of the global IASC Education Cluster between
UNICEF and the International Save the Children Alliance, was signed in November 2007. This is
the only cluster at global level co-led by a UN agency and an NGO.
INEE played a key role in the formation of the IASC Education Cluster, mobilizing its members
in a coordinated advocacy effort and providing technical assistance and tools. For instance,
several INEE Steering Group and working group members from Save the Children, Christian
Children’s Fund, UNHCR and UNICEF served as presenters on the Mainstreaming Education
through Humanitarian Response panel at the UNHCR NGO Consultation in September 2006. The
panellists highlighted that education is accepted now as a key response sector, as well as a key
protection tool, and focused the discussion primarily on the education cluster issue.
The INEE Working Group on Minimum Standards also drafted an Adoption Strategies
Checklist for Inter-agency Coordination within an Education Cluster. The checklist suggested
actions for utilizing the INEE Minimum Standards to strengthen inter-agency coordination
within an education cluster; it has since been shared with cluster members in the field and those
involved with the formation of a cluster at the global level. By drawing on its membership and
dedicating technical expertise and human resources to the Education Cluster Advisory Group,
INEE has contributed to furthering humanitarian accountability and predictability, and ensuring
immediate response to the education needs of those affected by crises.
The Sphere/INEE Companionship
One of INEE’s founding objectives was to establish education as the fourth pillar of humanitarian
response. The Minimum Standards represent a key initiative within INEE’s effort to bring about
this recognition. Initially, the Minimum Standards for Education in Emergencies, Chronic Crises
and Early Reconstruction were not intended to be an INEE product. It had been hoped that they
would be adopted by the Sphere Project, and included in the Sphere handbook Humanitarian
charter and minimum standards in disaster response (The Sphere Project, 2008a). As detailed in the
Minimum Standards case study in Section 3.5, Sphere did not adopt the education standards partly
because the Sphere Board, reviewing the matter in 2001 and 2002, did not consider education
to be a life-saving sector – a non-negotiable criterion for technical sectors to be included in the
Sphere handbook. Therefore, INEE made a strategic decision to develop education standards
following the format and layout of the Sphere handbook, and building upon and expanding
the consultative development process followed by Sphere. At the October 2008 Sphere Project
Board meeting in Berlin, Sphere and INEE signed a ‘companionship agreement’, whereby Sphere
acknowledged the quality of the INEE Minimum Standards for Education in Emergencies,
Chronic Crises and Early Reconstruction, and of the broad consultative process that led to their
development (The Sphere Project, 2008b). As such, the Sphere Project recommends that the
INEE Minimum Standards be used as companion and complementing standards to the Sphere
handbook, Humanitarian charter and minimum standards in disaster response. This represents a
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positive step toward one of the founding goals of the network – that education be integrated
into all humanitarian responses.
INEE Working Group on Education and Fragility
One of the biggest developments for the network since the launch of the Minimum Standards
process was the formation of INEE’s second Working Group on Education and Fragility (WGEF).
This not only opened up a whole new area of work for the network, but also reinforced a
growing role for the network in influencing high-level policy processes by convening donors,
policy-makers, and researchers.
Education and fragility finally emerged as a sub-sector theme in 2006,8 when the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development – Development Co-operation
Directorate (OECD-DAC) commissioned a study on service delivery in fragile states, which
included education as one of the four work streams. The authors of the Education in Fragile
States work stream approached INEE for advice and input into the study. The request was sent to
all INEE members via the listserv and sparked a great deal of response, which provided some key
inputs into the final document. At a follow-up meeting in October 2006, a group of NGOs, donors,
and UN agencies met in Washington DC to discuss how to take forward the recommendations
from the study. One of the main outcomes of this meeting was the decision to develop the terms
of reference for a new Working Group on Education and Fragility. Three options were proposed:
(1) the Working Group on Education and Fragility could be housed within INEE; (2) it could
remain as part of the OECD-DAC Fragile States Group; or (3) it could remain independent. Though
fragility represented a topic on the edge of the existing mandate of INEE, it was decided by the
Steering Group that INEE was adaptive and flexible enough to integrate this issue into the core
work of the network, given that the field as a whole could benefit greatly from this engagement.
The decision to host the Working Group on Education and Fragility within INEE was made at a
workshop on the Fast-Track Initiative (FTI) in Fragile States in London in March 2007. A transition
team made up of INEE members was appointed to produce the terms of reference, and to launch
the selection process in consultation with the INEE Steering Group and Secretariat.
By April 2008, the Steering Group had approved the 21 members and identified a full-time
coordinator for the Working Group, hosted by UNESCO. The members of the Working Group on
Education and Fragility represented a broadened constituency for INEE. Specifically, the more
systematic participation of researchers, not-for-profit companies working as practitioners in the
field, and donors (bilateral and multilateral agencies) in a core work stream of the network was
a new and positive development. The four groups have contributed in new ways to the working
group, and the network more broadly via a focus on the research that should be the basis for
planning and implementing quality education in situations of fragility, understanding of the
operational environment in which education services need to be delivered, and the funding that
must support that service delivery.
The influences of these constituencies strongly shaped the work plan of the Working Group
on Education and Fragility. At the first meeting in Istanbul in April 2008, the working group
developed a work plan for its two-year life span, the activities of which have continually evolved
as the education and fragility agenda has gained clarity over time through the efforts of the
8. Mitch Kirby from USAID had made a presentation on fragility at the second INEE Global Consultation in 2004.
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working group and other actors. Major themes have stayed constant, however, including a
focus on financing and on research. On the theme of increasing and improving financing for
education in fragile situations, the working group has moved forward research on financing
modalities, culminating in the INEE Policy Roundtable on Financing (Brussels, 2008). It is currently
undertaking further research that has produced the INEE Reference Guide to External Education
Financing, a tool for country-based actors to better understand and implement financing
modalities. In this work, and on other initiatives related to research and advocacy, the working
group serves as a rare mechanism by which donors can come together in a neutral space to
collaborate and coordinate on specific working group activities – and beyond.

Reaching maturity: numbers, members, and governance
As of October 2009, INEE’s membership, defined by the number of registered subscribers to the
INEE listserv, numbered 4,000, and continues to show a steady growth, even though it is by no
means a new network. The growth of the network is illustrated in Figure 3.2.
Figure 3.2 INEE membership growth: 2000-2009
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One of INEE’s members interviewed recalled how important it was at the beginning of the
network to be a part of a small and growing professional community focused on education
in emergencies. In addition to the value of belonging to a community, members engage with
INEE through a variety of channels and with different levels of commitment. Some members are
simply subscribers to the listserv, and appreciate the news, resources and opportunities that
they communicate, while other members attend training and receive support in applying the
INEE Minimum Standards. Many members, however, are actively involved9 in the working groups
and task teams, which represent the core of the network’s activities. As described in the previous
section, there are also a number of initiatives and events that members can be involved in, either
by attending face-to-face meetings and consultations, or contributing to them virtually. Finally,
9. According to official data, 201 members are actively participating in core network activities (Steering Group, working groups, task teams,
initiatives).
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there are four newly created language communities which members can join – French, Spanish,
Portuguese and Arabic (INEE, 2007b). Table 3.2 summarizes and compares the various network
spaces available. Geographically speaking, the network is globally distributed.
Table 3.2

Network spaces

Space
Objectives/purpose
Steering Group Strategic leadership of the
network and support to the
Secretariat.

Secretariat

Convenor/driver
The chair of the Steering
Group facilitates biannual
meetings, is responsible
for liaising with the INEE
Secretariat on budgetary
management of the network,
and acts as the voice of the
Steering Group when it is not
convened. This role is rotated
among its members.

The Secretariat represents
the network, facilitates, and
supports network activities,
and coordinates network
processes, systems, and
projects.

Five Secretariat staff based in
Geneva (UNHCR), New York
(IRC and UNICEF), and Paris
(UNESCO). The INEE Director,
INEE Coordinator for Education
and Fragility, INEE Coordinator
for Minimum Standards,
INEE Coordinator for Network
Services, and INEE Project
Manager.
Working groups Consensual advocacy, policy Working groups are centrally
analysis, research, and tool convened spaces, with strong
development.
leadership and coordination
from the Steering Group and
Secretariat. The Steering
Group sets the terms of
reference for membership,
decides on the working group
make-up, and approves the
work plans. The Secretariat
facilitates the coordination
and communications of the
working group.
Task teams
Execution of a limited
Member organizations take
programme of work centred responsibility for setting up
around a member-identified and coordinating task teams.
topic.

Initiatives

Terms of engagement
Membership is on an
organizational and individual
basis, with clear terms of
reference and requirements for
individuals and institutions,
including participation in
the biannual Steering Group
meetings, 3-5 days per month
for collaborating tasks, and
commitment to advocacy and
fundraising for INEE.
Staffing arrangements are
complex with staff being
hosted, hired, and funded by
different agencies.

Working group membership
is on an institutional and
individual basis. Member
organizations commit to a
fixed two-year period and
agree to the terms of reference
set by the Steering Group.
This involves criteria for the
organization and the individual
representative, including
minimum commitments of
time and resources.

Member organizations wishing
to convene a task team must
submit a work plan and list of
members to the Steering Group
for approval. INEE will endorse
the task team if it adheres to
the stated guidelines. Once the
task is complete, the task team
is dissolved or a new task is
identified.
Inter-agency projects
A coalition involving INEE and The INEE Secretariat
aimed at producing specific other agencies. Often led by coordinates network input into
materials.
an advisory group.
the initiative.
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Who participates
Membership currently
includes: CARE, Christian
Children’s Fund, IRC, Save the
Children Alliance, UNESCO,
UNHCR, UNICEF and the World
Bank.

Five staff, a team of interns
to support various initiatives,
and occasional consultants to
carry out limited contracts.

Membership is open to all,
but interested organizations
must apply at the appropriate
time. The application must be
approved by a Working Group
Transition Team and the INEE
Steering Group. Membership
is diverse, covering a
broad range of skills and
perspectives.

Task teams are open to
all INEE members at any
time. Membership is on an
individual basis and requires
informal commitment to the
activities of the task team.

INEE members are invited to
contribute by submitting case
studies, attending workshops,
piloting materials, and
providing feedback.
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Space
Language
communities

Objectives/purpose
To foster collaborative
resource development and
knowledge-sharing in nonEnglish languages.

Policy
roundtables

To convene a broad range of
actors to discuss and make
recommendations around a
particular policy issue.
A conference for INEE
members and partners to
explore emerging issues,
share experiences, network
with a broad range of actors
from field level, policy level
and academia, and to renew
INEE’s mandate (or, in the
first instance in 2000, to
establish it).
The virtual home and public
face of INEE. Primary point
of contact for members and
other interested parties.
Primary means of
communication
between Secretariat and
members. Used for job
announcements, network
news and bi-weekly
bulletins.

Global
consultations
held about
every four
years: 2000,
2004, 2009

Website

Listserv

INEE Minimum
Standards
Training and
Capacity
Building
workshops

Convenor/driver
Appointed convenors
coordinate the activities
and communications of the
language communities.

Terms of engagement
Membership in a language
community is informal and
does not have any specific
requirements.

Who participates
Language communities are
open to all INEE members
who are interested in sharing
resources and information
in one of the four supported
languages: Spanish,
Portuguese, Arabic, and
French.
Often hosted by INEE working Participants engage in a
INEE members and other
groups or initiatives, and
one- or two-day meeting with actors are invited to
sponsored by INEE or its
specific objectives.
participate.
members.
INEE Steering Group and
Members are invited to lead
Participation is open to all
Secretariat. In 2004 and
sessions based on their work or members. Limited number
2009 working groups,
their contributions to INEE.
of spaces often means ‘first
task teams, and language
come first served’.
communities hosted parts of
the conference.

Edited and managed by the
Secretariat.

Moderated and managed by
the Secretariat.

The listserv is primarily
one way only, although the
Secretariat does use the
listserv to solicit feedback
and resources from members.
Responses and suggested
content are filtered by the
Secretariat.
To build capacity for
The capacity-building process Three types of training exist:
Minimum Standards
is managed by the Working
(1) regional training of trainer
implementation in the field. Group on Minimum Standards, workshops; (2) follow-up
and coordinated by the INEE workshops for trainers to
Coordinator for Minimum
implement their training; and
Standards.
(3) regional capacity-building
workshops for established
trainers.

Website is open to everyone.
Some parts only available to
INEE members, for example
the members’ directory.
All INEE members are part of
the listserv.

Beneficiaries of the training
events are field-based
practitioners; they are not
necessarily INEE members,
but are strongly encouraged
to join the network following
the training.

Figure 3.3 and Figure 3.4 demonstrate a balanced spread of members from different regions,
and more importantly from North and South. The Secretariat is also relatively well distributed
and, although it is strongly based in the global North, it has a wide representation of its main
members. Two of the Secretariat staff are based in Europe (one in Geneva and one in Paris), and
three are based in New York. There is also a range of agencies involved in the hosting and hiring
of Secretariat staff, including the IRC, NRC, UNHCR, UNICEF, and UNESCO (INEE, 2008a).
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Figure 3.3 Distribution of INEE members

(n = 772)
Source: INEE Approved Members Database (INEE, 2008b).
Note: Although the INEE Approved Members Database includes all registered members, only 772 entries were able to be mapped because of
incomplete or incompatible data.

Figure 3.4 Geographic distribution of INEE members
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The domain in which the network exists is uniquely intertwined with the network itself.
INEE is very much at the centre of this field and has been instrumental in its development – for
example, the recent formal companionship between INEE Minimum Standards and Sphere
represents a major step towards acceptance of education as an intrinsic part of emergency
response (Sphere Project, 2008b). INEE members have been able to contribute to the field from
a range of different perspectives, including research, humanitarian relief, bilateral funding,
advocacy, training, consulting, and national governance.
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Because of the relatively low profile of education in emergencies, funding has often been
very difficult to secure. INEE – like the programmatic educational responses it advocates – often
falls in the gap between development and humanitarian aid, with donors unwilling or unable to
support it. In addition, policy and support networks are traditionally difficult to sell to donors,
as their impact is not on direct beneficiaries in the field, but on the capacity of those working
on behalf of those beneficiaries. Moreover, INEE is not an independent institutional entity (as
many networks are); as it has no bank account, funding has to be channelled through member
agencies. To date, the financial viability of the network has been secured through the targeted
advocacy efforts of member agencies (such as NRC, UNICEF, and Save the Children), and by
seeking funding for specific projects or events that interest donors. When secured, funds are
then channelled through INEE Steering Group member agencies for the Secretariat to oversee.
Finally, INEE’s funding comes from a large number of agencies, including its members,
which contributes to the complexity of the funding structure of the network. A large proportion
of the contributions are in-kind and tied to specific activities, such as training events in specific
countries or regions (contributions come from global, regional, and country offices), and many of
them are one-off rather than multi-year contributions. The INEE Steering Group and its Secretariat
invested a great amount of time in fund-raising following the completion of the INEE Strategic
Plan (2008-2010) in 2007. As a result of this work, and greater clarity as to the short- and longterm objectives of the network, it has for the first time managed to secure multi-year funding
from the Department for International Development (DFID), Unbound Philanthropy, and other
donors. In addition, contributions from long-time supporters, such as CIDA, UNICEF, and the
Norwegian Ministry for Foreign Affairs, and in-kind contributions, are somewhat secure and
backed up by a high level of commitment from contributing members.

