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There is a feature of institutional failure in dmnent [and that is]...the
persistent failure of public service delivery agesdo include women equitably
amongst the 'publics’ they ostensibly serve (Gb882: 6).

‘[S]Jome of the problems identified are symptomati@ wider systemic problem
in addressing gender inequalityDFID 2006)

Introduction

Gender in development has been an issue for developagencies — NGO, bilateral
and multilateral — since the mid 1970s and the MeXVomen's Conference when the
first women and development (WID) approaches wgreed, with the intention of
addressing women'’s absence from development disepplanning, and decision
making. Since then, and particularly following fheurth UN World Conference on
Women held in Beijing in 1995, thinking about hoesbto further gender equality has
evolved from an exclusive focus on women partiéigain and benefiting from
development projects towards addressing gendeuali¢g In particular, the focus
moved towards transforming unequal power relatlmtsveen men and women (and the
implications of this including female poverty andempowerment), and the promotion
of women’s human rights more broadly, in and throdgvelopment interventions.
Gender and Development (GAD) frameworks recogriiaéénabling women to
participate in and benefit from development recaiadocus on women and their status
and rights. This must sit alongside strategiesehgage men and women in working
together towards mutual goals and greater equalityf,address the wider social,
economic, cultural and political factors that péuage women'’s inequality. Most
bilateral, multilateral, and non-governmental depehent organisations (NGDOs) have
developed clear, strong gender policies which asfdieequalities in access to
development resources between men and women agpartant part of their
development activities, with gender mainstreamirgggrimary tool for integrating
gender considerations.

While some progress has been made in the fielddw¢ation and health, overall, the
history of gender integration and implementatioa haen one marked by inaction (or at
best partial action and limited follow up), despitdually universal commitment at the
level of goal and strategy. The Goetz quote ahte of this paper would seem to be
as relevant today as it was 20 years ago. A 2008weof nine OECD bilateral donors
found very significant ‘policy evaporation’ in tipgogression from commitment to
implementation and resourcing (van Reisen and UX33%). There were similar stories
across the agencies about key challenges (e.gk @lappreciation that all activities
have a gender dimension), and what makes a differénvolvement of gender
expertise in planning and design (e.g see AusAlOR20FID 2006; ADB 2010),

! This is a report of research undertaken by Dr Blattilby, Australian National University with Joaan
Crawford, International Women’s Development Agersypported by an ACFID Universities Grant



specific responsibilities for gender (e.g DFID 2508 he 2006 OECD DAC peer

review of the Netherlands identified the inclusafrgender equality in strategic plans
and in embassies’ annual planning and reportingga®es, as one of the factors that has
avoided the problems with mainstreaming experiergedther donors (OECD 2006).
Embedding responsibility across organisationsldéwatls via mandatory requirements,
incentive-based approaches and good managemetitpsdtas been identified as a
priority (e.g. AusAID 2002), yet little progressshbeen made. The bilateral donors,
however, are not alone: most development assistangemisations, whether
governmental or non-governmental, have not yettuiginalised approaches for
addressing gender issues in their viork

The situation in Australia is consistent with theneral picture. AusAID and NGOs have
struggled to develop and implement workable gepdicies which redress gender
injustices (Kilby and Olivieri 2008). AusAID (andD¥B/AIDAB, its predecessors) have
conducted a number of reviews of Australian NG@aiveness (and similar studies on
gender), including a study for the 1975 Mexico Wals€onference, the 1995 NGO
Effectiveness Review, and the 2010 draft reviethefAustralian NGO Cooperation
Program (ANCP), all of which have pointed out tivhtle NGOs are generally effective,
they are weak on gender and NGOs themselves perttesvas a problem.

This assessment is supported by anecdotal evidemceyh the ACFID Gender Equity
Working Group and from NGO accreditations, whicinpto limited gender policy
development or poor gender policy implementatioarasngoing issue for Australian
NGOs. Where agencies report a focus on genderiggodtey public communication
documents such as annual reports, the languagesuggésts ‘gender’ is more often
associated with specific women-focused initiatites integration of gender equality
considerations into all activities (Berg 2010). Hwer, the sector does not have available
a detailed picture of how NGOs are approaching geadd development, where the
specific challenges lie, what is working and wihet associated enabling factors are.

This research report seeks to fill a gap in thdiplylavailable evidence regarding
factors influencing gender integration in AustralMGOs, and to use this to shape
recommendations regarding the development of gezagecity in the Australian NGO
sector, with the aim of accelerating progress tdwaender equality. It presents research
undertaken between August 2010 and February 20/blving work with a sample of
fifteen Australian NGOs, together with a compamtiterature study of the integration
of gender by other international organisations ld@®Ds. The report begins with an
outline of the rationale for the research. It teeamines the literature on gender and
gender mainstreaming with a focus on the expergenténvo multilateral agencies,
UNHCR and UNDP, two bilateral agencies, AusAID &tD, and the experiences of
NGOs in other countries, particularly developingiaies. The third part of the report
looks at the experiences of Australian NGOs anggses ways forward.

