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RELATIONSHIPS MAPPING FOR OXFAM AUSTRALIA

CONCEPT NOTE

RICK DAVIES AND ROSALIND EYBEN

Scope of work

We have been asked to support an in-depth review of one of the five OD objectives of Oxfam Australia(OA), namely working better with others (OI, partnerships, alliances and supporters).The time-frame for this would be from June 2006- June 2007. Our input would be to:

· With OA’s Programme Directors and Regional managers explore implications of ‘working better with others’ as connected to OA’s other priorities. 

· Develop a methodology for relationships mapping that could be used in the review 

· Apply the methodology in collaboration with the consultants undertaking a regional evaluation in Southern Africa or East Asia. 

· Participate in a workshop for OA staff where evaluations are discussed and the utility of the methodology examined. 

· Write a brief methodological guide, which can subsequently function as an evaluation tool by OA, and possibly by its partners

Oxfam’s Assumptions 

Oxfam Australia is interested in exploring its relationships because (a) it assumes that the quality of these affect the potential for achieving development outcomes; b) it has to engage with an increasing number of networks both in Australia and in the south; c) wants some criteria for making decisions as to which relationships or partnerships to invest in at the level of country programmes for achieving systemic change d) is concerned about the high level of energy and human resources going into the relationship with Oxfam International (OI), possibly to the detriment of maintaining quality relationships with its other sets of stakeholders, including those to whom Oxfam Australia sees itself accountable – its donors and the people living in poverty whom the donors want to help.  

Review assumptions and approach

Relationships and how change happens

The “Working better with others” OD objective is one of five OD objectives.  If these are part of a coherent overall strategy, the achievement of some of the other OD objectives should influence the achievement of “Working better with others”. And vice versa, the achievement of the “Working better with others” objective should have an influence on the achievement of some of the other OD objectives.  It should be possible to identify these linkages, at least at the level of OA’s intentions, and possibly in practice.  

The review of “Working better together” is part of a larger scale review of OA’s 2002-2007 strategic plan. These include: a rapid organisational assessment; an assessment of performance against the key performance measures and each of the strategic and organisational development (OD) objectives in the plan; an in-depth review of one or two priorities in the plan (e.g. this review); a meta-evaluation and one or two regional/thematic evaluations. If these are meant to form a coherent process overall then the in-depth review of “Working better with others” should be informed by the results of some prior components and the review should in turn inform the design and results of other components. These intended links should be known to OA, and should be identified as early as possible during the review process.
Organisations like OA believe they will make a difference by working with others (stakeholders) where they can identify important common concerns and can expect mutual accountability. The four sub-objectives of “Working better with others” identify four main groups of stakeholders, two within Australia and two outside of Australia. These groups can be seen as overlapping networks of actors, variously connected to each other as well as with OA. 
  Some of these networks of relationships are more formal than others - possibly due to the character and strength of the accountability link - and OA has invested much more intensively in some than others with implications for the quality of its connections with others. The relationship with Oxfam International is a case in point.

An underlying assumption that OA may want to critically explore in relation to this last point is that ‘greater impact is achieved through collective efforts …. in a complex and closely knit world’
 – bearing in mind that when bureaucracies form close relationships to achieve common goals, they find themselves developing complicated governance structures that risk draining energy and privileging rules-based over value based relations,  with possible unintended consequences for the quality of relations with partners and alliances.  Conversely, privileging investment in relations with country partners may constrain strong relations of horizontal accountability with OI or back to OA’s supporters in Australia
All of OA’s strategic choices about which relationships to engage in, and how much to invest in those relationships, involve assumptions (or expectations) about how things will work and what will be the outcomes. Some of the assumptions are more explicit than others, and some will be more central to OA’s approach to accountability as well as to its “theory of change” than others. These assumptions need to be identified, and selectively tested, in a way that is commensurate with their importance.

Three forms of analysis of relationships will be needed. 

1. Firstly, from OA’s viewpoint relationships will vary in their importance and their outcomes to date and these can usefully be compared. Analysis of outliers will be especially useful (low priority but high success, high priority but low success). Since OA is not a monolithic organisation it will be important to identify and compare differences of views within OA, on approaches to accountability relationships, the criteria it uses for prioritising relationships and how it understands success.