Form following function: Changes to the INEE Secretariat structure and steering group
The two-person Secretariat remained in office until 2005, when the Steering Group began to
discuss the options for rotating the organizations responsible for hosting the Secretariat and
seconding the Network Coordinator. These plans were obliged to take concrete form later in
2005 when the Network Coordinator moved on from INEE. An interim coordinator was soon
hired, again by CARE USA, but this time seconded first to UNESCO in Paris, and then to UNICEF
in New York. The focus of the Minimum Standards Working Group shifted in 2006 towards
capacity-building on and application of the INEE Minimum Standards, demanding further
coordination from the Secretariat. To provide this support, a third position was created – a
Capacity-Building Manager was hired by the IRC in January 2007.
In 2007 the role of the Network Coordinator also changed and the position of Coordinator
for Network Services was established. The latter was hosted at UNHCR and hired by the NRC.
In addition, a Coordinator for Education and Fragility was added to the Secretariat in early
2008, hired by and based at UNESCO. With these changes came the need for a new structure
for the Secretariat with clearly defined roles and supporting mechanisms. The revised structure
introduced the new role of INEE Director, recognizing the need for the dedicated management
of finances, advocacy, and staffing. The areas of coordination were also better defined, with the
two working groups being assigned dedicated coordinators.
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Box 2. Evolution of the INEE Secretariat
2001:
mid-2001:
2003:
2005:
2007:
2008:
2009:

UNHCR Steering Group member acted as initial Network Coordinator.
CARE-hired Network Coordinator, hosted at UNESCO, Paris.
Coordinator for Minimum Standards hired and hosted by IRC, New York.
Network Coordinator hired by CARE USA and hosted by UNICEF, New York.
Coordinator for Network Services hired by NRC and hosted at UNHCR, Geneva,
replacing position of INEE Network Coordinator.
Capacity-Building Manager hired by IRC, New York.
Coordinator for Education and Fragility hired and hosted by UNESCO, Paris.
INEE Director position created, hired and hosted by IRC, New York.
Project Manager position hired and hosted by IRC, New York.

Composition of INEE Secretariat in 2009:
INEE Director, hired and hosted by IRC in New York.
Coordinator for Network Services, hired by NRC and hosted at UNHCR in Geneva.
Coordinator for Minimum Standards, hired by IRC and hosted at UNICEF in New York.
Coordinator for Education and Fragility, hired and hosted by UNESCO in Paris.
Project Manager, hired and hosted by IRC in New York.

During this time period, the Steering Group continued to change its membership to better
reflect the field of education in emergencies, with the addition of the World Bank and Christian
Children’s Fund. Moreover, with the restructuring of the Secretariat in 2007, the Director of INEE
adopted the role of the managerial oversight of the Secretariat, which has allowed more time
for Steering Group members to focus on the strategic direction of the network. To do so, each of
the Steering Group members takes responsibility for one aspect of the network, such as the core
initiatives: funding, staffing, research, and strategic planning. The Steering Group also continued
to choose strategic meeting locations for outreach to crucial audiences during its twice-yearly
meetings; for instance, meetings have been held in Rome with WFP (2005); New York with
UNICEF (2005); The Hague with the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2006); Geneva with IASC
partners (2006, 2009); Washington DC with USAID (2007); Paris with UNESCO (2007); and Oslo
with the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2008).

3.5 Development and implementation of INEE Minimum Standards:
An in-depth look at the network’s social and structural characteristics
An example of INEE’s success in mobilizing its resources (in particular its members) is the
development and application of the Minimum standards for education in emergencies, chronic
crises and early reconstruction (INEE, 2004) – a process that constitutes one of its main strategic
initiatives and a key network space. This section describes the process of bringing together
various members, generating and building upon linkages with other networks, and linking
global and local issues (as well as policy and practice).

Background
Minimum standards have been introduced into humanitarian practice with the launch of the
Sphere Project in 1997. Standards serve as a platform for defining good practice, and also
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provide a powerful advocacy tool, both inside humanitarian organizations, as well as externally
with governments, donors, and populations affected by conflict. The Sphere Project came
about as a result of the increasingly obvious need for greater scrutiny and self-regulation
among humanitarian NGOs and the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), following
the Rwanda Genocide in 1994. The Sphere Handbook covers four technical sectors: water and
sanitation; nutrition and food aid; shelter and site planning; and health services (Buchanan-Smith,
2003).
At the same time as the development of the Sphere Minimum Standards for Disaster
Response, many of the humanitarian agencies involved in the education sector were also
concerned about the lack of coordination and accountability of educational activities among
humanitarian agencies. Prior to 2000, however, there was no forum for such a discussion to take
place at the global level. It was only once INEE had been established as a platform for inter-agency
dialogue and coordination that the development of minimum standards for education in
emergencies could be given the attention and the space that it required.10
When the stage was set, in 2002, INEE and UNESCO hosted the Education in Emergencies:
Experts’ Workshop, a meeting of 31 people from the NGO community and representatives from
UN agencies. The aim was to discuss the applicability and relevance of minimum standards for
education in emergencies, and identify a mechanism for defining and promoting such standards.
One of the key outcomes of this meeting was the appointment of a transition team to make
decisions related to the start-up of the INEE Minimum Standards development process, and to
select members for the INEE Working Group on Minimum Standards.
This working group was established in 2003 and began to facilitate the development of
global minimum standards for education in emergencies, making reference to the experience of
the Sphere Project to understand the complexity of the process. It was decided that standards
for education in emergencies should be developed building on the Sphere format and using
an expanded consultative process. At the time, Sphere was going through a revision process,
and INEE, keen to advocate for education, made a case to the Sphere Board for the inclusion of
education as a chapter. Sphere, however, did not recognize education as a life-saving intervention
in emergency and crisis situations, leaving the INEE Working Group on Minimum Standards to
work outside the context of Sphere in order to carry on defining educational standards. Despite
this, the Sphere Project was keen to collaborate and to support the development of the INEE
Minimum Standards and, given the humanitarian community’s widespread familiarity with
the Sphere minimum standards, INEE adopted the Sphere Project’s definitions of minimum
standards, indicators, and guidance notes following their established format.

The INEE Minimum Standards
The INEE Minimum Standards (MS) are built on the foundations of international norms and
commitments, such as the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the Dakar Framework for
Action – Education for All, the UN Millennium Development Goals, and the Sphere Project’s
Humanitarian Charter.

10. Jennifer Hofmann interviewed by S. Hearn, 2009.
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The INEE Minimum Standards – Overview (INEE, 2008i) was designed to give governments
and humanitarian workers a framework through which to address the Education for All and UN
Millennium Development Goals, even in times of crisis. It is an important step toward ensuring
that educational initiatives in emergency situations provide a solid basis for post-conflict and
post-disaster reconstruction. The MS are applicable in a wide range of settings, from early
response to recovery stages, and may be used by a diverse audience.
The 2008 handbook comprised a set of minimum standards, indicators and guidance
notes covering five categories: (1) access and learning environment; (2) teaching and learning;
(3) teachers and other educational personnel; (4) educational policy and coordination; and
(5) minimum standards common to all categories (INEE, 2008c).

Developing the minimum standards
The process for developing the Minimum Standards, coordinated by the working group and
building on the Sphere process, sought to include a variety of stakeholders, experts and relevant
actors, including households, schools and communities, local authorities, ministry officials,
funding agencies, and implementers. Over 2,250 individuals from more than 50 countries
contributed to the development of the MS through a listserv consultation, as well as over
100 local, national, and sub-regional consultations, four regional consultations, and a peer
review process (Anderson, 2004).
The listserv consultation provided the first channel for INEE’s membership – at that time
more than 800 people – to provide input into the process. Members were asked to respond to
a series of six questions about key issues in the field of education in emergencies. Responses
received for each question were compiled and shared back with the network’s members, and
presented at each of the regional consultations.
Prior to the regional consultations, delegates and INEE members in the regions coordinated
over 110 local, national, and sub-regional consultations in 47 countries to gather input
and information from over 1,900 representatives of affected communities and educational
professionals. Regional consultations in Africa, Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean, the
Middle East, North Africa, and Europe then built on the standards, indicators and guidance
notes developed at the national and local consultations in their regions, as well as the listserv
responses, to develop regional minimum standards.
The four sets of regional standards were then compiled into one set by the working group
and a consultant hired to facilitate the peer review process. A virtual consultation was then
held with a group of 40 experts, comprising education, health, humanitarian, and protection
specialists from NGOs, UN agencies, and governments.
During September 2004, the final draft was posted on the INEE website for comment from
network members. The final standards were launched at INEE’s Second Global Inter-Agency
Consultation on Education in Emergencies and Early Recovery in December 2004 in Cape Town,
South Africa.
Shortly afterwards, in the same month, the Asian Tsunami devastated the education system
in many parts of Asia. In Aceh, Indonesia, alone, over 40,000 students and 2,500 teachers were
killed. Some 2,135 schools and universities were damaged. Members of the Working Group,
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including the IRC, Save the Children and UNICEF, distributed the INEE Minimum Standards
handbook to their staff in Aceh. These standards provided a valuable and relevant design,
implementation and coordination tool during the emergency phase (Anderson, 2005). The
standards were widely accepted, and provided a common framework, enabling a greater level
of coordination and improved practice. However, there were challenges in implementing
a coordinated, quality emergency education response. Lessons learnt from this experience
suggested that staff needed to be familiar with the INEE MS prior to the onset of an emergency,
and they should equally advocate within their organizations and to partners on implementing
the standards.

Promoting and implementing the MS
Following the launch of the INEE MS in December 2004, the working group developed a strategy
to promote the handbook, including promotional materials and launch events, as well as a
process of regional training of trainer (TOT) workshops. Twelve TOTs were organized between
2006 and 2009, building the capacity of over 275 education and humanitarian practitioners to
further train their colleagues and partners on the INEE MS. A lesson learnt from training and
capacity-building activities was that INEE members needed other forms of support to be able
to implement the MS, including more practical tools and guidance. Based on INEE members’
feedback, the working group facilitated the development of the INEE Minimum Standards
Toolkit, which was completed in 2007.
The INEE Minimum Standards Toolkit contains the INEE Minimum Standards handbook,
training and promotional materials, including all translations, as well as clear, practical tools
and resources to help field staff and ministry of education officials implement the standards.
The toolkit helps users of the minimum standards to adapt the indicators to their local setting,
and contextualize the guidance notes, good practice, and lessons learned in order to realize the
standards.
Over 25,000 copies of the INEE Minimum Standards handbook have been produced and the
handbook is available in 14 languages in over 80 countries around the world. Over 5,000 toolkits
have been distributed in collaboration with the IASC Education Cluster; the toolkit is also
available online, and was developed with a user-friendly interface for broad member and partner
utilization.

Monitoring and evaluation of the minimum standards
Evaluation of the INEE MS has been ongoing since their launch through a three-tiered approach
involving: qualitative and quantitative measures of awareness; utilization, institutionalization and
impact at the global and country level; and self-evaluation by network members. This research
highlighted that a process of contextualization and prioritization of locally appropriate indicators
from within the Handbook is key to the concrete and successful application of the standards. For
time-constrained staff, the broad menu of qualitative standards and indicators itself can provide
overall guidance, but it does not provide immediately useable formulas. Research also found
that, while global awareness of the INEE MS is relatively high, capacities to effectively apply them
are limited. At different levels, donors are likely to be working with agencies and organizations
which are not using them in their educational or humanitarian programming. This is especially
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true at the field level for government officials and local education authorities, where staff may
not have heard of the standards (CIDA-INEE, 2006).
In December 2006, the Humanitarian Practice Network (HPN) and INEE launched the HPN
network paper: Standards put to the test: The preliminary implementation of the INEE minimum
standards for education in emergencies, chronic crises and early reconstruction (Anderson et al.,
2006). The report highlighted the importance of education in humanitarian response, and the
INEE MS as a tool for quality and accountability within those interventions, focusing on case
studies and lessons learned from Darfur, Uganda, and Pakistan. In addition to the INEE MS
being widely used across contexts and organizations, the establishment of the IASC Education
Cluster at the global level, and the activation of education clusters at the field level, provided
unique opportunities for the application of the INEE MS to support inter-agency coordination,
capacity-building, preparedness, and advocacy on education in emergency and post-crisis
recovery settings.
INEE commissioned a team of researchers from InterWorks, Columbia University, and The
George Washington University in 2006 to carry out an analysis of INEE members’ awareness,
utilization, and institutionalization of the standards, and ultimately the impact that the standards
had on improving the quality of education in emergencies.11 The evaluation revealed that they
were used in over 80 countries, ranging from those affected by acute emergencies, to chronic
crises, to recovery, and also both in conflict and in natural disaster settings. Respondents most
frequently used the INEE MS for technical guidance, monitoring and evaluation, and project
design. They were also being institutionalized through their incorporation into organizational
field guides, work plans and strategic plans. Furthermore, half of those responding and working
for UN agencies, and over a third of those responding and working for international NGOs,
reported the formal adoption of policies and procedures related to the INEE MS.

The effect of INEE MS on the wider network
Prior to the minimum standards initiative, INEE was primarily acting as a knowledge and
information broker, facilitating the exchange of good practices. The publication of the minimum
standards provided the first real opportunity for INEE members to collaborate together
face-to-face, as well as virtually, and produce hard outputs. This new function brought with it a
new structure. In order to facilitate the minimum standards process, INEE had to create a new way
of organizing its members and coordinating activities. A centrally coordinated but self-governed
and structured working group proved to be an effective model for carrying out this function, so
much so that the model has now been replicated for a second working group.
Having an activity like this on which to focus greatly amplified INEE’s convening power,
refreshing the membership by bringing a wider range of actors into the network, encouraging
and providing opportunities for existing members to become more involved. The involvement
of members operating at field level and, in particular, those who would go on to use the tools
being developed was crucial. Bringing such a wide range of actors into the process has built a

11. For the INEE Working Group on Minimum Standards, these researchers were: Lynne Bethke (Interworks); Dana Burde (Columbia University); James
Williams and Jessica Levknecht (George Washington University). The title of their report was Measuring the implementation and impact of the INEE
Minimum Standards, INEE, August 2007.
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legacy for INEE that establishes it as one of the principal platforms for bridging knowledge and
policy in the field of education in emergencies (INEE, 2009d).
One lasting legacy of the Minimum Standards process is the relationship with the Sphere
Project, which sets minimum standards for food aid, shelter, health, and water and sanitation. As
described here, after many years of campaigning for Sphere to adopt education as a core part
of humanitarian response, the INEE MS were formally endorsed by Sphere in 2008 through the
Sphere-INEE Companionship Agreement (Sphere Project, 2008b). This represents a step toward
the network’s goal of ensuring that education is integrated into humanitarian response.
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Having examined the history, structure, and one of the main outputs of the INEE network, we now
focus our attention on what the network does and how it does it. As described earlier in Section 2,
we applied the network functions approach (NFA), which introduces a number of network
attributes, such as different roles and functions. The role of a network can be described as either
a support role or an agency role – or somewhere inbetween. This means that the network can
operate through its members, supporting them in their own work, or it can operate as a distinct
agency in its own right and act on behalf of its members. The NFA defines six functions that can
be carried out by a network: (1) community-building; (2) investing/providing; (3) filtering; and
(4) facilitating, which can all be described as inward-looking functions; and (5) amplifying; and
(6) convening, which may be referred to as outward-looking functions. This section takes these
two ideas and applies them to INEE in order to gain a clearer understanding as to what the
network does and how it does it. Table 4.1 provides a selection of specific examples of the INEE’s
functions in action.
Table 4.1

Specific examples of INEE’s functions as a network

Network function
INEE example
Community-building
The network functions to promote and sustain the values One example, beyond the community of INEE as a whole, is the INEE Steering Group, a
of the individuals or groups.
group of individuals strongly connected by shared values, and forming a committed core
at the centre of the network, which resonates throughout the wider INEE community.
Filtering
The network functions to organize and manage relevant INEE’s listserv plays a critical filtering role for the field of education in emergencies.
information for members.
Carefully moderated to limit excessive numbers of posts, the listserv messages developed
by the INEE Secretariat distil key developments in the field, and collate and summarize
the most relevant and practical tools, resources, events, and news stories for members.
Facilitating and learning
The network functions to help members carry out their The training and capacity-building on the INEE Minimum Standards provided concrete
activities more efficiently and effectively.
skills and knowledge for INEE members on the application of the Handbook, but also
facilitated regional and country-level training processes, which enabled members to
learn collectively and work more efficiently together.
Investing/providing
The network functions to offer a means to provide
As part of the INEE Minimum Standards Capacity-Building Process, training-of-trainers
members with the resources they need to carry out their graduates can apply for grants to support follow-up trainings of staff and partners in the
activities.
field.
Convening
The network functions to bring together different people Through a series of face-to-face and virtual consultations, the Safer School Construction
or groups of people with distinct strategies to support
Initiative brought together a broad range of experts from the field of education in
them.
emergencies at field and headquarters levels, together with structural engineers, shelter
and camp management specialists, and architects.