A key finding of the report is that as we head talgahe twentieth anniversary of the
Beijing Women’s Conference, significant progress baen made in integrating gender
more fully into agency programs, with most of thezurring in the last five years.
There are good examples of good practice, butgdps in capacity identified.
Performance and accountability mechanisms, howeserain under-developed and

2 Interaction website, http://www.interaction.orgi¢aervices.html. This assessment is confirmed by
OECD peer reviews of donor performance and indepeinelvaluations of the UK’s Department for
International Development (DFID 2006) and the Nagise Agency for Development Cooperation
(NIURR 2005).



resourcing of gender-informed work does not matehlével of policy commitment. or
the priority suggested by the visuals used in agshpublic communications,
particularly those associated with fundraising. Téort concludes with
recommendations on ways to build on the gains dyr@@ade and capitalise on the
policy and programming efforts of agencies.

PART 1: SETTING THE CONTEXT
Gender and Gender Mainstreaming

Use of the term ‘gender’ to distinguish the soc@struction of differences between
men and women from biological differences goes liadke 1950s but came into
mainstream usage in the 1970s and 1980s. Howeverpie conservative contexts,
‘gender’ has been seen as a stalking horse or ¢oveadical feminism, and so for
many is not seen as a useful term in such settimpere is also criticism that the focus
of the concept ‘gender’ is largely on women, anithére is engagement around men it
is in relationship to women. The problem with tbenstruction of gender is that it
leaves out same sex gender issues including thgimasisation of gender minorities, as
well as same sex gender-based violence and abatzn(R011 forthcoming).

The term ‘gender mainstreaming’ is also problemdtiarose out of the Beijing
Women’s Conference as an attempt to move away frnamen and development’
approaches which, while important, did not deahwiite structural issues that led to
women’s marginalisation and disempowerment relatvaen in society. Much gender
work that focused on women lost the gendered dimnasaof exclusion and failed to
make sense of the complexities of gender and p@@@mnwall 2003). The hope was
that gender mainstreaming would overcome these lexitips by providing a process
to promote gender equality within society (Walby)2)) One part of this was to
improve the broader policies and practices of asgdions, to make sure they were
gender sensitive by ‘making visible the gendereadnesof assumptions, processes and
outcomes’ (p. 321) that drove policy and practideere are two broad aspects to this:
the gendered nature of the organisation, and thdeged nature of the work, which is
where most of the focus has been.

Gender has tended to be dealt with as a stand-pliey and set of issues in
development work, so that when the gendered nafypelicy is challenged, this is
generally not in the context of other causes afjuradity. Ethnicity, religion, age and
disability are a few of the factors that can int¢raith gender within development
contexts, resulting in greater marginalisation medjuality for women (Walby 2005:
322). While there has been focused work on ‘ietetisnality’, including a symposium
in Australia in 2006 on gender and intersectiopatitdevelopment, gender is not
systematically considered as a factor that interath and deepens other forms of
discrimination and marginalisation.

Since the Beijing Conference on Women, gender riraiasing, to the extent it has
been implemented as a strategy, has been impledheittén what could be called an
‘integrationist’ model which has tended to depoige the issue of gender. In practice,
a gender perspective is introduced into organisatipolicies in a bounded or partial
way, as a technical exercise, without challengimegunderlying — arguably patriarchal —
paradigm in which an organisation and its programset, and is thus regarded by some
as little more than ‘tinkering at the edges’ (Sm#€10: 148). Treating gender as a
stand-alone issue and not challenging the basideged paradigms of power weakens
the response of development agencies, and paradlgxicas also led to a decline in



resources devoted to program and projects thatogtgpbddress women'’s disadvantage
or support women’s organisations, with the arguntiesit women have been
mainstreamed and additional resources are notstensiwith this approach (Smyth
2010).

Walby (2005: 326) argues that for gender to bectffely mainstreamed there needs to
be ‘three legs to the [gender mainstreaming] stool’

« Equal treatment of women (and men) in interactiwite them, and this
would also include in development projects and @ots — annclusion
approach;

* Incorporating a women'’s perspective, which woulcdambstening to and
including women in planning and the like participatory approach;

* A gender perspective, which would mean a powernyaisto look at how
gender relations are affected by particular worgarticular contexts — a
genderecapproach

The implication of this approach to mainstreammthiat gender would be located more
centrally in agencies’ work, and in the organisagithemselves. To date, most studies
indicate that the first two of Walby's ‘three lega'e pursued with varying degrees of
success, and with little argument. The third legyéver, is rarely part of the analysis
and is most resisted. Goetz, in the early 1990$ ofimers have argued that this is
because ‘...public administration is itself genddteceffectively] promote the interests
of men' (Goetz 1992: 6). One could argue thatahjslies beyond the public
administration context in which Goetz employsatjriclude both religious and other
organisational forms, including NGOs.

