Annex E: Guidance on success ranking

Success ranking is useful where:

· There are no absolute measures of success available
· There may be many, or significant, unexpected outcomes, as well as those that are planned
· A holistic view is needed of the success of an organisation, as distinct from an analysis of various specific dimensions of its performance
· Stakeholders’ interpretations of what constitutes success are as important to know as any of the facts that may be available.
· It is not possible to make external performance comparisons, with other comparable locations or organisations where the intervention did not take place
Steps

1. Identify the entities that are to be compared. These may be whole organisations, sections of organisations, or whole communities defined geographically, or by some other observable characteristic. 
· It is important that these entities be clearly observable, and that different observers would readily agree on what they are comparing: that x is x and y is y. 
· Generaly it is unadvisable to try to rank more than 15 entities in the one ranking exercise. Where there are many more entities it is better to do the ranking in two stages. For example, rank a set of provinces, then rank the set of districts with each province.

· In the case of IMHEI we suggest two types of ranking exercises

· Of health services by location: provinces, then districts

· Of IMHEI project outputs
1 Identify the respondents who will be asked to rank the entities in terms of their relative success. Ideally these will be people “who are expected to know” about the performance of these entities, and who may have some control or influence over resources that can affect the entities. E.g. health service managers. But it may also be useful to include other respondents who are expected to benefit from the success of these entities, so their views can be compared to those of the responsible people. E.g. health service users.
2 Give some boundaries to the task you will give the respondents. In the case of the IMHEI project, respondents could be asked to assess the relative success of the entities “in terms of the GoI objective’s” or “in terms of the IMHEI project’s objectives” or more openly without specification of anyone’s objectives.  In the case of IMHEI, the “in terms of the GoI objective’s” tag may be the most appropriate. It is also important to clearly state the time period of concern. For example “…in the last twelve months”
3 Give the respondent autonomy. In all three cases the respondent should be asked to use their own best judgement, according to any and all the evidence they can find. Point out that, as far as you are aware, there is no “correct answer”, and if they want to consult with anyone else present that is fine (but not the interviewer!) 

4 Introduce the entities to be compared one at a time, on separate cards. When introducing each card, ask the respondent “has this one been more or less successful compared to this one (a card that has already been shown and that is on the table) over the last x period?” If more successful then place it above the other card on the table, if less successful, place it below the card. If the same, place it next to the card.
5 Use the metaphor of a ladder. Explain that you want the respondent’s help in creating a ladder of cards, with the card at the bottom being the least successful entity and the card at the top being the most successful entity. But it is an odd ladder, with some double rungs, where some entities seem to be equally successful.
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6 Involve the respondent. Ask them to move the cards around, to any position in the ladder sequence, so long as the one at the top is what they think has been most successful, and the one at the bottom is least successful. Encourage them to keep making changes, as they see fit, but ask them to explain to you each change they make.
7 Keep introducing new cards, one at a time, allowing the respondent time to locate each card with some degree of certainty before they are given another card. And giving you time to ask the reasons for each placement, or change in placement.
8 Facilitate but do not direct. It is important that the respondent uses their own judgement when ranking the cards, and gives their own explanations why they have positioned the cards. You can ask open questions like “How was this one more successful than this one?” but not closed questions like “Was this one more successful than this one because of …?”
9 Do a final check. After all the cards have been placed down on the table, and in a ladder sequence, check that the respondent sees the list of cards as being in rank order of success. If there are a number of cards with equal position, lying next to each other, and having the same rank, ask if the respondent if they can see any difference in their success, and if so, encourage them to sort the cards in to two different rank positions, where there was one rank position before. But don’t force them to do so. 

10 Write down the final card order in the left side column of a three+ column table (see below). Use ID numbers on the cards, if in short of time, and then copy the full names of the entities later on.
11 Use pair comparisons to draw out the respondent’s descriptions of how one card was more successful than the one next to it, starting from the top card. Ask “In what way has this x been more successful in the last y than this z” Make sure to ask naïve questions, when given simple or brief explanations that assume some common knowledge. You assumptions may not be the same. Document the explanations in the second column, next to the cards being compared. 

12 Focus on the extreme cases first, especially if there is limited time. Cards are usually in the middle of a rank ordering because of uncertainty and ambiguity. Therefore respondents will usually find it easier to explain the positions of the most and least successful ends of the rank ordering. 

13 Separate out descriptions from explanations:  of how x is more successful than y, from explanations of the causes of their success. Often interviewers, and respondents, confuse these. If causes are of interest, use a third column in the table to document these, next to each card.  
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14 Optional extras:

· Use simple graphs to show how one respondent’s rankings compare to another respondents rankings, of the same entities. E.g. health service staff versus client’s views of different services. 
· Use simple graphs to show how rankings of expected success compare to rankings of actual success,
· Use a fourth column in the ranking table mentioned above, to list recommendations of what needs to be done next, especially in the case of the most and least successful cases in the rankings. 
17. Alternative approaches to ranking. There are two other approaches to ranking, which can suit different circumstances:

· Matrix ranking Vs. 1: where entities to be ranked are listed down the left column, and criteria to be used to assess their success are listed across the top row. One or more respondents then assess each entity, on one criterion at a time, giving a score or a rank value to each entity. A column at the right then shows the total (or average) score for each entity, across all criteria. Weights can be given to different criteria, and these can be shown in an extra row across the bottom. 
· Pros
· Useful if it is already agreed that there are some success criteria that everyone agrees should be applied
· Provides a more systematic review of the performance of all entities on all entities
· Cons
· It may prevent new and unexpected grounds for success being recognised and used. It may also hide differences between respondents, arising from their use of different success criteria.
· Matrix ranking Vs. 2: where entities to be ranked are listed down the left column, and again across the top row as well. Working across each row, one at a time, each entity is compared to each other entity. Scores are put in each cell, indicating to what extent the row entity was more successful than the column entity. E.g. 10 for much more successful, 1 for much less successful. 
· Pros
· Very thorough, because all entities are compared to all. Not just to the one above and the one below in a ranking ladder.
· It is possible to calculate a “consistency of judgement” measure
· Cons
· This can be very time consuming

· The criteria behind the judgement are likely to be lost sight of and not documented.