4.1 The network’s strategic goals as functions
According to INEE members, the network focuses on inward-looking functions; and according
to the review of the network’s key documents, this is compatible with the support role played
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by INEE. (A support network seeks to bring about change through its members.) This means that
INEE focuses most of its efforts on supporting its members to carry out their work. It provides
them with spaces, information, and other resources to achieve their mandates. However, as we
have seen in the narrative above, a great deal of the network’s outward-looking functions (that
support the agency role) are carried out not by individual members but by groups of members
under the auspices of the network. For example, the Working Group on Education and Fragility
has pooled resources to commission the major research project – Situational Analyses of
Education and Fragility.
According to its members (based on a survey at the Global Consultation in Istanbul), the
network currently focuses its efforts on a supporting role. Figure 4.1 shows that a significant
majority of the respondents thought that the activities carried out by the network were designed
to help its members to undertake their own mandates. This focus on support is somewhat at odds
with the increasing focus on international policy processes that the history of INEE suggests.
Still, respondents advocate that, in the future, the balance should remain in favour of support.
Figure 4.1 The current role of INEE
INEE currently places its efforts in ???
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(n = 75 Source: Questionnaire at 2009 Global Consultation)
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Figure 4.2 The ideal role of INEE
INEE should place its efforts in ???
16
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0
Agency

Support
(n = 75 Source: Questionnaire at 2009 Global Consultation)

Figure 4.3 suggests that members consider INEE’s attention is almost equally focused
among the various functions, with marginally higher attention to community-building (although
this is probably because those who responded to the survey are more likely to be involved in
the community), and filtering activities (inward-looking functions). It also shows that there is a
demand (as illustrated by their ideal balance) for more facilitating efforts, likely reflecting the
desire that INEE should help its members to put ideas or concepts into practice, rather than
focus on global policy issues (see more detail in the discussion in the following sub-sections
about the effect that form has on function).
Figure 4.3 Members’ opinions on INEE’s functional balance
INEE’s current and ideal functional balance
2,50
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(n = 75 Source: Online survey October)
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In fact, upon review of the key activities undertaken by the network, it can be suggested
that the community-building, filtering, and amplifying functions are the most important.
Community-building itself could be more important than suggested by the survey, given the
number of community-building opportunities available, such as through regional INEE MS
training workshops, that bring practitioners together and form the basis of the network as a
means of members’ engagement with each other.
INEE’s strategic commitments also reflect a clear preference towards inward – supporting
role – functions (Table 4.2).
Table 4.2
Goal 1
Goal 2
Goal 3

INEE’s strategic commitments
To strengthen institutional coordination, refers to a convening function as it requires different actors to engage in different ways
while serving a common purpose.
To enhance global knowledge and capacity requires an attention to knowledge management (filtering and amplifying) and
capacity development (investing/providing).
Promoting a dynamic membership focuses on the community-building function.

Table 4.3 shows an analysis of the functional components in INEE’s strategic goals:
Table 4.3

Analysis of the functional components in INEE’s strategic goals

Function
Community-building
Filtering
Facilitating and learning
Amplifying
Investing and providing
Convening

Goal 1

Goal 2
P


P



Goal 3



P

In the following sub-sections, we review how the structure of the network affects (positively
or negatively) the achievement of the network’s goals.
The characteristics (the network structure or form) that can describe networks and allow
for the achievement of their strategic goals include governance, localization, scope, resources,
competencies, communications, membership, external environment, and strategic and adaptive
capacity (Mendizabal, 2006b). This section attempts to describe INEE in a way that will help us
analyse the relationship between form and function, and how this affects the fulfilment of its
strategic goals. These characteristics have been grouped into four categories for the purpose of
this report: (1) governance of the membership; (2) internal factors (such as network localization,
scope and resources); (3) the external environment; and (4) strategic and adaptive capacity.

4.2 Governance of the membership
A network is made up of its members, while the governance of the network refers to how it
is managed. Networks are often seen as more flexible and dynamic than other organizational
structures. However, this depends on the members of the network: how homogenous the
membership is; how capable they are of working together; whether or not they share the same
values and objectives; whether they can mobilize resources in a way that promotes flexibility
and dynamism; and their commitment to participation and collaborative modes of working.
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Because of the wide range of opportunities for participation offered by INEE, the analysis
of the network’s structure begins by focusing on its membership. This will help describe the
network’s governance and resources with greater clarity.
Based on an examination of the expansion in membership, it is possible to argue that the
network is still developing, and that it faces the challenge of deciding how much is enough, and
how to identify, manage, and maintain its core membership, which is quite active and engages
with the network in a number of different ways. On the other hand, INEE behaves like a network
that has already reached a more mature level and has limited capacity to expand the number
of opportunities for engagement that it offers its growing membership. Currently, the majority
of members engage through the website and listserv (which are relatively passive methods
in comparison with the other more active working groups and task teams). Therefore, as the
network grows, the focus could be on increasing the level of engagement of members, rather
than merely their numbers.
The survey has revealed a rather integrated network structure, where the interaction of
members through formal activities contributes to developing a strong community.
Figure 4.4 shows how the engagement opportunities (in red) in which the members are
involved are closely linked to each other through members who participate in more than one
activity, or through close linkages with members who participate in others. The diagram presents
network spaces (the red squares) and members (the black dots). The connections between
members and spaces represent formal membership of that space. The data have been compiled
from official members’ lists for each of the spaces. What this tells us is that there is a core group
of members (the swarm of black dots in the middle) who are very well-connected and involved
in many of the network activities, while there are a number of members (black dots around the
edges) who are more loosely connected to the network. It also shows us which network spaces
are the most connected (working groups, Steering Group, Secretariat), and which are the least
connected (French-language community and Portuguese-language community).
The range of opportunities for engagement illustrates a self-organizing quality that would
be expected of highly flexible and engaging networks. It also suggests that, while the scope of
the network is focused on education in emergencies, chronic crisis, early recovery, and contexts
of fragility, it is by no means limited to these areas; and that while there are many natural divisions
within the network, these do not reflect diverging opinions or objectives, but rather epistemic and
language differences. This is evidenced, for example, in the strengthening of conflict mitigation
in the update of the INEE MS as a means of integrating the growing knowledge of education’s role
in fragility into interventions based on the standards. This final point is important as it suggests
that, although the membership is highly heterogenic, the network may in fact not have to act
as a convener, but instead focus its attention on building a community, treating members in the
same way and focusing on their common interests.16 This common culture (holding the various
network activities together) has been clearly highlighted and is outlined in the Strategic Plan
2008–2010 (and is illustrated by the responses to the survey in Figure 4.5).
A clear, shared vision and collective determination to ensure education becomes a priority
humanitarian response; A motivated and responsive global team of individual members, Steering
Group representatives and Secretariat staff working with and for the leading organisations in
the field; A commitment to collaboration, flexibility, openness and transparency; Core funding,
resources and in-kind contributions leveraged from and through diverse sources; Inclusive and
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interactive membership communication mechanisms including the listserv, Minimum Standards
consultations and trainings, Task Teams, Interest Groups, and French, Spanish and Portuguese
Language Communities and; A strategic approach which harnesses the power of a global network
to consultatively determine priorities and respond to the dynamic nature of the field (INEE, 2007e).

Figure 4.4 Network map based on official data

Figure 4.5 Members’ opinions about the openness of INEE spaces
INEE spaces are non-hierarchical
and promote open debate
60
50
40
%

30
20
10
0
Strongly agree

Agree

Don’t know/
no opinion

Disagree

(n = 46 Source: Online survey February 2009)
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The active involvement of the Steering Group, working groups, and task team convenor
member organizations is, in turn, reflected by a relatively high level of centralization and control
around the role of the Secretariat and those with whom it works directly. In the previous section,
we have described the governance of the network in some detail. Based on this description, it
is clear that there are fewer opportunities within the network for members to engage with each
other on an informal level; the main effort has focused on formal spaces, such as working groups
and task teams.
We could argue from these key findings that there is an unsatisfied demand among the
members who do not participate in the formal engagement spaces, and that this insufficiency
could be satisfied by means of, for instance, improving the online community rather than
extending the number of formal spaces – an initiative that could be beyond the network’s
capacity unless it were able to mobilize further resources or expand its Secretariat. A better
online community (taking into consideration that for many it is difficult to use the Internet)
could make the membership more dynamic and allow members to actively engage with others.
Other offline options to explore include printed newsletters with the option for ‘letters to the
editor’, or organizing national chapters to facilitate face-to-face meetings.
This observation is consistent with the data collected in the members’ surveys. When asked
to give their own views about their involvement in the network’s formal spaces, many who are
not formally members of working groups or task teams said they were formal members. This
broadens the definition of what it means to be ‘involved’ in a network activity. Involvement is
more than being an official member of a working group or task team, but includes informal links,
for example, through providing feedback, participating in consultations, contributing resources,
having close contact, contributing through other members or providing advice.
The contrast between informal and formal links is demonstrated by Figures 4.4 and 4.6.
While Figure 4.4 is based on data from official members’ lists, Figure 4.6 is based on members’
survey data, and hence represents members’ perceptions of their involvement. The red squares
represent various network spaces while the black dots represent individual members. A
connection indicates that the member associates in some way with that space.
Figure 4.6 shows a higher density of links between members than Figure 4.4. This shows that
informal links are very important in connecting the groups together and, therefore, any informal
channels of communication (such as online discussion forums or national communities) could
be used to strengthen this participation.
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Figure 4.6 Network map showing members’ (black dots) involvement in network spaces
(red squares)

Source: Data from the online survey, October 2008.

The collection of networked groups and initiatives is what contributes to what has been
described by one member as a ‘soft convening power’,12 which INEE seems to wield to such great
effect. It is within these spaces that colleagues from different agencies are able to converse
without, according to some of the interviewees, their ‘wooden tongues’ or ‘agency hats’, referring
to the sometimes restrictive voice that comes with representing an institution. This makes INEE
an attractive platform for addressing complex inter-agency issues that would be difficult to
bring up in an institutional context. For example, the Working Group on Education and Fragility
serves as a unique space enabling a key group of donors, NGOs, practitioners, and academics to
talk about these issues in a way that would not have been possible without the openness and
neutrality of the space created by the INEE community.
The analysis of the membership and the spaces for participation that exist suggest that
there are a number of barriers for members’ engagement. The first of these has to do with
the direct and indirect costs of participating, and abiding by the rules of engagement of each
activity. Overall, the barriers to interacting in task teams are lower than other spaces, which
would suggest that they are more representative of the network.

12. Interview with Christopher Talbot, 2008.
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Nonetheless, these spaces fulfil important functions. Task teams provide a valuable
filtering and amplifying function through the codification of knowledge. Collecting, collating
and disseminating information, such as the teaching and learning materials, demonstrates the
valuable filtering functions. Whereas the production of position papers, such as the one on early
childhood development, demonstrates the amplifying function of task teams.
The network’s events, such as the INEE policy roundtables and consultative workshops,
are particularly important for the amplifying function of the network as they are able to reach
a much broader audience, including officials from ministries of education and donors, but
also representatives from national and international NGOs, UN agencies, teachers’ unions and
academic institutions. They are also crucial for greater visibility and for gathering momentum.
The language communities provide a key convening function, bringing in members who were
perhaps unable to interact owing to language barriers. However, it is unclear how effective the
language communities are in contributing to the cohesiveness of the network.
Another type of barrier stems particularly from the representativeness of the network, and
of the issues discussed and its focus. In general, INEE allocates a significant effort to providing
spaces for membership participation. However, among the interviewees, a key issue in terms of
members’ participation is the integration and support of field staff and smaller agencies. Field
staff are those working as teacher trainers, civil servants, programme officers, and technical
support staff in crisis or post-crisis contexts. They are, arguably, one of the main targets of INEE in
terms of capacity development, learning, and knowledge sharing, but the level of engagement
of these groups is a common concern among those interviewed.
Two questions that keep coming up are: who sets the agenda (Figure 4.7); and at what level
(international and national policy or field level) does INEE target its efforts (Figure 4.8)? To address
these concerns, we asked the members a number of questions:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Who sets and drives the agenda within INEE?
At what level does INEE place most of its efforts?
How effective is INEE in facilitating South-South cooperation and learning?
Does the structure of INEE facilitate the participation of members at all levels?

According to the members surveyed at the Istanbul Global Consultation, the agenda is set
by members operating at the international level.
Figure 4.7 Perception of the current INEE policy agenda
INEE’s policy agenda should be driven by members operating at
Operational level
National policy level
International policy level
0

20

40

60

80

Number of respondents
(n = 75 Source: Questionnaire at 2009 Global Consultation)
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The same members would like to see an agenda-setting process that is more balanced
between international policy, national policy, and operational practice. This is confirmed by a
similar survey to network members (Figure 4.8).
Figure 4.8 Opinion of an ideal INEE policy agenda
INEE’s policy agenda should be driven by members operating at
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Figure 4.9 Members’ opinions about the inclusiveness of the process for setting and driving
the policy agenda of INEE
The process for setting and driving the policy agenda of
INEE involves members focusing at the following levels
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(n = 46 Source: Online survey February 2009)

The members surveyed do not consider that the network targets national policy issues
enough, and that the balance between operational level and international policy level issues
ought to be reversed (see Figures 4.10 and 4.11).
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Figure 4.10 Perception of current INEE effort (number of respondents)
INEE currently puts most effort at
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Figure 4.11 Opinion of an ideal INEE effort (number of respondents)
INEE should put most of its effort at
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The Working Group on Minimum Standards (which is clearly driven by an operational
imperative) has tried to address this by involving field-level members. Representation can be
uneven, however, because interaction at this level demands time commitments, travel, and
financial contributions that only the larger agencies can bear. Field-level members are often
less involved because of cost factors, and also their heavy workload, language factors, and so
on. This is unfortunate because, on the occasions that representatives from the field have been
involved in providing feedback to the Working Group on Minimum Standards, such as through
training evaluations and brainstorming sessions at training workshops about gaps in tools that
INEE should prioritize, the learning has been very rich.
Therefore, when network members were asked whether INEE effectively facilitates
South-South learning, we found that, although there is a net positive response, there is clearly
room for improvement.
Figure 4.12 illustrates this agreement that INEE should invest more in South-South learning.

58

A functional analysis of INEE

Figure 4.12 Members’ opinions about INEE’s ability to facilitate South-South interactions
South-South interaction within INEE
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(n = 46 Source: Online survey February 2009)

Field membership now is much broader than when the network was formed eight years
ago, yet INEE still has a tendency to concentrate its activities at the decision-making level.
This serves the commitment to strengthening coordination very well, but may be preventing
field-level implementers from participating in the network spaces. There is a strong focus in the
network on structures requiring a commitment that many organizations in this field cannot
provide. Figure 4.13 represents the opinions of network members about how INEE promotes
participation of members at different levels. It shows that, on average, there is a perception that
it is easier for members involved at regional and international levels to participate in the network
spaces.
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Figure 4.13 Members’ opinions about the ability for members involved at different levels to
participate
The structure of INEE makes it easy for members
focused at the following different levels to participate
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Barriers to membership participation are also observable when we map the participation of
INEE members in different activities according to the time they have been involved in the network.
In Figure 4.14 the mass of green in the centre represents members who have been involved
in INEE for over four years. They are very well connected in the different available spaces and
interact with many people in the network. The blue discs around the outside represent people
who have been part of INEE less than a year. They are not so well connected to the network and
risk staying that way. The more links members have, the more links they will develop, and the
more involved they will become, thus benefiting most from the value created by the network.
Hence, for a growing membership, barriers in access to the main network activities will decrease
the value that members are receiving from the network.
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Figure 4.14 Involvement by duration of membership

Note: Red dots = activities; blue discs = newest members; green discs = oldest members; size of disc represents the number of activities members
are involved in.
Source: Data from online survey, October 2008.