Since the early 1990s there has been some pradgrdsaling with gender in public
administration in developed western settings, buteveloping countries, and in some
sectors in developed countries, little has beere domeduce fundamental institutional
constraints linked to gender and power. The rasuttat the ‘pathologies of women’s
marginality’ (Goetz 1992: 6) are often reproducaither than challenged, reflecting an
institutional failure in development itself, in tes of advancing women'’s interests. Part
of this is to do with the institutional contextwhich they sit (Walby 2005). Goetz goes
on to argue that the real problem is that the cciimres between gendered social
relationships in the home and community and genterganisational relationships are
not being made. The acculturation of men and wowidrin their households and
communities, outside their work organisations, efeheir behaviours within them
(Goetz 1992; George 2007), with a conformity taalarorms often being necessary for
women’s and men’s survival (Wendoh and Wallace 2006

It is difficult to challenge these norms throughgkrscale development assistance
programs where centrally-determined frameworksnoéad to rigidities and can limit
adaptation to local cultures. The way work is répdand the policies implemented are
themselves the source of rigidities, and for thagmt officer ‘...theirs is not to reason
why but to produce evidence of compliance’ (Cl2@94: 417). While there is some
movement towards use of more organic models, prejatf are often involved in

linear processes that override consideration @llneeds, contexts and causal
relationships. What Smyth calls the ‘diktats’ amshmegotiables (Smyth 2010: 148) of
policy in the end do not count for much, as thera marked disconnect, often to the

® Emphasis added



point that policy becomes the problem rather tiensblution. Mosse questions
whether the practices of development are in fantealed, rather than produced by
policy (Mosse 2004: 640) and this is arguably ae tif gender as any other policy.

Overall it would seem the opportunities for advagagender are still limited, and

where they do exist they are often marginalise@ré@lare institutional barriers as well
as institutional opportunities within organisatidoasadvance gender, but the slowness
of change indicates that it is the constraints éixatt greatest influence on the operating
environment. As Goetz argues, these institutionaiiérs:

... are not reflections of something immutable in veors social position; rather,
they are the consequence of treating organizatiagidities as immutable (Goetz
1992: 12).

While organisations have moved to some extentstluidy confirms that institutional
barriers are still in place, especially but notyanl developing country contexts. These
barriers to a large extent come down to the peiopteganisations (Wendoh and
Wallace 2006)

History of Gender in Development Organisations
International Experience

As noted briefly at the head of this report, gerqtactice in development has been an
issue for development agencies — NGO, bilateralraotilateral alike — since the

mid 1970s and the México Women's Conference, wheffitst women and
development approaches to aid and developmentageeed to. This followed on the
tail of innovative groundwork from USAID and othensluding the 1973 Percy
Amendment to the US Foreign Assistance Act, whalked for targeted programs for
the greater inclusion of women (Razavi and Millé®3), and subsequent work through
the adoption of the UN Convention on the Eliminatad All Forms of Discrimination
Against Women (CEDAW) in 1979.

Since these landmark agreements and then the TA898hRJN World Conference on
Women in Beijing, bilateral, multilateral, and ngavernmental organisations have all
agreed to develop gender policies, which addresguialities in access to development
resources between men and women (Kilby and Oli2@@8). Despite these
developments and associated momentum, while soogggss has been made in
education and health, overall, gender integratiodevelopment continues to be weak.
Despite virtually universal commitment at the legefoal and strategy, the
implementation of gender equality policies has prbehallenging.

The conjunction of Beijing +10 and MDG +5 activ&ign 2005 prompted some detailed
reviews of mainstreaming and progress towards gesmleality in national and
international development agencies. For exam@®0& a review of nine OECD
bilateral donors found very significant ‘policy ea@ation’ in the move from
commitment to implementation and resourcing of @enogram addressing the rights
and marginalisation of women (van Reisen and U28@6). The report presents

* Wendoh and Wallace use the following typology ¢ésatibe approaches to engaging with gender:
gender blockers, gender sceptics, gender masqusyaae gender embracers. While these types are
largely self-explanatory, we would argue that ibften the gender masqueraders that are hardest to
engage, as they believe they are already doing iwhegteded to meet the demands of policy makers and
donors.



similar stories across donors about key challefges the lack of appreciation that all
activities have a gender dimension) and what maldifference (for example the
involvement of gender expertise in planning andgiesspecific responsibilities for
gender, mandatory requirements, incentive-basemappes and good management
practice) (DAC 2006). The conclusion reached intmegorts is that *...most
development assistance organisations, whether gasgtal or non-governmental,
have not yet institutionalised approaches for asking gender issues in their
work’(DFID 2006: 45.

The findings of a 2005 evaluation of the Norweghayency for Development
Cooperation (NORAD) policy over the period 1997-2@@e typical of the challenges
identified:

Norwegian development cooperation has placed steamghasis on women and gender
equality (W&GE) for many decades. The administratias been receptive to gender
mainstreaming in policy goals [but] ... much lessepgove to institutionalising this
concern. (NIURR 2005)

The conclusions and recommendations from the UKaltegent for International
Development’s (DFID’s) evaluation of its genderipglpresent a similar picture:

DFID has made important contributions to gendefea@ments at policy and practice
level. However, contribution and impact is uneveand as] the internal environment
has not sufficiently supported the pursuit of geretpiality, there is a danger that
gender equality goals fall by the wayside.(DFID @00)

DFID’s evaluation found that where gender had batsgrated into the agency’s
performance management framework it has helpedutishalise gender equality but
the outcomes were much less successful elsewhengtdving of gender equality
targets needed to improve at institutional andrugetion level, accompanied by an
‘audit mechanism to ensure updated monitoring aradbiation guidelines are adhered
to’ (DFID 2006: 2).