2. Secondly, analysis from the point of view of the second party in those relationships. To what extent do their judgements agree with those of OA? And what then do they have to say about the next circle of relationships they are involved in, one degree out from OA? Their approaches to accountability, prioritising relationships and views of the outcomes to date? 

3. Thirdly, the individual judgements of OA and its immediate partners will need to be aggregated into a larger single picture, where analysis will need to focus on the overall system of relationships. When views on priority relationships are collated, where do they lead and do they lead in the right direction? When views on most successful relationships are collated, where do they lead?
 In the same direction as the priority view suggests or elsewhere, and is this a positive or negative development? In practice this analysis will have to be done in at least two steps. Firstly, at the level of each of the sub-objective groups, and secondly by treating them as all part of a larger single network.  

The proposed involvement in regional evaluation will be an opportunity to extend the description and analysis of the network of relationships further out from OA HQ, by one or more degrees
.  The direction of inquiry and the forms of relationship that need to be explored in depth during the regional evaluation should be identified by the earlier review work, focusing on OA headquarters and the immediate partners, who can be reached during that stage of the review period.

The need for selectivity in the direction of inquiry arises from the fact that a snowball rolling in all directions will grow in size very quickly! The baseline survey of relationships in the Ghana Research and Advocacy Project
 started with the Project Management Team, who identified their 14 grantees, who then identified 268 organisations that they worked with in 2005! Amongst these actors alone there were 395 reported relationships
! Oxfam Australia has of course many more than 14 immediate partners, even in individual countries. Not only will there be a need for some selectivity in the mapping of relationships, there will also need to be an explainable rationale behind that selection.  

Focus will not only be needed at the stage of the regional evaluation. Each of the four sub-objectives deals with a large group of actors, within and outside of Australia.  One way forward here will be to articulate a more detailed set of sub-categories of important actors within each of these sub-objectives. This can be done from an OA perspective using a method called hierarchical card sorting (or tree mapping
), which will produce a nested categorisation of partners, whose structure is very amenable to prioritisation. Two types of analysis can then be pursued. One is to describe the relationships between these categories of actors (and OA), and the other is to investigate the relationships within specific categories (and with OA) that are of most interest 

Another source of complexity is the fact that many of the relationships between all these actors will be multiplex: combinations of friendship, contractual, professional interests, shared policy concerns, etc; some of which are formal and many informal. How important is this? A typology of relationships of concern to OA will also need to be developed at an early stage and some decisions then made about their relative importance within this review. These priorities will of course vary across the four main groups described by the “Working better together” sub-objectives. 

Cutting across these various kinds of relationships there are also quality dimensions, which vary in their importance. For example, trust, reliability, accountability, and mutual learning. In some cases they may be seen by OA as critical causal factors, essential to achieving meaningful change. As such they may heavily influence the way OA prioritises relationships.  In other cases they may be seen more as expected outcomes. Here they will be more the focus of evaluative activity. When reviewing OA’s (and others’) judgements about the relative priority and success of different relationships two kinds of choices will need to be made. Firstly, about what quality dimensions are of most concern. Secondly, about what emphasis to give to different methods of inquiry about these aspects of relationships. In particular, explicit and structured inquiries versus more inductive means, such as the use of ranking methods
 (of priority, and success). 

The power of relationships

Relating to the issue of kinds of relationships is the issue of power, and empowerment. How will this analysis recognise and analyse power in relationships?  We propose using a framework of power analysis initially developed by Jo Rowlands: power over, power with, power within and power to. At this stage it seems likely that a range of approaches will be used. 

· Firstly, when inquiring about relationships it is possible to ask a naïve question about influence: who the respondent feels they influence the most and asking which relationships most constrain the respondents ability to do things (power over)
 especially in respect to a given value/belief, issue or practice. When this data is aggregated it is then possible to see some actors who are largely subject to influence, others largely exercising influence and mixtures of both. (The same can be done with network models of how strategic objectives are expected to relate to each other.) 

· Secondly, in that same inquiry, respondents can be asked to make time lines of certain relationships where they believe that power relations have changed over a period of time
, exploring the connection between these changes in the quality of the relationship and the strength of ‘power with’, that is a set of synergetic relationships that deliver change 
. 

· Thirdly, reciprocity of judgements by two actors about the importance of their relationships with each other can be indicative of their relative status. Unreciprocated judgements can be indicative of power differences between respondents, though this is very dependent on context.  