This issue of representation also exists at the individual level. Membership of the working
groups and the Steering Group is usually on an agency rather than an individual basis. Given this,
to what extent do these individuals represent the views of their agencies? When we inquired
further about this, those INEE members interviewed mostly agreed that participants of formal
network spaces represent their agencies’ views over their own, which is illustrated in Figure 4.15.
As well as bringing their agency’s views into INEE, members also indicate that they use INEE to
influence their own agencies, as demonstrated in Figure 4.16.
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Figure 4.15 Members’ opinions about agency representation
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Figure 4.16 Members’ opinions about INEE as a platform for influencing agencies
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In part, some of these issues of representation are being tackled by the creation of the
language communities. However, these do not necessarily address the barriers to participation
on substantive issues, as the language communities have largely been devised as dissemination
channels. An alternative would be to set up regional networks that may be able to deal with
contextualized discussions on education in emergencies, and translate the international policy
debate to a more tangible and real regional and national context.

4.3 Internal factors
There are a number of internal factors closely interlinked to the network’s governance and its
membership that affect the fulfilment of the network’s objectives. These internal factors include
organizational culture, location, scope, competencies, resources, and skills, and are the inputs or
tools used to manage the membership and achieve the network’s objectives.
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Organizational culture
According to INEE documentation and key informant interviews, the Steering Group is
characterized by strong personal relationships, both inside and outside the network, and has
developed to the point where gatherings often have a social element in addition to a strong
professional focus. It is partly this informal atmosphere that has enabled members from different
agencies, spanning a wide spectrum of hierarchy, to work together so well.13
The Steering Group has embedded strong values and principles within itself which resonate
across the network and have promoted its current dynamism. This collaborative ethos was
reported throughout the interviews, and throughout the different network spaces.

Location and scope
There are a number of tensions and opportunities that arise as a consequence of the location
and scope of the network. The wide representation of members from across the educationin-emergencies sector at the higher levels of the governance of the network demonstrates a
very strong commitment from the member agencies, and a willingness to work together. It also
provides the network with formal and robust linkages with the networks and policy spaces of
key players in the education-in-emergencies sector. The fact that the INEE Secretariat is physically
located across four actively engaged agencies – IRC, UNESCO, UNICEF, UNHCR, responsible for
ensuring education for all those affected by crisis – makes it very effective at coordination at
this level. Having a base both in Europe and the United States, close to policy-making agencies,
greatly aids the delivery of this strategic commitment. For example, the Coordinator for Education
and Fragility’s location in Paris has ensured linkages with OECD-DAC, which is also based there.
The Coordinator for Network Service’s location in Geneva has ensured strong linkages with the
IASC cluster system, particularly the Education Cluster. Similarly, strategic locations in New York
have ensured a strong contribution to United Nations activities, such as INEE’s involvement in
the March 2008 UN General Assembly debate on education in emergencies.
However, the strong northern localization of the INEE Secretariat and Steering Group could
be hampering the flow of knowledge to and from the field, especially South-South exchange,
because of the large distance between the hub and the knowledge providers and users, both in
terms of geography and level of operation (field versus headquarters).
Another factor to be borne in mind is that, since INEE’s Steering Group is made up of strong
international agencies and the INEE Secretariat is immersed in the institutional environments of
these agencies, there is the danger that its activities may not be as dynamic as they would be if
they were more closely linked with smaller, more flexible agencies. An important question for
the Steering Group to consider is whether a broader variety of leading actors could be engaged
if the network were to move away from these agencies or open new spaces within its core
governance structure.
While INEE has always had a non-operational mandate (meaning that it does not deliver
services or goods to final beneficiaries), many of its new members are actively involved in
operational activities in a broad range of education and emergency contexts (in the development
and humanitarian sectors). In the case of INEE, relevance for the operational level comes from
13. Interview with Allison Anderson, 2008.
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initiatives, such as the INEE Minimum Standards, and the influence that INEE has had on the
development of the IASC Education Cluster. These initiatives demonstrate that the network
can influence field-level processes without becoming operational itself, and should be better
communicated to the members to address this tension.
From a thematic point of view, the fact that the subject is relatively new, and that it is led
by such a well-connected and growing community, means that the network’s domain is shared
with other networks and policy spaces. The survey findings suggest that members are actively
engaged in a broad range of networks, with only partial overlap with INEE. As a consequence,
the development of the education-in-emergencies discipline seems to have filled a niche in the
emergencies and education sectors, making it fertile for the cross-pollination of ideas.
Because of this, it seems that INEE’s relevance is safe and it is likely to face more challenges
in attempting to maintain its niche – and manage pressures from different members to expand
their focus or develop new services for new members.

Resources and competencies – including communications
Has INEE built the relevant competencies and secured the necessary resources to address its
developing membership? Although there is a risk that, with a high level of distributed funding
(on account of the range of funding options that the network promotes), coordination and
coherence of network activities will diminish, in practice this does not seem to be the case. It is
the opinion of the INEE Secretariat that the sense of community and commitment among those
directing funding and contributing in kind is strong enough to tie together the various activities,
and ensure a common vision. In addition, close monitoring of network activities takes place
through the involvement of Steering Group, working group and Secretariat representatives in
all major initiatives.14
Alongside funding, the network’s human resources are equally important. Staffing has
recently been revised and a new structure has been put in place to focus more closely on the
management of the network, fund-raising and the coordination of working groups.
Most of the resources for INEE, including funding, staff and facilities, come from or through
the same small group of agencies, and thus reinforce the effects of its northern location by
increasing the control that this small group has over the network. This situation is ideal for
strengthening coordination as it ensures ownership of the network by the main institutional
members, but it does not necessarily encourage the generation of new ideas that lie outside the
agenda of this core group, even if the funds are not purposively influenced or directed by their
mandates.
The current model of resourcing may not be the most conducive to a dynamic membership.
Greater engagement in the field of education in emergencies could be encouraged if barriers to
participation in the network were addressed – such as more access to resources to participate
in events or incentives for sharing best practices – and new informal and more direct channels
were developed and rolled out, avoiding the incorporation of additional responsibilities for the
Secretariat.

14. Interview with Allison Anderson, 2009.
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To maintain its engaged membership, INEE needs to pay particular attention to its capacity
to communicate effectively, both within and outside of the network. INEE employs many
communication channels for engaging with its members and its target audiences. The listserv
and website are the primary internal communication tools, keeping members up-to-date with
relevant INEE, and wider, news and events through the bi-weekly bulletins and other relevant
updates and summaries. These contribute to both the filtering and amplifying functions.
However, it is in its community-building activities where we can see the larger share of
the network’s communications efforts. The working groups and task teams have built-in
communication channels, which include regular meetings and frequent contact among
members around these spaces. Another major channel (in this case for advocacy) is the policy
roundtables, which are organized by network members, but supported by the Secretariat.
Community-building is served much more through these smaller network spaces than
through any central communication channels. Efforts have been made to encourage global
participation in online events, but these have been few and heavily moderated. Communications
on the listserv are almost always one way – from the Secretariat to the network – and responses
have to go through the coordinator.15 This, further to the points made above in the previous
sub-sections, means that it is likely that communications work better for those already actively
participating in core activities than for those who are not.
With this in mind, while there is not a central communications strategy (or significant
resources allocated to it), communication activities are built into many of the initiatives and
the structure of the network, and communication support is provided when needed by these
networks spaces or their members. This is particularly important because it denotes two things:
(1) INEE is a support network that is focusing on its members and their role in communicating the
network’s messages; and (2) INEE is highly dependent on its membership to fulfil its amplifying
function (and agency role).

4.4 External environment
Thematically, the immediate external environment is very much influenced by INEE. The strong
influence it has on global policy processes is clearly demonstrated by its numerous successes at
professionalizing the field of education in emergencies. Two examples include its involvement
in the formation of the IASC Education Cluster, and the recent announcement of the formal
companionship between INEE Minimum Standards and Sphere (Sphere Project, 2008b).
INEE has firmly established itself not only at the centre of the education-for-emergencies
field, but also across the wider humanitarian and development sectors. It has become a ‘normal
part of working in EFA’ and ‘the default coordinating function across agencies’. 16

15. Interview with Marian Hodgkin, 2008.
16. Interview with Michael Gibbons, 2008.
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Box 3. Relationship with other networks
INEE maintains strong and strategic relationships with a variety of other networks and initiatives,
both in the humanitarian and in the education sectors. These links have a number of useful
benefits:
Many of the relationships formed help to further INEE’s objectives. By formalizing the link with the Sphere
Project, INEE has gained credibility for its minimum standards work, which is helping to raise the reputation
of education as a core part of humanitarian response. Another example is the close link with the IASC
Education Cluster, an inter-agency mechanism for coordinating operations on the ground. Through it, INEE
is able to influence field operations while maintaining its non-operational status.
By working with other networks, INEE has access to a wider range of experts and stakeholders. This has
the effect of enriching INEE’s various activities with expertise from other fields. For example, a project to
develop Guidance Notes on Safer School Construction has drawn a lot of expertise from the Coalition for
Global School Safety and Disaster Prevention Education (COGSS&DPE) network – around three-quarters of
those involved were identified through COGSS&DPE. Others involved came from INEE, as well as the IASC
Shelter Cluster and Education Cluster. These links have been very important for bridging the gap between
those involved in humanitarian response, and those focusing on disaster risk reduction (DRR). Collaborating
with the COGSS&DPE network provides an effective way for INEE to fulfil its commitment to mainstreaming
DRR within INEE tools and resources, as per INEE’s 2008-2010 Strategic Plan.17 INEE is able to advance the field
of education in emergencies and provide its members with diverse perspectives on the issue by working
with groups, such as the IASC Mental Health Psychosocial Support Reference Group and the International
Strategy for Disaster Reduction.
INEE has moved beyond the confines of its own platform and has taken advantage of other platforms
to broaden its reach and inclusiveness. For example, the COGSS&DPE social networking website is hosting
a discussion on behalf of INEE to gather input for the School Structural Safety Project. There was also an
INEE-United Nations Girls’ Education Initiative (UNGEI) discussion on Addressing Gender Inequalities in and
through Education in Emergencies, which was hosted on the UNGEI listserv. This also works the other way
around. For instance, the Consultative Group on Early Childhood Care and Development are hosting their
emergencies-themed work under INEE, and using the INEE platform to support the coordination of the
Working Group on Early Childhood Care and Development in Emergencies, which is also recognized as the
INEE Early Childhood Task Team.
INEE has also taken advantage of its various links by sharing experiences around coordinating
collaborative processes. INEE learned about the process for the development of minimum standards from
the experience of the Sphere Project. INEE has also received support from initiatives, such as the Active
Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP), which has provided
useful resources on coordinating humanitarian networks.
These relationships are almost always mutually beneficial, and INEE is often very supportive of similar
networks and initiatives. INEE has provided advice and support to COGSS&DPE by sharing resources and
advising on network coordination, and to ISDR and the IASC Mental Health Psychosocial Support Reference
Group by contributing experience and advice. INEE played a critical part in the establishment of the IASC
Education Cluster by rallying its members to advocate for and demonstrate the value of an education cluster.
INEE also provided a model for working groups and task teams which the Education Cluster has taken on.
INEE, after initially drawing from Sphere, is now able to feed back into the Sphere Project by sharing new
innovations, such as the INEE Minimum Standards Toolkit; a supplement to the handbook concept that
came from Sphere. Sphere is also learning from INEE’s consultation process, and hopes to include many of
INEE’s best practices in the next revision process.18

17. ODI interview with Marla Patel, 2009.
18. Interview with Alison Joyner, 2009.
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INEE maintains these links through regular contact, joint projects, and by involving many of these partners
in events. For example, Sphere, the IASC Education Cluster, IASC Mental Health Psychosocial Support
Reference Group, and COGSS were all involved in presenting at the 2009 Global Consultation in Istanbul.

4.5 Strategic and adaptive capacity
In light of INEE’s strategic goals (functions), its structure (membership, governance, resources),
and the external environment it faces, it is important to consider the network’s capacity to be
strategic, and adapt to changes in its internal and external environments.
The network has been able to leverage its position very effectively at high levels by making
strategic connections, and engaging in a variety of policy spaces. It is perhaps relatively less
adaptive at lower levels, and less able to respond quickly to field-level changes with the right
mechanisms, given that strategic decisions are not made at this level. This is a particularly
important point as new members increasingly belong to a wider set of policy spaces, including
implementation, and could be more responsive to alternative forms of participation. If the
network is unable to respond to their needs, it might find it difficult to ensure their future
engagement.
Much of INEE’s adaptive capacity comes from the loose, yet clearly defined task team
model. Throughout its short history, members have been able to self-organize around common
interests, and very quickly set up streams of work in response to emerging issues. One possible
disadvantage of this is that, if funds were to become less readily available, INEE’s loose structure
might lead to a less cohesive network as the task team leaders or other members focus on their
own niche markets.
Therefore, INEE’s strategic capacity is highly dependent on its Secretariat, while its adaptive
capacity is based on the network’s dynamic and flexible interactions among its members. One is
centralized and directed, while the other is decentralized and emergent.
In conclusion, INEE’s governance is very well suited to contribute to strengthening
institutional coordination because there is an equal representation of the major agencies
involved in this work, and strong linkages to many actors in the field of education in emergencies
and related sectors. In fact, the ability for the network to influence strategy at a high level is very
strong.
However, the ability of the network to enhance global knowledge and capacity is partly
dependent on its relevance to its target audiences, or at least the perception that the membership
has in relation to this. To further develop its functional role in capacity development and
knowledge brokering, INEE would have to benefit from more active representation from the
field level and the global South.
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Conclusions and recommendations

5.1 Conclusions
This study set out to explore two questions: (1) within INEE, is value created by collective or
individual action? (2) is the network sustainable in its capacity to continuously create value, and
hence remain relevant? In the process, the research team from ODI, in partnership with the INEE
Secretariat and the INEE Steering Group, broadened the exploration to include other questions
of equal importance – for example, who participates in the network, and who decides upon its
strategic direction? It has been demonstrated that, although the network is directed by a small
number of large agencies, there is, in fact, a wealth of value being created by a wide range of
actors who participate through an increasing number of channels.
Indeed, the greatest value is created by collective action in the formal and self-organizing
groups engaged in production, translation, and sharing of knowledge related to the
education-in-emergencies sector. This study has highlighted the importance of addressing the
need to incorporate members who have been unintentionally left out. This becomes even more
important given the collaborative nature of value creation within INEE.
The fact that collaborative action is integral to the network, and that its members take the
lead through the adaptation and mobilization of resources, means that the network has the
capacity to continue creating value and remain relevant. However, as the membership evolves
alongside the expanding domain of education in emergencies, and as the demands upon the
network change, the network must address the participation of new kinds of members in their
formal spaces to ensure INEE’s continual relevance.
On this last issue, two options have been considered. The first option is that INEE could
invest in developing new formal spaces to engage these, mostly field-level, new members.
This would probably require new skills and competencies that could go beyond the network’s
non-operational mandate. The second option is that INEE has shown itself to be a very
competent networker. It could find it easier to invest in developing strategic relationships with
other networks, such as that represented by the IASC Education Cluster, which have the required
skills, competencies, and mandates to work with these actors more extensively.
In the meantime, INEE could improve its existing formal spaces to promote greater
participation, mainly through strengthening the community of practice (both online and offline)
to facilitate direct interaction between members outside the existing formal working groups,
task teams and initiatives. This could include the development or facilitation of new regional
(and national) communities of practice or networks, and the use of innovative technology to
reach members who might not otherwise be reached. This could address the issue of relevance
that the surveys and interviews highlighted. If the discussion is occurring at a global level, then
it is necessary that context will be largely removed, and that the impression of members will
be that the focus is on international policy rather than practical field-level issues. If, however,
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the network allows regional and national groups to take on these issues, they would be able to
introduce context into the discussion and increase their relevance.
Networks like INEE are breeding grounds for innovation, and potentially provide the ideal
space for new ideas and practices to emerge. INEE has certainly had significant success in this
regard with its Minimum Standards, which provide a very interesting case of how INEE fosters
innovation. Recent research by ALNAP suggests that, for an innovation to be successfully scaled
up, it needs to address all levels: the supportive environment; the creative environment; and the
operative environment. The INEE Minimum Standards case illustrates this process.
The analysis of INEE so far suggests that it is conducive to innovation at the international
level, with some contributions to the operative level. By focusing on one or the other (policy or
practice), there could be a limit to the impact that future innovation from INEE will have. INEE
needs to be more responsive to emerging demands for new forms of participation from the field
if it wants to fulfil its commitments.
This study has used as its basis the strategic goals developed as part of the INEE strategic
planning process in 2007. Overall, the network is well placed to achieve them. The study has
assumed that these objectives are the most effective way forward for INEE and, in particular, this
has led to the suggestion that INEE needs to become actively involved in a broad, representative
membership. However, is this is necessarily true?
INEE could take advantage of the fact that the natural groupings within the network are
based around common interests and not on diverging opinions. It should therefore invest more
in community building (Objective 3) and less on convening (Objective 1). This would suggest
that INEE might not necessarily have to reach out to a more diverse audience with varying
strategies, but rather to focus on building a core group of members, engaged and committed
to a joint purpose – others will naturally flock towards it. This is somewhat demonstrated by the
difference in the number of engaged members versus those who have signed up to the website
and the listserv. If this is the case, then it has important ramifications for INEE. For example, while
it is clear from the INEE Minimum Standards case that investing in the inclusion of a broad range
of members and audiences is crucial for generating relevant and useful outputs, this could be
achieved through consultations and research, rather than by the effective incorporation of these
groups into the network’s core spaces. It may even be counterproductive to invest heavily in
trying to engage a broad audience in core network activities – it would be expensive and could
create tensions between core members and their interests.
As a result of this, the recommendations come with the caveat that the network should be
very clear on its strategic focus with regard to its intended audience and membership. For the
purposes of this case study, it is assumed that INEE wants to continue to take on the challenge
of being an inclusive network with a broad and engaged membership – rather than one with
a narrow focus and membership that reaches out to non-active audiences. Therefore, these
recommendations might be reconsidered in future strategic planning processes.
The recommendations of this study focus on the achievement of the network’s strategic
goals. They draw from findings based on the review of INEE documentation, key informant
interviews, and surveys circulated to INEE members through the listserv in 2008 and 2009. They
also reflect findings from the research team and the INEE Secretariat’s ongoing discussion with
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INEE members about how best to advance the network’s strategic direction, while negotiating
constraints and changes in the field.