The story is similar in the United Nations familfhe Commission on Human Rights
(now the Human Rights Council) has called for tegueports by Special Rapporteurs
on the advancement of women'’s rights but the repgfstiggests] a resistance to or a
misunderstanding of gender mainstreaming ... [AgdEferring to women and children,
reinforce women'’s identity and value as [only] neati. (Charlesworth 2005: 10) For
the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) theais been little progress on
gender relations and changing the agency’s ostgrgg#mder-blind approach, despite
80 per cent of refugees being women and gendedbaskence and other gender-
related issues being endemic in camps run by UNHEB&Shedlock argues:

Easily and consistently ignored throughout mostUh#{CR’s history, women
unavoidably make up the largest segment of thegyesfyopulation... [but] by
denying the power of gender upon refugees the UNId@#& not have to address
women refugees [as women]. (Shedlock 2009: 100)

Likewise for UNDP, the process of change was vew sbut here some progress has
been made. In the early years, gender was at bestdron: in evaluations undertaken
in 1978 and 1985, only one in six projects tha¢et#d women actually involved
women (Razavi and Miller 1995b: 14). Following taémdings a gender division was
established in 1987 with a mandate to mainstreamdeyethrough guidelines, training

® The World Bank’s Operation and Evaluation Deparitrhas made similar findings World Bank
(2005). World Bank (2010).



and project review forms, but little progress hagmmade by the end of the decade. A
1989 study of 11 countries found that ‘none ofd¢bantries explicitly mentioned
women'’s concerns nor made reference to the impogtahwomen in priority sectors’
(Razavi and Miller 1995b: 17). Again, more tharegable later, the UNDP
acknowledged that:

It is difficult for development organizations toopnote structural change in
power relationships between men and women. It islagrently political
process, one that is likely to be contentious dralenging to institutions and
individuals. (Hijab and Lewis 2003: 9)

An evaluation in 2006 showed little progress on feglings from earlier reviews,
namely that gender mainstreaming has not beeneiaitd explicit; there was no
corporate strategic plan for putting the gendemstaeaming policy into effect; and
what steps had been taken were too simplistic eexhanistic, and so gave mixed
signals about UNDP's commitment (UNDP 2006: ix)e Tollow up institutional
assessment at last found some improvement in mess$ ahough not in relation to a
supportive institutional framework (UNDP 2009).

The integration of gender in bilateral and mulélal agencies has not been well
supported by high-level aid effectiveness effoftse 2005 Paris Declaration did not
directly mention gender equality, highlighting thep between the rhetorical and actual
priority accorded to gender equali§ountry-led approaches and aid modalities such as
budget support, sector approaches and harmonigarésent new challenges for gender
equality work, restricting the number of policyuss to be presented and reducing the
ability of donors to directly influence how partreemuntries allocate money (DFID

2006).

The lack of attention to incorporating gender ia thstitutions, systems and
mechanisms being developed for a post-Paris Ptesgpntext risks perpetuating the
failure of donor and partner countries to meet caiments on gender equality (Gaynor
2006). There has been growing acknowledgementhba®aris Principles are an
important part of the agenda to reduce povertyuginaeaching gender equality (e.g
CIDA 2008). But agencies are a long way from deysitic focus on integrating
gender in harmonisation and accountability mecmasisn building on existing
strengths of national actors, strengthening nakicagacities or in supporting regional
and national political processes.

The lack of priority accorded gender mainstreanmngiso reflected in, and perpetuated
by, inadequate financiry.As the UN Secretary General noted in a repdiiftie
second Session of the Commission on the StatusoofiéW in 2008,

The global commitments on gender equality and thpaverment of women at

national level have yet to be fully implementedléss financial resources are
mobilized across all sectors, through both domestétinternational channels, progress
towards gender equality and the empowerment of wonik remain slow.
(E/CN.6/2008/5: 18)

6 See, for example, Progress in mainstreaming a geralspective in the development, implementation
and evaluation of national policies and programmét$ a particular focus on financing for gender
equality and the empowerment of women: Report ®f3hacretary-General, Commission on the Status of
Women, Fifty-second session (E/CN.6/2008/5) andé¢leted Report of the Secretary-General on
financing for gender equality and empowerment ofmga (E/CN.6/2008/2). See also the series of facts
sheets developed by the Association for Women'siRig Development as part of the series ‘Where is
the money for Women'’s Rights?,” http://www.awid.&xgout-AWID/AWID-News/Where-is-the-
Money-for-Women-s-Rights-Factsheets



Australian experience

The picture in Australia is similar to that elsewdewith both AusAID and NGOs
struggling to develop and implement workable genuiticies which address gender
injustices (Kilby and Olivieri 2008). ADAB (lateotbecome AusAID) introduced a
Women and Development Policy in 1992 (ADAB 1992hjstr was updated as a
Gender and Development Policy following the SimBesiew in 1997 (AusAID 1997).
This required AusAID to integrate a gender perspedhroughout the aid program,
with the needs, priorities and interests of womedh men considered at all levels and
stages of development activities (Downer 1997).