· Fourthly, actors’ positions in networks can be indicative of different types of potential, if not actual, power (power to) Actors may be highly central, or very peripheral within a given network of concern. They may be important bridges between groups, or simply one or many means of contact between other actors. Analysis of positions with structures provides hypotheses, but this then need to be tested through direct inquiry. 

· Fifthly, and related to the above, diversity of relationships can be a source of, and expression of, empowerment for a given actor. One early argument for providing micro-finance via NGOs was to give poor households alternatives to using the one and only local moneylender in their village. The same argument can apply to the funding of local NGOs by multiple donors.
 Conversely, a diversity of relationships can lead to a challenge of effectively managing them all which can be disempowering and lead to paralysis unless the ‘power within’ enables the actor to make strategic choices about which relationships to privilege – for example, with partners rather than with donors. 

Limitations

We will need to recognise the limits of our own capacities. Because of time constraints we will not be able to interview everyone who should be interviewed, a fact that has already noted above. As well as limiting the breadth of the review we can also seek to involve others in the review process. Not only as respondents but also as interviewers, using the same methodology we have used with them. This approach is likely to be especially relevant with the regional evaluation, where our own direct engagement will be of short duration. It may also be useful as a means of extending the analysis of relationships within Australia, beyond those possible through our interviews in August.

What we bring to the work

Rick will be the lead person.  His particular strengths relate to organisational learning, participatory monitoring and evaluation and the development of innovative methods and tools associated with these, including relationship mapping through network analysis. 

Rosalind is also interested in organisational learning, particularly in relation to large development bureaucracies. Her strengths are conceptual, including looking at organisational relationships through a lens of power and exploring the contradictions these organisations face under increasing pressure to deliver measurable outcomes while using confederations and networks to achieve these. 

Process and Timetable

1. Preparation of a detailed Methodology paper, in June 2006
This paper will need to include methods for

· Establishing most important linkages between strategic objectives

· Establishing most important linkages between review components

· Identifying main actor categories, under each “Working better with others” sub-objective

· Identifying and prioritising types of relationships to be investigated

· Identifying and prioritising qualities of relationships to be investigated, as causes and / or outcomes

· Defining “successful relationships”, using pre-identified and emergent criteria.

· Assessing degree of agreement between A and B about the success of their relationship, versus with others

· Collating and analysing individual judgements about relationships into a collective network 

· Engaging some respondents as interviewers of others

2. Telephone conference with Oxfam Australia in late June or July 2006 to discuss and finalise proposed approach

3. Interviews with Oxfam Australia staff, and nominated partners in Australia, in August, 2006
4. Interviews with Oxfam International, during their meeting in Australia in November 2006
5. Interviews with regional and country partners, and others nominated by them, during one of the two proposed in-depth regional evaluations, sometime between November 2006 and March 2007
6. Presentation and discussion of results at a workshop with Oxfam Australia staff, by May 2007
7. Production of Relationship Mapping Guide, and its dissemination via email and websites, by June 2007
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� In this paper a network is “a collection of people and / or things that are connected to each other by some kind of relationship. A network does not need to be labelled or formally named as a network to be a network”. Named and formal networks are only one kind of network, and in incidence are probably like the tip of an iceberg.” See www.mande.co.uk/networkmodels.htm


� From OI’s web site


� An assumption to be tested is that along a chain of what are agreed to be more successful relationships there is more likely to be some cumulative / continuous / collective achievement of some kind. These impact pathways would never, by definition, be the property of one actor, but always be a collective construction, involving a whole set of judgements about a whole set of relationships.


� A degree is a measure of social distance. If A knows B who knows C, then A is two degrees from C.


� http://www.mande.co.uk/CivicEngagementwithGPRS2.htm


� Look here for an image of the reported network of relationships: http://www.mande.co.uk/images/wholenetwork.jpg


� see http://www.mande.co.uk/docs/hierarch.htm


� A card sorting method that is very similar to wealth ranking


� Using a 100 points system: 100 points are allocated across the identified relationships, with more points = more influence. 0 points = zero influence.


� A related tool is the tension-meter developed by DFID in Brazil (see Guimaraes and Larbi Jones 2005 ‘Working for pro-poor change in Brazil: influencing partnerships?’ IDS  Lessons for Change no.10


� See fn 3 above


� See Shutt’s ‘Money matters in aid relationships’ in R.Eyben (ed) Relationships for Aid
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