5.2 Recommendations
1.

Clarify the audience and members of the network

Review and clarify who constitutes the audience of INEE’s initiatives and the members of the
network – these may be different groups. The audience of a given INEE initiative are those
people that the network aims to influence, while its members are the heart of the network (and
they will be influenced by the very process of development and growth of the network). While
there is undoubtedly an overlap between INEE’s existing membership and the audience which it
seeks to influence through its various initiatives, some actors, who do not fit perfectly into INEE
network spaces, might be, in fact, better characterized as audiences of various communication
initiatives rather than members. Once clarified, INEE will be able to more effectively discuss the
strategic implications of engaging with these two groups, and how to best target each one in
order to strengthen engagement with both groups.

2.

Strengthen online space and communications

Reduce barriers to participation by strengthening the online space of the network, seeking
out new functionalities and utilizing existing social networking platforms. While some
members (and potential members) will continue to experience participation limits because of
inconsistent access to reliable technology, INEE should explore innovative and engaging forms
of communication, such as webinars, a blog or other alternative channels, in order to ensure
open and two-way communication to reduce costs and other barriers. At the same time, it should
ensure meaningful participation and full membership benefits for field-based staff and smaller
agencies in the South. The role of the INEE language communities, and regional or national INEE
member groups should also be further explored.

3.

Facilitate dialogue and engagement among members

As the network continues to grow organically alongside the field, there needs to be a focus
on increasing the level of engagement of members (actively or passively), not just stepping
up the number of members. Given the finite capacity of the INEE Secretariat, priority should
be given to increased opportunities for members to engage with each other, including across
network spaces, organizing opportunities for members to meet, and building their capacities to
communicate with each other and third parties. The Secretariat should also consider improving
its communication capacity (including using members’ own communication capabilities) to
diversify the modes by which it engages with the membership and network’s audiences.

4.

Develop the inner network

Strengthen linkages between the convenors or leaders of the various spaces of the network
(working groups, task teams, language communities and initiatives) – in essence, creating
an inner network to strengthen the links between strategic (within the working groups) and
adaptive capacities (among task team members, for example).
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5.

Continue to identify appropriate activities which involve small agencies, independent
consultants and field-level representatives

Continue to incorporate small agencies, independent consultants and field-level representatives
into activities by engagement in field-based minimum standards trainings, application visits,
and guidance Note initiatives and support funding for local consultative workshops in the
field during tool-development processes. Where possible, arrange meetings in locations that
facilitate small agencies and field-staff participation, and consider decentralizing some activities
to members with proven capacities. While some of these activities have funding implications,
given the demand for more field-level engagement, contributions in kind should be explored.

6.

Further develop linkages with complementary networks

Continue to strengthen and formalize linkages with complementary humanitarian and
development networks operating at global, national, and field levels. A positive example of this
has been the establishment and operationalization of the Sphere-INEE Companionship, as well
as through the shared convenors of INEE task teams. Two examples of this are the INEE Early
Childhood Task Team, which is jointly convened with the Consultative Group on Early Childhood
Care and Development, and the INEE HIV/AIDS Task Team, which is itself jointly convened by the
Inter-Agency Task Team (IATT) on HIV/AIDS. These co-convening relationships, while complex
to manage, help to create a stronger network through a diversified membership that reflects
and contributes to the organizational, geographic, and professional expertise represented in
the broader field of education in emergencies through to recovery, and providing links with the
development field.
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Annex 1. Key informant interviews

10/10/2008, 17/02/2009 – Allison Anderson
11/11/2008 – Margaret Sinclair
12/11/2008 – Christopher Talbot
17/11/2008 – Somaratne B. Ekanayake
17/11/2008 – Marian Hodgkin
19/11/2008 – Peter Buckland
19/11/2008 – Helge Brochmann
19/11/2008 – Michael Gibbons
21/11/2008 – Gonzalo Retamal
24/11/2008, 19/03/2009 – Eric Eversmann
26/11/2008 – Susan Nicolai
26/11/2008, 17/03/2008 – Carl Triplehorn
27/11/2008 – Sally Gear
01/12/2008 – Julia Paulson
03/12/2008 – John Hatch
28/01/2009 – Jennifer Hoffman
10/02/2009 – Alison Joyner
11/02/2009 – Marla Patel
18/03/2009 – Kerstin Tebbe
31/03/2009 – Fred Ligon
01/04/2009 – Eldrid Midttun
01/04/2009 – Pilar Aguilar
01/04/2009 – Ken Rhodes and Rebecca Winthrop
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(1) How did you get involved in INEE? What was the first contact? What prompted you to
engage?
(2) How do you participate in INEE? Secretariat; Steering Group; working groups; task teams;
language communities. What is your role? How did you get involved?
(3) What value do you get out of it? Where does the value come from?
(4) Whom do you interact with most in the network? How? How did this relationship emerge?
(5) Functions:
(a) Community-building
(b) Learning and facilitating
(c) Amplifying
(d) Convening
(e) Filtering
(f ) Investing/providing
(6) How does INEE balance delivery of services and support to field staff versus advocating at
high decision-making levels?
(7) How representative is INEE’s governance of its members or key target groups?
(8) How has INEE been affected by changes in the wider humanitarian context?
(9) How has INEE shaped the wider humanitarian context?
(10) What are the key achievements or benefits of INEE?
(11) What are the main challenges that INEE will face in the near future?

76

Annex 3. Survey tool

This questionnaire is open to all members of INEE. The aim is to paint a clear picture of what
INEE does, how the network operates and to better understand the contributions that individual
members make.
The results of this survey will feed into a case study that has been commissioned by the
INEE Steering Group. The case study will document the changes that INEE has undergone in
the past eight years, the role that INEE has played in its wider environment and the network’s
concomitant development and growth over the course of time.
We appreciate, very much, the time you are able to give to this exercise. Please answer as
many sections as you are able. However, if your involvement in INEE is minimal, you may find
that you are only able to answer section A.

A.

Personal information

What is your name?
(Providing us with your name will enable us to map your specific role and contribution to INEE, as well
as allowing us to cross-reference this survey with the INEE member’s database.)
How long have you been involved in INEE?
(Tick one)
<6 months
6 months–1 year
1–2 years
2–4 years
>4 years
What value does being a member of INEE bring you?
(Tick all that apply)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

I receive support for my own work from other members.
I receive tailored knowledge on the subject of education in emergencies.
I receive support in implementing the INEE Minimum Standards for Education in
Emergencies.
I get opportunities to collaborate with other members.
I meet and get to know other members with similar interests outside my own agency.
I can access a range of resources.
I stay informed of relevant news and events.
I learn from my peers.
I am able to participate in face-to-face events, meetings, or conferences.
I further my own professional development or status.
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Please state any other networks you are involved in outside of INEE (e.g. boards, councils,
committees, institutional networks, communities of practice, etc.).
(Write down up to three)
.........................................................................................
.........................................................................................
.........................................................................................
Do you act as a bridge between INEE and these other networks?
Yes.
No.
If yes, how?
•
•
•
•

B.

By promoting or sharing the work of INEE.
By representing INEE.
By promoting or sharing the work of the other party.
By representing other party.

Involvement in INEE

Please state which of the following network activities you are or have been involved in:
Secretariat
Steering Group
Working groups:
•
•

Working Group on Minimum Standards
Working Group on Education and Fragility

Task teams:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Gender Task Team
Teachers and Other Education Personnel Task Team
Early Childhood Task Team
Disability/Inclusive Education
Teaching and Learning Task Team (forthcoming)
HIV/AIDS Task Team (forthcoming)
Teacher Training Task Team
Learning Materials and Resources Task Team
Adolescence and Youth Task Team

Initiatives:
•
•
•

Global Consultation
Policy Roundtables
Peace Education Programme
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Language Communities:
•
•
•

Hispanophone Community
Francophone Community
Lusophone Community

Please provide further details of the nature of the involvement in the above activities by answering
the following set of questions for each activity:
Which of the following options best describes your role in this activity?
(Tick all that apply)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Convenor – I coordinate this group.
Promoter – I advocate the work of this group outside of INEE.
Representative – I represent this initiative in other spaces inside and outside of INEE.
Bridger – I provide a linkage between this group and other groups in INEE by sharing
learning.
Advisor – I provide expert input.
Facilitator – I enable processes to operate smoothly.
Reflector – I feedback learning to this group by summarizing and synthesizing.
Sounding-board – I provide comments and feedback on the group’s activities.
Innovator – I provide new and fresh ideas for the group.
Host – I introduce members and provide a space for convening.
Filterer – I feed relevant information from other sources into this group.
Participant – I take part in the group’s activities.

Is this role officially recognized by the Secretariat or other members?
•
•

Official, this is my recognized role.
Unofficial, this is just something I do.

Was this role prescribed or did it emerge naturally?
•
•

Prescribed, this was something I was asked to do.
Emergent, I just started doing it naturally.

Whom do you interact with when carrying out this role? Please indicate the people whom
you interact with most frequently or those relationships which you recognize as the most
important for carrying out this role.
.........................................................................................
.........................................................................................
.........................................................................................
.........................................................................................
For each relationship, please answer the following questions:
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Please indicate which of the following best describes the nature of this interaction:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Exchange information or other resources in order to carry out your role in INEE.
Collaborate to implement INEE policies.
Receive advice, opinions, inputs about your own work.
Offer advice, opinions, inputs about their own work.
Discuss network matters.
Discuss matters relating to education in emergencies.
Mostly social.

How do the interactions usually take place?
•
•
•
•

Face to face meetings.
Via email.
Telephone conversations.
Other. Please state.

How did this relationship develop?
•
•
•

C.

Through mutual involvement in INEE.
Outside of INEE, before I joined the network.
Outside of INEE, after I joined INEE.

Network functions

In this section we will be assessing INEE in terms of the functions it performs. The approach we
are using identifies six different functions.
Using your experience of the INEE, please allocate a total of 10 points across the 6 functions
to represent the current functional balance of the network:
Community-building (promote and sustain the values and standards of the group of individuals or organizations).
Filtering (organize and manage information for members which is worth paying attention to).
Facilitating (help members carry out their activities more efficiently and effectively).
Amplifying (help take new, little-known or little-understood ideas and make them public, give them weight or make them
understandable).
Convening (bring together different, distinct people or groups of people).
Investing/Providing (offer a means to provide members with the resources they need to carry out their main activities).
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In your opinion, what should the functional balance of the INEE be in the future, i.e. where
should INEE be focusing its efforts?
Community-building
Facilitating
Filtering
Amplifying
Convening
Investing / Providing

D.

Follow up

Would you be willing to be interviewed as part of this study?
Yes, I am available on these dates _____ and my email address is__________________. (this
won’t be shared)
No.

Thank you very much for your time.
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Social network analysis
1.

Snowden, D. 2005. “From atomism to networks in social systems”. The Learning
Organisation, 12(6).
www.cognitive-edge.com/ceresources/articles/45_From_Atomism_to_Networks_in_
Social_Systems_0605.pdf

•

The article builds on social network analysis by shifting from individuals to identities to
abstractions.
The focus is on using the network intelligence rather than assemblies of atomistic individual
intelligence: the whole is greater than the sum of the parts, but only if one understands it
as a whole.
A new approach is offered to overcome some of the limitations of the social network analysis
approach, which involves switching the unit of analysis from the relationships between
individuals to that between identities.
Switching the unit of analysis from individual to identity means that we are running at one
level of abstraction from the reality of ‘me’, while at the same time reducing the number of
units we have to analyse. The abstraction means that the results are more reliable since they
are less dependent on data capture, where providing the data can be seen to influence an
individual’s future position in the organization (p. 557).
The method uses an ancient aspect of the way that people create simplicity out of the
complexity of their lives through the use of archetypal story forms (p. 557). The power of this
technique lies in the depersonalization of the material, and the capacity to show objective
comparisons from multiple perspectives (p. 558).
The results can make visible the interactions between different types of identities. An
informal community provides a critical mechanism for learning (p. 556). The advantage
of using social network analysis is that it provides quantifiable evidence that can justify
maintaining the cost of allowing informal networks to sustain themselves.
The article focuses on problem resolution, but the technique also shows potential as a
generic innovation tool, and as a possible model to create an alternative mechanism for the
distribution of funding within organizations, including governments.

•
•
•

•

•

•

2.

Schiffer, E. 2007. Net Map Toolbox: Influence mapping of social networks. Washington,
DC: International Food Policy Research Institute.

A new tool developed by the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) – the Net-Map
Toolbox – innovates the processes in which people work together to reach common goals. The
term ‘toolbox’ is literal. The kit includes small figures that represent different actors. Lines are
drawn to link the actors and reveal how they are connected – and also not connected. ‘Influence
towers’ are built to reflect the relative power of each actor (the higher the influence tower, the
greater the influence).
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By visually capturing these arrangements, users can determine whether their current way
of working will help or hinder the achievement of their goals. For example, groups typically cite
the desire to form coalitions and to avoid deadlocks. The Net-Map Toolbox can assist users in
reaching these goals by mapping the most influential actors for their work, how they are linked
to these actors, and whether these arrangements will help them achieve their goals. When
different groups use the tool together, they can learn from each other and identify a winning
strategy.
There are a number of strengths to this toolkit:
•

•

•
•
•
•

Net-Map promotes inclusion so that the voices of disempowered and illiterate groups in a
community can be heard. By regularly including network mapping in planning processes,
team members have a tool that easily allows them to discuss options and use their newfound
understanding strategically.
The Net-Map Toolbox builds and expands on previous approaches to participatory social
network analysis to allow anyone, regardless of their level of literacy or education, to better
understand and communicate how they or their group are connected to others, and to
identify more effective ways of collaborating with partners to achieve mutual goals.
The network mapping approach is particularly important for finding common ground on
highly contentious issues, such as competing access to prized natural resources.
Net-Map Toolbox allows all types of organizations and individuals to navigate a variety of
situations successfully.
An inclusive network-mapping process clearly conveys the message to donors that an
appropriate procedure was developed and implemented to achieve a project goal.
Net-Map can help users/researchers understand complex policy networks, and can help
users understand the flows of knowledge and the formal and informal ways in which policy
decisions are made.