In 2000-01 AusAID reviewed the degree to whichpécy was understood by staff
and consultants, the extent of mainstreaming, baghtogram’s overall quality
(AusAID 2002). It found there had been progress@instreaming gender but policy
implementation could be improved at agency andigigtievels. The extent to which
the needs and perspectives of women and men weggated varied considerably and
was significantly affected by whether a gender expas involved in design.
‘Generally AusAlID staff and contractors did not egpate that all activities have a
gender dimension’ (p.7). These findings were ie kvith the GAD experiences of other
donors (e.g. DFID 2006). A separate expert assegssmeund the same time
underlined individual behaviour as the primary maggbem by which gender equality
was promoted within AusAlID: ‘The history of progsesn addressing gender equality
in AusAID is largely a history of individual effoftom below...’(Hunt 2000: 30).

Reliance on the ongoing leadership of committediddals rather than
institutionalising approaches brings significargtainability risks. The OECD’s 2005
peer review of Australia found that ‘visibility giender ... is not as high as expected
given AusAID's strong commitment and significantéstment of resources... This may
be related to the high level of staff movement amdover... In line with the experience
of other bilateral donor agencies, implementatiags proven more difficult than policy
formulation’ (OECD 2005: 13). The OECD urged AuBAb better bridge policy and
practice ‘[with] a new way of thinking supported dgiequate guidance, appropriate
expertise capacity, consistent implementation maishas and relevant monitoring
tools’ (p 49).

The 2006 aid White Paper moved gender equalityiogoa ‘core principle’ to be
‘actively and rigorously pursued’ in a significantarger aid program (Downer 2006).
It presented the promotion of gender equality asa of reinforcing the aid program’s
overall strategic framework (AusAlID 2006: xi). Awmeyender equality strategy was
released (AusAID 2007), applying to the whole @& ftustralian Government overseas
aid program.

The Annual Review of Development Effectiveness 208TsAID 2008) identified
‘meeting gender equality commitments’ are one wé ftrategic priorities to improve

aid effectiveness, again recognising that ‘Manthefworld’s leading donors
acknowledge that their gender equality policieschaet translated into actions that
make a difference on the ground’ (p.x). The OffeeDevelopment Effectiveness
(ODE) also squarely confronted the consistenchethistory to date and posed the key
guestion:

Given that the development community is pepperel stich good intentions
[regarding progressing gender equality], why wik 2007 policy stand any better

" This was informed by a detailed performance reporgender equality (AusAID 2008b).



chance of being implemented than previous AusAllcps or those of DFID, the
World Bank or Oxfam, all of which have pointed ¢lit their good intentions have not
translated into actions that make a differenceherground?

Consistent with the risks identified in 2007, tt39Q the Annual Effectiveness report to
the Government found that AusAlD’s gender policynooitment ‘has yet to be
translated effectively into performance resultsu$¢AID 2010: 50) and that where
gender components have been built into any adssitthey are usually peripheral and
rarely sustained’ (p. 52) and do not influence AlIZA strategic direction.

As mentioned in the Introduction to this paperinailar story can be found with regard
to NGOs. For example, the 1995 Effectiveness Rewsvich was based on
self-assessment confirmed by a sample of NGOseuitiy a review team, found that
‘...the success rate for involving women in prageetais lower than for any other
guestion’ (in the review) (AusAlD 1995: 32). Anextdl evidence through the ACFID
Gender Equity Working Group, and from NGO accrditites, similarly points to either
poor gender policy development, or poor gendercgainplementation as an ongoing
issue for many Australian NGOs. The ACRMice and Choiceeport (December 2009)
concluded that gender equality does not seem ‘tmission critical” to accountability
debates within, or amongst, most Australian NGQx[le 2009: 3) and that ‘There is weak
recognition of the impact that NGO leadership amgwisational culture have on
effectiveness ... and on issues of gender inequalitypower relationships...” (p.7)

The NGO Experience in Other Countries

Among NGOs internationally, the story is much thens. For example in Africa there
has been little change in practice: ‘... in spitgy@ars of gender training, gender
mainstreaming and gender rhetoric from donors, gouents and NGOs at all levels’
(Wendoh and Wallace 2006: 11). Between 1994 afd 2Bost NGOs seemed to
merely replace the word ‘women’ with ‘gender’, aamifar as they were concerned
‘...the word gender meant integrating women into dtgw@ent activities along with
men ...[while] feminists agendas were unaddresseds@D2005: 94). The difficult
issue was that while ‘gender’ needed to be ‘tramsé&tive and change local realties’, it
had to be based on local ways of seeing the wawdd@cal approaches to changing
attitudes and behaviours (Wendoh and Wallace 22®6:In contexts where women are
regarded as ‘guardians of culture’, transformatiov@k and opening up gender norms
is challenging and requires both commitment andagpel (Sweetman 1997).

In East Africa there have been some changes inegertitions due to the changing
reality of poverty and the shifting global economgluding the spread of HIV/AIDS.
This has also been borne out by the experiencAssifalian NGOs, as noted later in
this paper.

Local conflict in communities can result when rgiased and similar approaches,
designed to address gender and other inequaliietp@mote empowerment of
marginalised women, are perceived as underminiagnftuence of traditional power
holders, and may be resisted by men while bein¢pagdpd by women. Rather than
seeing such conflict as potentially constructive aapable of being managed, Wendoh
and Wallace found that many local NGO staff resgohdefensively or conservatively
and assumed that there was no potential or opptyrtiam gender transformation:
‘...gender was not possible in the office or at homthe gender coat was put on when
they went to communities and taken off when thepe®ack to the office’ (p. 56).
While the family in Eastern Africa is seen by masy'...being a site of deep inequality
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and disadvantage’ (p. 63), much of the gender wmak has been done by NGOs and
other agencies with women tends to ignore theasah the family (Oxfam Australia

2009). This is not helped by the fact that inteoratlly, data continues to be collected
at the household level, reinforcing the lack oéation to intra-household inequalities.

Wendoh and Wallace found that there was ofter lticeptance by the trainers
of the gender training they were providing; theiralvement was due to
persistent top-down encouragement from donors, whittmately served to
exacerbate resistance to gender work (Wendoh anidé&2006: 76). Another
study from Malawi found that there was little etfédmm gender training; there
remained a general unwillingness among NGOs tovininmen staff, and to apply
what they had learned in gender training to alieriehaviour of males and
females towards their co-workers (Tiessen 2004)the] status quo of male
leadership and power is maintained through payirlg superficial attention to
women’s equality and minimal attention to tacklimgmen’s strategic interests’
(p. 699). These findings suggest that behavioanga requires agency-wide
initiatives.

In East Asia, Yang's study of Oxfam Hong Kong proeld similar findings: head
office in Hong Kong had written a good gender pplcit there was a lack of
useful tools or gender guides for implementinggbkcy (Yang 2010). As a
result there was little evidence of a genderedagugr in the field work, and staff
only mentioned gender because they were requiradraports. The lower
priority afforded gender in practice was refleciretight budgets for gender
work, the lack of good staff resources to addresslgr and a lack of appropriate
training, all of which contributed to a misunderstang of gender and its role in
the field.

The Role of Religion

Religion is a often a source of resistance to geadeality advances and the realisation
of women'’s rights, as the interpretation of mosigreus texts across the major religions
has a strong male bias. While there is now som&ment, with mosques and
churches being open to the involvement of more wome wider range of roles,
women’s organisations within faith traditions adabieg for interpretations that enable
women, and some focus internationally on workirmgaily with and within faith
communities to advance gender equality, this opestends not to extend down to the
household level at this stage. While religious argations have long been important in
aid programs (Lissner 1977), they are arguably heaoming more so (Tadros 2010).
The range of religions on the ground means thadtasly some can be involved to
varying degrees in what Tadros calls ‘...covert padind power relations [in ways]
that are not always fully recognised in the develept literature’ (p.7). Of course this
is not necessarily problematic, as such influerasel® for a social benefit, but this
should not be assumed.

For example, Tadros noted that the majority of wonwlo are in civil society
organisations are also in religious groups, whitBrohave strong views on appropriate
behaviours, especially in relation to sexual amquiaductive matters and the role of
women in the public sphere. Tadros argues that giigious bodies do not necessarily

8 IWDA and ANU are currently involved in a three-yemulti-partner international collaboration to
develop a new gender-sensitive approach to measpaverty at the individual level; for more
information, see www.genderpovertymeasure.org.
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pursue locally-driven grassroots priorities, buenfadvance a broader agenda, which
may be welfare-focused and lead to local changesltnre and gender practice. For
example, in Eastern Europe the rise of more sgetalhservative and well-resourced
Wahabi Islamic schools was at the expense of tive tiweral local Hanafi schools.
This led to negative changes in gender relatiodsadtitudes in those countries (Tadros
2010). Similarly, religious-based prohibitions onomen mixing with non-kin men in
the workplace has the effect of making the workplawre masculine (Goetz 1992).
Kandiyoti (2011) argues that in order to disentangligion and politics, the focus
should be on the actors and their interests andipes rather than the religion per se,
and on finding positive examples of engagement veligion around women'’s rights
(Balchin 2011).

In this paper religion is identified as having erportant influence on how gender is
dealt with in practice within NGOs and by theirtpars, as all major religions are based
on a patriarchy. How these traditions are engag#dis/central to the success, or
otherwise, of gender mainstreaming in most devetagmontexts. For example, in

India during the late 1990s, in the context ofrike of Hindu fundamentalism:

... the Indian women’s movement has often made nsashels for gender
equality on the basis of universal definitions amen. In the current political
climate, this has invoked criticism from Muslim wem who argue that this
indicates a lack of cultural sensitivity at bestl gmejudice at worst. (Burlet
1999: 45)

In such environments the engagement between relayiol feminism or women'’s rights
can be fraught, and requires sensitivity if advarax@ to be made. This point will be
explored further when discussing Australian NGOegignced

In the Field

It is in the field, and in the programs and aci@gtof local NGOs (and their donors),
that gender policy is put into practice (or ndEffective gender work requires a good
understanding of the local context and entry pdmtsaddressing gender inequalities,
and an ability to see the relevance of gender. Mewehe capacity of local NGOs to
work in gender-informed ways is often an area fredopment, with staff themselves
part of a culture that ascribes particular gendksrto women and men.