3.

Clark, L. 2006. Network mapping as a diagnostic tool. Cali, Colombia: Centro
Internacional de Agricultura Tropical.

•

The manual is designed to make tools available to those who have no prior experience of
the methodology.
When the social network analysis methodology is applied as a diagnostic tool, it can
help address some of the challenges associated with planning and implementing rural
development projects, by showing institutional trends and identifying similar initiatives to
avoid duplicating efforts and facilitate the construction of social capital among different
actors.
The manual can be adapted to the requirements of people and organizations working in
many different circumstances.
Visualising community level and organizational networks can help to understand local
relationships by demonstrating the interactions between different groups and identifying
the most influential actors.
The maps created by this tool have great potential to provide immediate information about
what is happening on the ground. The sociograms or visual graphics are able to capture
the attention and imagination of rural actors whose literacy levels are sometimes very low,
which may act as a disincentive to participate in research projects or read written reports.

•

•
•
•
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•
•

•

4.

The maps can help outsiders to identify key actors in the local network, in the hope that
involving them in planning and implementation will lead to better participation and more
rapid appropriation of innovations.
Social network studies usually take one of two approaches: the first with a closed group,
for example, to look at the relationships among people working in an institution; whereas
the second focuses on one person and seeks to understand their egonet or the social
relationships surrounding them. In rural development neither of these approaches is
appropriate as it would be too expensive to interview all of the actors working in a certain
zone or on a specific subject, and the techniques necessary for studying personal networks
do not work well at the institutional level, as inter-institutional relationships are not as
transparent as those among individuals.
The wide variety of actors and number of topics that interlink in the field of rural development
should not be seen as a hindrance for a social network analysis study, but rather what
supports the validity and utility of social network analysis as a diagnostic tool, to provide
quick, visual, and extremely useful results for those working in this discipline.
Davies, R. 2003. “Mapping the ecology of ideas: Social network analysis and the
evaluation of networks. An ideas paper (draft)”.

This paper is based on the findings of a survey Davies undertook with the members of a network
with the aim of identifying topical interests they had in common in order to facilitate exchanges
(p. 2). The analysis of this data produced spreadsheets and network diagrams using social
network analysis software that portrayed the relationships between people and interests.
Davies outlines the ‘possible implication for the evaluation of networks’ as follows: ‘Topics of
interest’ are a type of priority. Organizational and programme objectives are also statements of
priorities. It is conceivable that the members of a network of organizations could:
1.
2.

Generate a menu of possibly relevant objectives (for the network as a whole, or simply for
themselves);
Rate the relative importance of those objectives, as seen from their own standpoint.

There a number of types of analysis that could be made of this information. Firstly, what
effect does sharing this whole-network view have with the participants? Do the participants
report anything about the findings that are surprising to them? And then, do the findings make
any quantitative or qualitative difference to how participants subsequently interact?
Secondly, are there any features of the network of connections that are correlated with
or predictive of other events of concern – for example, the scale of effective collaboration in
order to achieve those objectives, or even success in actually achieving those objectives? Do
participants who are strongly connected by common goals report more progress on either of
these measures than other more isolated participants? Are objectives that are more isolated
from other objectives (in the network of ideas) making less progress than objectives that are
more closely interlinked?
The author concludes by proposing that networks assessing the relationships between
objectives, and intervening to effect those relationships, can be seen as an important
development management tool, along with those concerned with actual implementation of
plans to achieve specific objectives (p. 5).
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Value network analysis
5.

Allee, V. 2002. “A value network approach for modelling and measuring intangibles.
White paper”.
www.vernaallee.com

A value network perspective requires a different approach from business modelling and
analysis. Any exchange of value is supported by some mechanism or medium that enables the
transaction to happen. Any value exchange is supported by some mechanism that enables it to
happen (p. 6).
The method and approach is based on some basic understandings and assumptions. For
example:
1.

2.

3.

Participants and stakeholders participate in a value network by converting what they know,
both individually and collectively, into tangible and intangible value that they contribute to
the network.
Participants accrue value from their participation by converting value inputs into positive
increases of their tangible and intangible assets, in ways that will allow them to continue
producing value outputs in the future.
In a successful value network, every participant contributes and receives value in ways that
sustain both their own success and the success of the value network as a whole.

The paper describes a way of modelling business relationships that incorporates new
thinking around knowledge and intangibles, networks, and organizational complexity. The
methodology is grounded in principles of living systems, and represents a decided shift away
from mechanistic models.
The method described assumes that the basic pattern of organization for business is that
of a network of tangible and intangible exchanges. Tangible exchanges equate to flows of
energy and matter. Intangible exchanges, such as knowledge, point to cognitive processes and
intelligence. Describing a specific set of participants and exchanges allows a detailed description
of the structure of any specific organization or web of organizations (p. 3).
Value exchanges can be visually expressed by means of a very simple diagramming
technique. With this foundation, it becomes possible to map virtually any enterprise or business
network as a unique living system. Living systems have physical exchanges and interactions,
and they also have a cognitive aspect, that of an autopoietic or intelligent network. Modelling
exchanges of intangibles, such as knowledge, that are key to a successful network can help
illuminate significant cognitive pathways and interfaces where new knowledge and innovation
may emerge (pp. 7–8).
Analysing the health and vitality of a value network requires addressing three basic
questions. The first question is about assessing the dynamics of the whole system. The second
and third questions concentrate on each specific participant and their role in the value system.
The basic analysis questions are:
(1) Exchange analysis: What is the overall pattern of exchanges in the system?
(2) Impact analysis: What impact does each value input have on the participants?

85

Annexes

(3) Value creation analysis: What is the best way to create, extend, and leverage value, either
through adding value, extending value to other participants, or converting one type of
value to another?
The strengths and weaknesses of this approach are said to be:
•
•
•
•

•

6.

The whole-system value network approach described in this paper is a powerful and robust
tool for supporting the types of business analysis needed for transparent enterprise. Yet, it
is a simple method to master and understand.
It provides a foundation for much more effective management practices in the networked
world of organizations. The power of an intangibles perspective and the self-organizing
potential of a truly transparent organization can then be fully realized.
The value network view of the enterprise helps us more fully understand the role of
knowledge and intangibles in value creation. The modelling process maps the most
strategically critical intangible exchanges, allowing for easy targeting of value opportunities.
By tracing the intangible benefits that accrue, one finds that the underlying logic for creating
such a discussion group is not so much about gaining revenue from the service (indeed it
may barely break even). The real goal for providing a user group may be to provide a sense
of community, an intangible, for the user. In return, of course, one would hope to receive
an increase in the intangible of customer loyalty, which should result in increasing revenue.
In this case, intangible value exchanges provide the real business logic for engaging in the
activity (p. 7).
For a value network or organization to be healthy and viable, positive value inputs and
outputs must be greater than negative or neutral contributions. Therefore, a value creation
analysis is not really complete until the participant also understands what impact a particular
output has on the participant who receives it.
Anklam, P. 2008. “Powerful new tools for value network analysis”. Networks, complexity,
and relatedness.
www.byeday.net/weblog/2008/08/powerful-new-tools-for-value-network.html

The units of analysis in a value network analysis are: (1) a role, for example, technical writer,
software developer, or end user; and (2) exchanges. Connections among roles represent
exchanges of value that are either tangible deliverables (proposals, contracts, invoices, payments)
or intangible (reputation, trust, and well-being).
Getting to a visual map quickly is just the beginning:
•
•
•

You can assign people to deliverables, establish relationships between deliverables and
assets in the organization, and indicate the perceived value of a transaction to its recipient.
If the map represents a process, you can sequence the exchanges and obtain an animated
view of the process.
It generates a report that tells you how the network is balanced (for example, number of
tangible versus intangible exchanges, or how balanced each role is with respect to number
of exchanges in versus exchanges out).

Value network analysis will still need the human interaction required to build the base map
to help projects with a detailed analysis and development of an action plan.
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7.

Marilee, K. (Ed.). 1999. Measuring the immeasurable: Planning, monitoring and
evaluation of networks. New Delhi: Women’s Feature Service.

This book’s aim is to provide a greater understanding of the nature of networks and networking;
to share experiences of networks and networking organizations in planning, monitoring, and
evaluation (PME); examine problems, challenges, practices and successes; lessons and guidelines
to strengthen the PME in networks and networking organizations; and promote greater
understanding and cooperation between funding agencies, networks, and the networking
organizations that they support.
The book recognizes that relationships between funding agencies and networks/networking
organizations are often not smooth with regard to planning, monitoring, and evaluation.
The ‘butterfly’ model of planning and evaluation depicts how planning can break down
broad goals into more specific ones and define concrete outputs to meet these goals, which can
in turn be evaluated to determine whether or not they have met the specific and broad goals
(p. 62).
Another approach is to define the strategies that a network uses to achieve its goals, and
examine the activities to assess whether or not and to what extent these activities advance the
strategies. This approach is particularly useful in networks with broad, hard-to-measure, longterm goals, and whenever it is difficult to make direct connections between activities and social
change (p. 111).
In addition to skills, such as gender sensitivity, respect for different viewpoints, and ability
to listen, the evaluators should have a knowledge of the area and the issues on which the
network of organization is working. The evaluators should also have knowledge and experience
in networks and networking so that they can understand what networking is all about, and
appreciate both its value and the constraints that networks face in measuring the effects and
impact of their work (p. 116).
Monitoring and evaluation require skills that may need to be developed in networks
and networking organizations, especially because of the need to adapt existing evaluation
methodologies and to develop new ones (p. 118).
Probably the biggest challenge facing networks in monitoring and evaluation is developing
methodologies that take into account the political nature of networking, the qualitative aspects
of achievements, and the impact on people’s lives and society (p. 118).
8.

Creech, H.; Ramji, A. 2004. “Knowledge networks: Guidelines for assessment”.
Winnipeg, Canada: International Institute for Sustainable Development (Working
paper).

In this working paper, Creech and Ramji discuss five major elements of network performance,
which they propose that all network assessments should cover.
1.

Effectiveness: Are the network’s goals and objectives clear and are they being achieved?
Is the network fully realizing the advantages of working together? Is the knowledge being
produced relevant to the needs of decision-makers?
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2.
3.

4.
5.

Structure and governance: How is the network organized and how is it taking decisions
on its work? Are structural and governance issues impeding its effectiveness?
Efficiency: Are the transactional costs of collaboration a significant barrier to success? Is
capacity being built across the network to strengthen members’ ability to collaborate on
research and communications?
Resources and sustainability: Does the network have the required resources to operate?
Life-cycle: How is the network performing in comparison to other networks at similar
stages in development? What is the continuum of growth of the network? (p. 2).

In monitoring changes in the knowledge base, one should also look carefully at whether
the network is achieving one of the advantages of working collaboratively: joint value creation.
Knowledge networks create new knowledge and insights for use beyond the immediate
membership, but knowledge can be created without working in a network. The network
advantage is the collaboration of members on work, and the value gained from peer review
and debate. Joint value creation is the creation of new insights and knowledge through the
collaboration of members on research, on field projects, and other activities.
Indicators of joint value creation can include a range of interactions, such as:
•
•
•
•
•

Increasing frequency of email exchanges between/among members on research issues
(analysing the level of information sharing throughout the network).
Substantive discussion on research issues at network meetings, and the documentation of
those discussions.
Peer review of papers by members of the network.
Joint research on projects.
Co-authorship (p. 4).

In assessing the effectiveness of a network, it is difficult to demonstrate causality – that a
network’s efforts have led directly to the decision it was seeking. But we can look at incremental
changes – changes in attitudes, actions and behaviours – that are a direct outcome of its work.
In developing indicators for network effectiveness, they have been influenced by ‘outcome
mapping’, an evaluation methodology developed by the IDRC in 2001. The essence of outcome
mapping is the focus on assessing outcomes as changes in behaviour, activities and relationships,
and on systematically recording signs of those changes against desired progress markers (p. 3).

Alternative and hybrid approaches
9.

Wilson-Grau, R. 2007. “Evaluating the effects of international advocacy networks”. (A
paper presented at the Advocacy Impact Evaluation Workshop at the Evans School
for Public Affairs, University of Washington, Seattle, WA, USA, 4–6 December 2007,
sponsored by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation).

This paper outlines the special challenges of evaluating the effects of the advocacy work of
international social change networks. The challenges and the general evaluation methodology
are applicable to almost all social change organizations.
The combination of functions that characterize an advocacy network leads to three
challenges for evaluation.
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•

•

•

Because of the complexity, openness and dynamism, an advocacy network’s activities
and results also tend to be highly unpredictable. Conventional means for managing for
operational effectiveness, efficiency, and progress towards goals are often useless. For an
advocacy network, however, this approach ties down its capacity to respond and innovate,
above all when the advocacy network is bound to achieving those predefined results in
order to demonstrate success to its stakeholders, notably donors.
The second evaluation challenge is that advocacy networks are unique. Therefore, any
methodologies should take these differences into account. The concern for democracy
is ever present in advocacy networks. Methodologies based on the assertion that certain
networks should be directing programmes rather than facilitation are fundamentally flawed
as they are focusing on differing functions of that network.
The third challenge of evaluation in advocacy networks is that stakeholders think of the
advocacy network from the perspective of their own government agency, civil society
organization or business.

The application of the methodology would result in the advocacy network investing heavily
in ongoing monitoring or ‘formative’ evaluation – collecting and assessing data continuously
in order to adapt and improve the advocacy network’s strategies in the light of changing
circumstances.
An advocacy network would not scrutinize what it did (and did not) do according to plan
and budget, but instead rigorously observe the individuals, groups, and organizations the
advocacy network wishes to influence. The goal is to recognize and understand the outcomes
that emerge and how the advocacy network influenced them.
There are moments for an advocacy network to evaluate rigorously what has been achieved
in order to judge the overall value and significance of work done so as to inform and support
major decision-making about future strategy. An advocacy network would invert the customary
mapping of what outputs lead to what outcomes.
Beyond a description of the results and the networks contribution to them, a fuller
description of external, political outcomes will generally include at least three other dimensions:
•
•
•

Outputs: You describe how the activities, products and services of the advocacy network
influenced each outcome in sufficient detail so that the reader can appreciate the
relationship between the network and the outcome.
Process: Those incremental, often subtle but vital changes will be part of a pattern of
change generally involving a variety of social actors doing something differently. What is
the pattern and how is it leading to the desired change?
Context: A change in a social actor in country A does not necessarily have the same
significance as a similar change in country B. Therefore, what is the significance of each
outcome?

For advocacy networks that wish to focus on outcomes, and not simply on their advocacy
network activities, it is vitally important to take full account of the messy, multi-level and
multi-directional causality of the process and environment when evaluating its achievements.
A second consideration is the need for highly participatory evaluation in an advocacy
network. Involving as many stakeholders as wish to be involved promises a variety of significant
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advantages. The advocacy network will, for example: (1) identify achievements more quickly
and more comprehensively; (2) enhance learning about success and failure, more than serving
as a mechanism of operational or budgetary control; and (3) appraise collectively the progress
towards the political purpose and the development of the advocacy network itself.
The strengths of this approach include the involvement of external evaluators, which can
facilitate participation and ensure checks, balances, and the objectivity of the process. Even
in the formal, summative evaluations, the greater the involvement of the advocacy network’s
staff, members, allies and donors, and the more the evaluators serve as ‘facilitators in a joint
inquiry rather than experts wielding “objective” measuring sticks’, the greater will be the quality
and validity of the evaluation. Perhaps most importantly, through their participation the
stakeholders, and especially the advocacy network’s member, will develop the understanding
and the commitment to implement the conclusions and recommendations.
However, advocacy networks are both a means and an end in themselves. Admittedly, this
is an inherent contradiction, but also a challenge.
The problems in evaluating the impact of advocacy networks are double-edged. The
solution is to focus on the results that are upstream from impact – on outcomes understood
as changes in the behaviours, actions, and relationships of social actors within the advocacy
network’s sphere of influence.
10. Church, M. et al. 2002. Participation, relationships, and dynamic change: New thinking
on evaluating the work of international networks. London: University College London.
This report seeks to stimulate debate on what is meant by a network; provide greater insight
into how networks are working from the perspective of those who coordinate them; highlight
the monitoring and evaluation challenges inherent in working in a networked way; reveal some
of the ways in which networks have started to monitor and evaluate their work; and develop
and work with some monitoring and evaluation tools that may ‘fit’ better with the kind of work
a network does.
The authors did not work with a specific theory-based approach, but there are two
evaluation writers who have influenced their thinking (pp. 7–8):
•

•

The utilization–focus of Michael Quinn Patton appeals because of its pragmatic realism.
The emphasis here is on use. This theory is most clearly seen by the way we link goals to
objectives, to activities – what Patton calls a ‘chain of objectives’. It is this we are using in the
tool Weaver’s Triangle for Networks.
David Fetterman’s empowerment evaluation approach matches, or ‘fits’, the network project,
at the level of values, with its emphasis on democratizing the process through participation.

Action research – an emergent design: In many ways the only given about this kind of
research is that the way to do it emerges during the process of doing it. The most important
aspects are the emergent nature of the theory that we are working with, and the creative
approach to methodology.
•

The application of this approach consisted of the formation of an action research group
made up of network coordinators, and contacts from the BOND register of NGO networks.
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•
•
•
•
•

Using an initial questionnaire about their experience of evaluation, they invited coordinators
to participate in an action research group.
The group met 8 times over 15 months to feed back information to the action research
group.
They had a special session on evaluation. They avoided complicated monitoring and
evaluation texts and methodologies, preferring the pragmatic approach.
Simultaneously, the core team circulated 118 more detailed questionnaires, in English,
French and Spanish, to networks world-wide about their evaluation experience.
Madeline Church worked with the International Working Group on Sri Lanka using some of
the tools generated through the research.
The evaluation tools developed in this pilot project would benefit from being tried and
refined in a wider context, with a broader group of networks. This project certainly opened
up space for new ideas and thinking, which show promise in the search for more appropriate
methodologies.

11. Holley, J. 2007. “Networks and evaluation”.
www.networkweaving.com/june.html
The approach used in this paper involves network maps and metrics, network indicators and
outcomes (and sub-group/network measures):
•
•

•

•

Network maps enable us to track these relationships and then work together to improve
information flow, innovation diffusion, and collaborative activities by improving the
connectivity of individuals in the network.
Network metrics, which have been developed over the last 50 years by social network
analysts, provide a quantitative measure of the network. For each metric, there is a whole
network measure and a score for each individual. The whole network scores are used to
determine whether the network is moving towards increased network health; the individual
scores help identify potential or emerging network leaders.
Network indicators: These are indicators of the shift to an environment where people are
effectively self-organizing, and where outcomes are likely to be greater. Network indicators
include such things as the number of collaborations or joint activities, the number of
innovations, and the number of network weavers.
Outcomes: When outcomes require collaboration, innovation and effective information
flow for their success, it can be very productive to identify the network patterns and
corresponding metrics that are characteristic of high performing sub-networks.

12. Collins, S.; Yassine, A.; Borgatti, S. 2008. “Evaluating product development systems
using network analysis”. Systems engineering journal, 12(1), 55–68.
•
•

The paper proposes the integration of two systems engineering analysis tools, the design
structure matrix (DSM) and network analysis (NA), to study task interactions in a product
development process (PDP).
The DSM is a matrix-based systems engineering tool that analyses task sequences to
improve PDP execution. Using NA metrics to measure properties of information flow helps
to identify important product development tasks and interactions that constrain PDP
execution.
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•

•

Project managers can use these data to structure team integration mechanisms or to identify
coordinating mechanisms for groups of concurrently scheduled PDP tasks. Functional
managers and process architects can use these data to identify important or overloaded
tasks. They can also evaluate whether tasks, like stage gates and design reviews, are acting
as effective information flow regulators in the PDP.
This new systems engineering approach provides a rigorous decision support tool for
managers, who must alter ideal task sequences because of specific schedule, budget, and
expertise constraints encountered on their projects.

13. Eisenberg, M.; Swanson, N. 1996. “Organizational network analysis as a tool for
program evaluation”. Evaluation & the health professions, 19(4) 499–506.
•
•

A network analysis of referral patterns was used to evaluate Connecticut’s Healthy Start
Program.
Network analysis showed that Healthy Start played a ‘broker’ role in four case study
communities, sending and receiving referrals of pregnant women to a higher than average
number of other programmes. In the urban area case study, competing market players
providing services to pregnant women resulted in subsets of services with dense referral
patterns within the subsets, but little referral between subsets. Healthy Start was found to
be instrumental as an integrator of these otherwise disconnected service subsets.

14. Earl, S. 2004. A strategic evaluation of IDRC-support to networks or “What it takes to
make a network work, if a network could work well?” Ottawa: IDRC.
•
•

•
•

•

The study does not impose a singular definition of networks. Rather than focusing on
structures or typologies, the author draws on the definitions provided in papers.
The study excludes such activities as information or access networks, where the key
characteristics of social interaction and relationship-building in order to achieve shared
outcomes are absent. It also excludes networking activities among international donor
agencies.
The author did not want the focus of the evaluation to be theoretical as she felt this had
been well covered already, and that those findings were still relevant.
This strategic evaluation will be conducted using a range of methods and will contain
four main components. The design will not be static, however, and will be adapted as our
understanding of the three topics deepens (network coordination, network sustainability,
and intended results/development outcomes of networks). They pursue new paths of
inquiry as they emerge from the findings. In this way, the study is not following a fully
emergent design, but is sufficiently open-ended to allow us to build on findings from each
of the components as they emerge, remaining rigorous in our use of qualitative methods.
The approach puts more responsibility on the user of the findings to delve into the
products of the study and their analysis in some depth; it also puts more responsibility on
the implementation team to ensure appropriate opportunities for analysis of the findings,
as well as dissemination of the outputs.
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15. Kurtz, C.F.; Snowden, D.J. 2006. “Bramble bushes in a thicket: Narrative and the
intangibles of learning networks”. In: Gibbert, M.; Durand, T. (Eds). Strategic networks:
Learning to compete. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.
•
•
•
•
•
•

The authors explore how inter-organizational learning networks affect three systemic
attributes of well-functioning organizations: identity management; trust negotiation; and
productive conflict.
A naturalistic sense-making paradigm is used, in which complexity, uncertainty, and the
stimulation of natural processes are emphasized over idealism, control, and expert opinion.
They consider how narrative participates in each of the network effects of identity, trust, and
conflict, and how that participation can best be supported to maximize these intangible yet
strong elements of value afforded by inter-organizational networks.
The collective identity resilience of an organization or its ability to manage its multiple
identities smoothly and without breaking down (and also to maintain a sufficient diversity
of those identities) is supported by the identity resilience of its employees.
Naturalistic approaches emphasize the inherent unknowability of current and future
complexities, and thus they deprivilege expert interpretation in favour of enabling
emergent meaning at the ground level (p. 2).
One approach uses narrative as a prime sense-making capability, and as such the authors
have used it as both a conceptual and practical lens through which we can look at identity
management, trust negotiation, and the use of productive conflict. They show how narrative
techniques based on naturalistic approaches to diagnosis and intervention can improve
the systemic functioning of organizations.

16. Ashman, D. “Closing the gap between promise and practice: A framework for planning,
monitoring and evaluating social development networks”.
www.impactalliance.org/ev_en.php?ID=9173_201&ID2=DO_TOPIC
This document addresses some of the key difficulties inherent in the donor/network relationship
and programme implementation. The paper offers a research-based and field-tested conceptual
framework and methodology for planning, monitoring and evaluating social development
networks and partnerships. There are seven key factors guiding this framework: pre-existing social
capital; strategic fit; donor relationship; leadership commitment; shared control in governance
and management; mutual trust; and joint learning. A chart entitled ‘Major misconceptions and
consequences for network development’ outlines specific donor-network governance issues
that affect programme efficiency.
The methodological approach seeks to foster effective collaborative relations through
action research by consultant-practitioner teams. The conceptual framework is derived from
cross-sectoral research in inter-organizational relations, as well as specialized research and
evaluation in the field of international development.
Collaboration was defined very simply as two or more organizations working together for
common goals. The main difference between networks and partnerships for the purposes of this
framework is the number of organizational members; networks include multiple organizations,
while partnerships include only a few.
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The extent to which goals are achieved must be assessed from the point of view of the
collective goals of the partnership or network, and from the individual organizational perspective
of each of the partners or members. The managerial mandate driving the framework was to
develop a concise list of key factors to permit action learning and organizational improvement.
The original methodology was based on an action-research model, in which the author and
the project staff would work as a team to assess network development experiences, discuss the
findings, and identify improvements.
The author assessed the network development processes using the framework in four
countries where networks were established: Nicaragua, Malawi, Viet Nam, and the United States
(the coordinating partnership among the global headquarters of the US NGOs).
The main reflection about using the framework is that four of the original seven factors
proved to be most relevant in understanding and explaining the effectiveness of the network
development processes. These four factors may be considered as relatively ‘hard’ structural
factors, as compared to the ‘softer’ factors, such as mutual trust and joint learning.
This is an important insight because many US NGOs tend to assume that effective
collaboration is basically a function of good interpersonal relations, as demonstrated by the
practice of assigning partnership responsibilities to gender coordinators or by statements
like ‘someone is either a good partner or not, you can’t teach it’. Instead, the experience of
this project, like other research conducted by the author, suggests that ‘hard’ factors, such as
the links to structures of previous relationships, strategic programme design, governance
arrangements, and the terms and conditions of funding, have far more to do with effectiveness
than interpersonal relations.
The strength of the framework has been its use in understanding some of the major
challenges the project faced, especially once the proposal was funded, and the start-up planning
and implementation began.
The revised framework will be useful only under certain conditions. First, it is aimed at
senior managers in NGOs who are leading the project planning and proposal-writing processes.
Technical staff may not be involved in determining managerial arrangements, so they may not
understand or have the skills to address each of the factors.
Second, the framework is designed to be used as part of an internal monitoring process
for planning and evaluation. It presumes that managers and technical staff are interested in
monitoring and evaluating their own experiences so as to learn and improve performance.
The framework is probably most useful when facilitated with the assistance of an external
specialist, who can help interpret experiences in the context of the framework. Although it could
be more cost-effective to use the framework without any external assistance, it is probably only
possible when there is significant expertise in network development and evaluation within the
project management.
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17. Creech, H. 2001. Measuring while you manage: Planning, monitoring and evaluating
knowledge networks. Winnipeg, Canada: International Institute for Sustainable
Development.
The purpose of this paper is to highlight current approaches, identify in those approaches the
elements most useful for networks, and develop our experimental framework for planning,
monitoring, and evaluation.
The paper argues that networks need to be evaluated in two ways:
1.
2.

The effectiveness of the network.
The efficiency of the network.

The author observes that none of the common approaches to network evaluation drew
from lessons in the field of human resources performance. Investigation of evaluation methods
from the human resources field was conducted reviewing many of the elements needed for
network evaluation that were sometimes lacking in other evaluation methods: simplicity,
learning/feedback loops, and the ability to acknowledge and address the unexpected.
In order to create what we hope might be a simpler but useful approach for network
assessment, the author has taken components from the various methodologies available to
design her experimental frameworks.
She has also drawn from her experience with website traffic analysis, with networks
and project evaluation in order to create frameworks which she thinks might provide useful
information, but she has yet to test these systematically across her own networks and alliances.
Using these components, the author created three frameworks:
1.
2.
3.

Planning;
Monitoring framework: progress journals;
Evaluation frameworks.

Network members tend to view evaluation as the responsibility of the member that received
the grant for the project or network; and the network managers tend to view evaluation as a
task that can wait until the funder requires a report. The author proposes to effect at least one
significant behaviour change with her research: that network members and managers will begin
to monitor their work more regularly, to see whether their collaboration is in fact leading to
better-informed research results, new knowledge, and real influence.
Considering the workload facing a number of organizations and network members already,
will stakeholders react positively to a potential increase in their labour, even though it may prove
beneficial in the long run? Will any increase in workloads as a result of increased monitoring and
evaluating be met with a commitment by donors to support wage increases, flexible working
schedules and capacity-building for those network members carrying out the extra work?
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18. Wilson-Grau, R.; Nuñez, M. 2007. “Evaluating international social change networks: A
conceptual framework for a participatory approach”. Development in practice, 17(2),
258–271.
This is a matrix with evaluation criteria intended to be exhaustive. The authors suggest that
their 56 indicators cover all aspects of a network that potentially should be considered in an
evaluation. The precise meaning of the words, however, will no doubt vary from network to
network and person to person. Furthermore, individual evaluators and each network should
decide if they require additional indicators, and evaluators should take care to customize the
wording.
They have placed the criteria in the quality/operational quadrants, where they appear
principally to belong. This is to say that each one may also be relevant for another quality
criterion or a different operational dimension. This explains why similar indicators are in different
quadrants. Gender equity appears explicitly in three indicators and indirectly in several others.
It may be argued, however, that the principle of gender equity should be present in virtually all
the indicators.
They also suggest that a network evaluation be as participatory as possible. When successful,
a participatory mode of network evaluation promises a variety of significant advantages, because
it:
•
•
•
•

Identifies achievements more comprehensively.
Enhances learning about success and failure, more than serving as a mechanism of
operational or budgetary control.
Appraises collectively the progress towards the political purpose and the development of
the network itself.
Serves as a mechanism for accountability to internal and external stakeholders.

Once you have agreement on the indicators and where they go in the matrix, the matrix
may be used in different ways. For example, Rick Davies suggests that the indicators can be
used as a menu of potentially relevant performance attributes, which network participants can
respond to:
•
•
•
•

Which do they think are most-to-least important (as objectives)?
Which are more ‘means’ and which are more ‘ends’?
Which do they think are most-to-least present in the existing network (or present versus
absent)?
Which of these attributes best defines the difference between this and other networks that
they are or have been participating in?