Often the work of local NGOs involves poor or ligdtanalysis. Nevertheless, programs
can still gain momentum as being focused on womenmgpowerment and having clear
gender dimensions, even when this may not be the dicrofinance is one area of
NGO development work where women are targeted drichws often regarded as
gendered. There is a broad literature on microfiraeand some of it well-evidenced and
quite critical in terms of empowerment outcomeems critics argue that, rather than
engaging women’s agency and power, microfinancgrara can limit it (e.g. see Hunt
and Kasynathan 2001). Goetz found that women: ‘ eiveccredit in much smaller
amounts than men, training is for low-profit, segreotyped activities, and unlike men,
their programme membership may be made conditiomaéiheir acceptance of family
planning measures (Goetz 1992) (p. 7). Of cousselbrun microfinance program

® The expression ‘faith-based organisations’ ismfised in NGO discourse. This can be problematic a
it suggests a commonality of type and purposesdumes faith is seen the same way across religiuhs
society; and secondly, it can take on a normatasofir in how it contrasts itself with secular
organisations, which themselves are often basatteply held principles and beliefs (Balchin 2010).
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based on self-help groups can have quite diffexemowerment outcomes (Kilby
2011). The point here is that microfinance progréemgeted at womeper seare not
good examples of gendered programming. The pravisisavings and credit services
will have varying gender impacts depending on had the context in which they are
provided. Similarly small income generation priégetargeted at women can see
women stuck in low-wage poverty traps if educatskills, caring responsibilities and
limited capital restrict their options to ones thatvide a poor return on labour.

Rights-based rather than livelihood approachesametimes more successful. For
example HelpAge in Tanzania compiled a shadow tdpdCEDAW on the level of
gender-based violence against older women in Taazdrhis was picked up by
CEDAW and led to policy changes by the Tanzaniaregument (Sleap 2009).
Networking, another favoured approach, can havie guixed results. While arguments
for networking and exchange among agencies and wavitein agencies is a
worthwhile strategy (Murthy 1998), competition argddGOs can weaken the capacity
to network: ‘understanding the power relationslffpsmal and informal, hidden and
overt)’, between organisations is critical to ondarstanding of advocacy on gender-
related concerns in developing country contextdb@daa 2005: 40).

One factor underlying assumptions that certain «ioidactivities will benefit women
and the consequent poor results in the field is podimited gender training. If

training is undertaken in an uncritical mannerhwitt analysing the appropriateness of
particular gender frameworks to a specific contiéxtan reinforce rather than challenge
gender stereotypes (e.g. women as victim or mémnasely violent). To be effective,
training needs to be anchored in a wider agendpstphy and policies, not added on:

...training a few staff in the application of frameks will never be adequate, or
appropriate, particularly if there is a lack ofedition or coherence in terms of an
overall policy in which this work can be framed (kén 2007: 191).

The Helen Keller Foundation (HKF) in Bangladesh bathe very positive experiences
based on a different approach to gender traini@gntder training should be a reflexive
process that engages with the lived realities efsthaff and exposes concepts of inequity
at a personal level’ (Hillenbrand 2010: 422). HKénhder training engaged participants
in debates about contested gender issues

Here they had a chance to role-play gender termgyotoncepts, act out and
analyze media messages, and play ‘gender jeopavtich presented global
and Bangladeshi trivia on gender disparities. Tpgr@ach throughout the
training was fun, but not tentative (HillenbrandlR0422).

Where this approach was used, projects achievee pasitive gender changes,
underlining the importance of bringing staff aldnghe journey; if they don’t they can
reinforce the inequities that underlie existingterdl belief systems. The problem that
HKF found though was that ‘While guidelines for mstreaming gender exist in
abundance, culturally specific gender training make for organisations are harder to
find’ and they had to develop their own (Hillenbta2010: 423).

A guide developed by IWDA and the Institute for irsable Futures to support NGOs
to work effectively with both women and men in watanitation and hygiene projects
in Melanesia makes this issue explicit, and keyaoking constructively with
communities on gender equality:

The people who work in NGOs and the organisatibaseémploy them and
support them have a big influence on how succdggiubjects work with
women and men. The people in NGOs are part ofultere too, and their
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views about men’s and women'’s roles and respoitsikibre influenced by
social expectations as well as by their studiesthagbolicies and processes of
the organization (Halcrow, Rowland et al. 2010: 32)

Also Oxfam’s_Gender and Developméotirnal focused on the issue of cultural change
in and through development organisations as fak bad 997, and many of the
challenges, insights and approaches documentesl thierain useful in anticipating
issues and planning to address them with partganisations.

PART 2:GENDER AND AUSTRALIAN NGOs: MAPPING THE CURRENT
STATE OF PLAY

Resear ch Background and M ethodology

The genesis of this research lies in earlier rebe@y one author on gender issues with local
NGOs in India (Kilby 2010; Kilby 2011), and the agg interest of the other author
(shared with gender-focused practitioners in th&W0Gender Equity Working Group) to
better understand the issues and challenges WtBDs regarding gender equality work.
The questionnaire and focus groups undertakenanstimple of 15 NGOs sought to
explore the enablers and constraints to good ggmdetice within Australian NGOs. The
research in India suggested three reasons why igsnaleak in local NGO work: the
gendered nature of the society in which the NGéribedded, often with strong patriarchal
norms; the lower status accorded gender compatbdugial categories such as class,
caste, ethnicity etc; and the dual role of govemiras regulator and donor, and the
development policies pursued (Kilby 2010).