There is one way, however, that the matrix should not be used – mechanically. The indicators
will not work as a checklist, for example. The relative importance of each criterion will vary from
one network to another. The combinations of weaknesses will have different significance for one
network compared to another.
Most importantly, how to use the matrix is a decision that must be made on a
network-by-network basis. For instance, one team of evaluators that used this matrix highlighted
the network’s ‘identity’ as a fifth quality criterion, because the stakeholders considered the issue

96

Annexes

so important at that moment in the network’s development. In sum, there is no set formula; the
matrix must be applied creatively.
The involvement of external evaluators facilitates the process and ensures checks, balances,
and the objectivity of the evaluation. The greater the involvement of the network’s staff,
members, allies and donors, and the more the evaluators serve as facilitators rather than experts
demanding the measuring of objectives, the greater the quality and validity of the evaluation.
Through their participation the stakeholders, and especially the membership, develop the
understanding and the commitment to implement the conclusions and results.
Participation begins with the network leadership working with the evaluators to design
the process. Then, they mobilize the other stakeholders to assess the network’s functioning,
and identify, formulate and provide evidence of organic and political outcomes, usually
through questionnaires and interviews with the evaluators. The analysis of the information and
the drawing of conclusions should also involve stakeholders, for which workshops with the
membership is another effective mechanism. They may not all be mutually agreed, but through
the participatory process mutual understanding, learning, and communication are enhanced
between internal and external stakeholders.
19. Provan, K.G.; Brinton Milward, H. 2001. “Do networks really work? A framework for
evaluating public-sector organizational networks”. Public administration review,
61(4), 414–423.
The authors argue that networks must be evaluated at three levels of analysis: community,
network and organization/participant. The three levels are related, but each has its own set of
effectiveness criteria that must be considered.
These levels are of concern to three broad categories of network constituents: principals,
who monitor and fund the network and its activities; agents, who work in the network both as
administrators and service-level professionals; and clients, who receive the services provided.
They use agency theory as an organizing framework for the primary network constituent groups,
recognizing that an agent at one level may be a principal at another.
Although each stakeholder group will be most concerned with effectiveness at one
particular level of network analysis, it is only by minimally satisfying the needs of each group
that network effectiveness can be fully realized.
The organizing dilemma is that networks often comprise well-established programmes and
organizations that may be highly resistant to change or dismantling.
A fundamental problem with any effort to evaluate public networks is that external
stakeholder groups rarely exist for networks, as they do for individual organizations.
20. Church, M. et al. 2003. Participation, relationships and dynamic change: New thinking
on evaluating the work of international networks. London: University College London/
DFID.
Given the variety of participants and often far-flung nature of networks, evaluation needs to be
conceived as an exercise built into the daily functioning. In seeking to illuminate the lobbying
aspect of our work, routine, regular, and shared evaluation is almost certainly the only way we
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are going to be able to trace the changes we initiate through what is dynamic, organic, and
linked work.
Most networks evaluate constantly. This evaluation not only changes the process of acting,
but also alters the outcome next time. As such they are dynamic and evolving entities. However,
they rarely ‘write down’ such evaluation for external consumption, or make the ‘evaluative’ aspect
of their work explicit. People want to know that their time is spent effectively. This means that
time and energy must be set aside for joint reflection, analysis, and evaluation, otherwise the
important benefits cannot be achieved (p. 38).
Evaluation needs to be able to track the levels of dynamic engagement, understand the
way contributions and benefits interrelate, and examine the mechanisms in place to foster
trust-based relationships (p. 2).
The tools presented in this book are: contributions assessment; Weaver’s Triangle for
Networks; channels of participation; monitoring networking at the edges; checklist for networks;
and participatory story-building.
21. Gajda, R. 2004. “Utilizing collaboration theory to evaluate strategic alliances”.
American journal of evaluation, 25(1), 65–77.
The Strategic Alliance Formative Assessment Rubric (SAFAR) is an assessment tool that captures
central principles of collaboration and has been used as part of a four-step evaluation process
to help alliance leaders, managers, and members in safe school/healthy student initiatives to
quantitatively and qualitatively gauge, celebrate, and communicate the relative strength of their
collaborative endeavour over time. The collaboration principles and corresponding assessment
processes described in this article can be used by evaluators of large- or small-scale initiatives
that seek to capitalize on the synergistic power of the ‘collaborative effort’(p. 65).
In effect, utilization of collaboration theory in conjunction with formative assessment allows
collaboration to be understood as an intervention and as an outcome (p. 67). ‘Alliances yield the
greatest impact from evaluation if it [is] used to provide continuous assessment of the alliances
process and content throughout all phases of development’ (p. 70).
Programme evaluators often find themselves in the position of alliance formation
facilitator. ‘In [the initial] stage, questions are asked about the value of coming together to take
on a joint venture and an initial vision and mission is discussed ... in [the second developmental]
phase ... the project evaluator can help members determine reasonable and measurable goals,
objectives, indicators, and outcomes ... In the third stage ... the project evaluator may find herself
in the position of working with alliance leaders, managers, and members to gather formative
and process data to be interjected into the continuous feedback cycle. In the fourth stage of
alliance development ... group members work with the evaluation and assessment findings and
data to formally reassess and determine what modifications might be needed to be made to the
strategies, tasks, leadership, and communication structures of the alliance’ (p. 70).
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22. Scheers, G.; Wilson-Grau, R. 2008. Hands-on outcome mapping. (Paper prepared for the
GAN-Net Impact Community of Practice Meeting, The Hague, Netherlands, 26–27 August
2008.)
The essence of the Outcome Mapping Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation (OM PME)
methodology is to focus on changes in these social actors, who are protagonists of impact and
are beyond the control but within the influence of an organization.
The presentation offers three key areas for improvement:
•
•
•
•

•

Planning: Intentionally design your strategy in relation to the broader development
context, but aiming at achievements within your sphere of influence: the social actors who
are the key protagonists of development, ‘boundary partners’.
Monitoring: Monitor for ‘outcomes’: the changes in boundary partners because you
will only have an impact if they change what they do and how they do it. Also includes
appreciating the significance of the changes and how you influenced them.
Evaluation: Understand the impact of the changes in the behaviour, relationships, and
actions of boundary partners – in their policies and practices – and how they contribute to
improving people’s lives or the state of the environment.
Internal outcome: Observable change (in the behaviour, relationships, activities, actions)
in a boundary partner that is in line with the impact envisioned in your vision and mission.
Internal outcomes are not changes that represent doing more or better. They are qualitatively
different; they are developmental.
External outcome: Observable change (in patterns of behaviour, relationships, activities,
actions) in a boundary partner outside of your organization that is in line with the impact
envisioned in your vision and mission.

These changes are often in the boundary partner’s policies or practices. The strengths are
said to be:
•
•
•
•

OM offers the possibility to assess the results of the interaction between the network
members.
It stimulates the learning process within a network and is highly participatory.
It is very useful for networks, because it is a systemic, nonlinear approach, and because it is
a very flexible tool that takes into account unexpected results.
When relationships of cause and effect between activities and results are unknown or even
perhaps unknowable, OM can be a useful PME tool.

23. International Development Research Council. 2006. Survey goals and methods:
Comprehensive and reliable. Ottawa: IDRC (Strategic Evaluation Networks).
The survey had three goals: (1) to provide a profile or summary description of network
coordinators and of networks; (2) to assess the effectiveness of IDRC’s support for networks; and
(3) to find out whether networks have helped advance individual careers, member organizations
or public policy.
The evaluation advanced in a series of stages. A review of IDRC’s documentation about
networks, interviews with key informants, a one-day learning event, and a telephone and email
questionnaire survey addressed to coordinators and members.
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24. International Development Research Council. 2006. Quality of research: broad
enhancement. Ottawa: IDRC (Strategic Evaluation Networks).
This study looked at the intentions of networks to improve the quality of research being carried
out by their members. It found that people often got more than they had hoped for: while threequarters of networks wanted to enhance the quality of their research, in fact four-fifths actually
did so.
25. Willard, T.; Creech, H. 2005. Sustainability of international development networks:
Review of IDRC experience (1995–2005). Ottawa: IDRC.
The authors go into slightly more detail about the methodology used (interview, questionnaire,
etc.), but the study is otherwise not very useful.
26. Ryan, J.G.; Garrett, J.L. 2005. “The impact of economic policy research in global
knowledge networks and international development”. In: Stone, D.; Maxwell, S. (Eds).
Global knowledge networks and international development : bridges across boundaries.
New York, NY: Routledge.
Methodologies for impact assessment of social science research are not well developed. Few
researchers have paid much attention to the methodological issues of evaluating the impact of
social science research, and so there are virtually no best practices available (p. 37).
Regardless of which approach is used, analysts still confront at least eight key issues in the
design and conduct of the studies:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Scale and scope;
Timing;
Supply- versus demand-side approaches;
The importance of surprise;
Attribution;
Choice of indicators;
Sampling;
Ex-ante and ex-post assessments.

‘Demand-side’ approaches seem preferable to ‘supply-side’ ones. The former uses major
policy events as a starting point, and works retrospectively to establish the separate influences
of the many research suppliers and other factors on policy responses. It may be easiest and most
logical to measure joint impacts of various players, rather than separating out the contributions
of individual institutions (p. 53).
27. Lusthaus, C.; Rojas, K.; Milton, C. 2006. Evaluating inter-organizational relations: An
emerging issue for evaluators. Montreal, Canada: Universalia.
Universalia is a management consulting firm specializing in evaluation, monitoring, and
programme management for international development.
The purpose of this presentation was to put forward some theoretical and empirical work
on this new and interesting area of evaluation work.
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Whilst evaluating a network, the researchers came up with a set of problematic concepts:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Not a singular organization/programme – performance issues are not clear;
Ownership issues (organizational/individual);
Synergy of players;
Transaction costs;
Identity concerns;
Resourcing – business model;
Leadership, governance management approach.

The Excel presentation sets out a number of tables detailing a proposed method of
evaluating inter-organizational relationships (IORs). Two of the tables outline the ‘performance
dimension’, looking at:
•
•
•
•

Sustainability: The extent to which the IOR is financially viable (i.e. it accumulates sufficient
funds to cover its activities).
Efficiency: The extent to which the IOR obtains the maximum return (i.e. benefit or output)
on its resources (i.e. collective input).
Effectiveness: The extent to which the IOR is able to fulfil the shared goal of the partners.
Relevance: The extent to which the IOR meets the needs of stakeholders (partners, donors,
clients).

These variables are looked at across five stages: formation, creativity, maturation,
revitalization and decline.
28. Borgatti, S.P. 2004. On measuring individual knowledge in organizations. Chestnut Hill,
MA: Carroll School of Management, Boston College.
www.steveborgatti.com/papers/knowledge.pdf
•

•

•
•

The recent interest in organizational learning, trans-active knowledge systems, human and
intellectual capital, absorptive capacity, and knowledge management in general brings to
the fore a fundamental question: How can we measure the knowledge held by individuals
and groups?
One common measurement tool is the standardized test: a multiple-choice test scored with
the help of a ‘right answer’ key. However, in many organizational research settings, the right
answers are not necessarily known by the researcher. An alternative approach that does not
require an answer key is to ask individuals to rate their own levels of knowledge, or to ask
members of a group to rate each other on their amount of knowledge – and average their
various estimates for each person.
Unfortunately, these subjective rating approaches are subject to a variety of biases, making
them less than accurate.
This paper presents a third approach – based on anthropological consensus theory – that is
similar in spirit to the standardized test, but does not require an answer key. In this method,
knowledge levels are estimated by examining patterns of agreement between all pairs
of respondents on responses to a knowledge questionnaire. They compare these various
methods empirically using a unique dataset in which a test is given, where the right answers
are known, and subjective estimates are also obtained. The results show that the self-rating
and network rating models are not well correlated with the truth (i.e. the standardized test

101

Annexes

method), but that the consensus method is highly correlated (r=.95) with the truth. This
suggests that the consensus model may, indeed, be a useful way to estimate knowledge
levels in a number of settings in which the a priori ‘right’ answers are unknown.

General papers reviewed
29. Etherington, A. 2005. Guides, tools and methods for evaluating networks. Ottawa:
IDRC. (Working paper).
This paper presents an overview of selected literature on evaluating networks. As IDRC promotes
use-oriented evaluation, and all networks have unique characteristics and contexts, the author
is not prescribing the guides, tools, and methods presented here as necessarily appropriate for
all IDRC-supported networks. Rather, this paper is meant to be an introductory resource guide
for network coordinators and members, and the IDRC staff who are working with them in their
evaluation efforts.
There are some considerations in evaluating networks that are discussed in the literature
and are introduced in this study to provide some background. The authors address these
considerations and challenges in different ways. Three considerations for evaluating networks
are:
•
•
•

Measuring intangible aspects;
Issues of attribution;
Looking at internal processes.

30. McCarthy, H.; Miller, P.; Skidmore, P. 2004. “Introduction”. In: McCarthy, H.; Miller, P.;
Skidmore, P., (Eds). Network logic in network logic: Who governs in an interconnected
world? London: Demos.
•

•

•

•

Collectively, we don’t understand the logic of networks. Our leaders and decision-makers
have often failed to grasp their significance or develop adequate responses. We live in a
world held together by networks, but lacking the language to solve its common problems.
We are left with a sense of unease – a governance gap that needs to be bridged.
Networks embody a set of fundamental principles for the ordering, distribution, and
coordination of different components. If we can recognize and detect these patterns more
accurately, we could learn to use them for organization and decision-making, making
possible new forms of coordination and collective action.
There are opportunities and challenges for governments, businesses and citizens alike.
Meeting them means redefining many of the principles that currently hold our world of
public institutions and assumptions together. The authors examine the implications for
some of these key principles: communication, transparency, knowledge, innovation,
regulation, accountability, ownership, citizenship, and power.
The changing nature of power in a network society may be the hardest nettle to grasp.
As Manuel Castells explains in his afterword, power is as crucial as ever in structuring the
contours of the network society. But power no longer resides in individual institutions (even
states), but in what he calls the ‘switchers’, through which networks regulate terms of entry
and privilege, or exclude particular interests or positions. These structural conditions help
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to explain the persistence of particular kinds of systematic disadvantage, even where the
wider environment appears to be in flux.
31. Miller, P. 2004. “The rise of network campaigning in network logic: Who governs in an
interconnected world?” In: McCarthy, H.; Miller, P.; Skidmore, P. (Eds). Network logic in
network logic: Who governs in an interconnected world? London: Demos.
Network campaigning allows a diverse grouping of organizations and individuals to participate
through commitment to a shared purpose, while remaining autonomous individual agents.
In this way, it is possible to gain additional leverage over decision-making bodies through
the ‘multiplier effect’ of a coherent message, and more efficient deployment of resources and
effort, while maintaining the flexibility and energy that more bureaucratic forms of coordination
tend to squander. The characteristics and common features of network campaigns include the
following features: having a shared goal; being structurally light; mobilizing a coalition of skills
and resources; use of network technology; embracing diversity and openness; use of celebrity;
use of physical space; personalization of targets, such as politicians and chief executives; and
being time limited.
The network not only enabled Jubilee 2000 to bring together 70,000 people for one
moment in 1998 or to gather 24 million petition signatures, but also to put the issue of debt
high up on the agenda of subsequent international meetings. This resulted in over $36 billion
of debts being cancelled. The fact that many of the organizations involved in Jubilee 2000 in
the United Kingdom are now part of the Trade Justice Movement, a network campaign using
many of the tactics of Jubilee 2000 to campaign for fairer trade rules between developed and
developing nations, perhaps also shows that they themselves see the advantages of network
campaigning for obtaining results.
Accountability, for example, is often messy in networks, not easily corresponding to
conventional ideas of due process or democracy. The qualification for inclusion in a network is
enthusiasm, and a willingness to work with others, but this can develop to a point where the
people who are the most enthusiastic and most connected – the hubs – can dominate.
While most network campaigns have some democratic functions built into their very
light structures, they can be dogged by allegations that particular personalities are allowed to
dominate. Within international networks, problems of ‘strength of voice’ can cause tensions,
particularly between campaigners in the South and those in the North. In extreme circumstances,
this can lead to a second challenge in campaigning networks – forking.
Another challenge is that once networks have grown they become harder to maintain.
Success can be expensive. As networks become more effective and their activity more visible,
traditional political actors, such as governments, corporate institutions or the media, look for
a central point to ask questions and, if they are seeking to quash the network, to focus their
firepower. This can lead to ‘death by consultation’, where the Secretariat at the centre is distracted
from its central goal of nurturing the network by the need to invest more and more time, people,
and resources in servicing requests from the outside world. Network campaigns can also burn
out before their goals are achieved.
Networks seem to be very good at undermining more traditional organizational forms but,
so far, surprisingly few have made the transition to constructing new positive institutions. The
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criticism levelled at campaigners by governments or multilateral institutions is ‘could they do
any better?’. The World Social Forum is an attempt by a huge swathe of civil society groups to
do just this. If successful, it could prove to be a massive step forward for network-based civil
society solutions. Networks have provided civil society organizations with a way of handling
organizational and logistical complexity that governments have yet to embrace.
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The study
The Inter-Agency Network for Education in Emergencies (INEE) was conceived in 2000 following
the recognition that humanitarian crises are a major obstacle to the fulfilment of the global
commitment to ‘Education for All’. The network was set up as a communication mechanism for
advocacy, knowledge sharing and the distribution of materials designed to promote improved
collaboration and effectiveness in the context of education in emergencies for agencies involved
in emergency response and post-crisis recovery. Ten years on, it has become an active global, open
network of over 5,000 members from non-governmental organizations, UN agencies, donors,
practitioners, researchers and individuals from affected populations working together within
a humanitarian and de-velopment framework to ensure the right to education in emergencies
and post-crisis recovery.
In 2008, the INEE Steering Group hired a team from the Overseas Development Institute (ODI)
to carry out research for a unique network case study of both changes in the field as well as
INEE’s role and the network’s concomitant growth over this period. The case study explores the
network’s development, its main functions and INEE’s value as a network. In addition, the study
examines whether INEE is meeting its 2008–2010 strategic goals of strengthening institutional
coordination, enhancing global knowledge and capacity, and promoting a dynamic membership
to advance the field of education in emergencies.
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