This research explores gender from the ‘donor’ Né&@&pective, in order to map the
current approaches, and identify factors contnilgutd any gaps between policy and
practice. The research asks three key questions:

* To what extent are gender equality issues ‘maimsteg’ in policy and
programming?

* What is the evidence of gender in policy ‘framiagd content and in institutional
mechanisms and procedures?

* What is the extent of understanding, ownershiprasdurcing?

The research was undertaken in October 2010 andda?011 in Melbourne, Sydney and
Canberra. Itinvolved surveying 15 NG®which hadyender policies that met the
accreditation criteria to receive AusAID NGO Coggimn Program (ANCPJ funds. The
sample size constitutes around one third of NG@IsaiANCP. A purposive stratified
sample of twelve agencies ensured that a ranggtlofifased and secular, small, medium

10 These were ActionAid, ADRA, Anglicord, APHEDA, G¥t Australia, Caritas Australia, CBM
Australia, Fred Hollows Foundation, IWDA, Oxfam Arsia, Plan, Save the Children Australia, TEAR
Australia, WaterAid, and World Vision Australia.

1 All NGOs who receive AusAID funds are requirecbmaccredited according to set of criteria set by
the Committee for Development Cooperation, a joorhmittee of AusAlD and elected NGO
representatives, and accreditation is renewed dixeryears. Having a gender policy has been a
requirement since the 1990s, but in the 2000s pbécation of that policy has also been tested. See
AusAID (2010) Accreditation for Non-Government Onggations
http://ausaid.gov.au/ngos/accreditation.¢cessed 25-02-2011)
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and large NGOs were represented. Three furtheccagsethat had been identified as

having a specific gender focus (CARE, IWDA, and HEAustralia) were included to
provide comparison. However, during the researemeerged that other agencies such as
ActionAlID and Anglicord also had a specific gentlgus, and others had strong
gender integration across their work, so ultimatgis initial distinction was not useful
and so was not used in the analysis.

The first stage of the research involved an orimestionnaire with broad questions about
gender in the agency, including expenditure eséimat his provided an overview to assist
the researchers in framing the focus groups quesstithe focus groups discussion
followed the online survey and sought the viewatdéast two key informants in each
organisation, but generally more, (up to ten in caee), to explore:

» How is gender seen within the organisation?

» Does the organisation support women/men-only pt®gaed in what contexts?

» Are there projects that look at specific gendarasqe.g. gender-based violence)?
* How did the organisation develop its gender paddiogl what were the drivers?

» Does the organisation attempt to assess its gammatky and what are/would be the
challenges in this?

* What are the barriers and enablers to integratmgley in the organisation’s work?
* What are the priorities for support and capacityetpment?

The data from the questionnaires and focus graqussions was collected and analysed,
and the report and findings follow. The informatisas provided on the basis of
confidentiality, and any references to specificaigs and their work are with their explicit
agreement. Overall the response to the researchiamapositive with only one agency
declining to participate in the research; the r@mgiagencies were very responsive with
most putting a lot of effort into providing timecgmformation to support the research.

Overview

It is fair to say that Australian NGOs have straghivith the implementation of gender
policy and practices since the mid-1980s when woarghdevelopment policies and
programs were being developed, and the first Wiidling from AusAID was available.
In the mid-1990s, when gender was being ‘mainsteghiiollowing the Beijing
processes, it also became a greater focus in NG@ditation. However, while there

has been a specialist NGO looking at women'’s right$ gender and development since
1985 (IWDA), it is fair to say that at the timetbe research, gender was not the central
focus of any other Australian NGO, and it is omithie 2000s that some agencies
started to build a stronger gender focus in a regstematic manner.

In the past five years, TEAR has developed a cohgm&ive program to socialise
gender justice more strongly and strategically s€tbe agency, which has contributed
to the sustainability of the nascent gender fooussiwork. ActionAid*> and CARE
Australia have a gender justice or women'’s rightais as the central driver of their

12 ActionAid prefers the terms ‘women’s rights’ taee'ader’, which the agency considered had lost aflot
its meaning and had become depoliticised, to tlet ploat the participation of men and women in
activities was enough. For ActionAid, ‘women’s righemphasised that gender equality was about
changing power relations.
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work, and ANGLICORD, a small agency with a smatignam largely looking at
HIV/AIDS, has also taken a highly gendered apprdadts work. The other ten
agencies surveyed all highlighted gender as benpgitant to varying degrees in their
work but have noted that as a policy, gender wiah competition with other
policies for attention and resources for improveatpce.

Attempts to mainstream gender by some agenciebédwal sporadic and ran the risk, as
one respondent put it, that ‘gender becomes thmnsbility of everyone but ends up
being everywhere and nowhere’. Overall, gendertmaevas variable across and
within most of the agencies surveyed, with shaffedinces across countries and
regions in how gender was interpreted and impleatkrh those countries where
gender-related issues were in the public eye, aadender-related violence in the
Pacific, or HIV/AIDS in Southern and Eastern Africgender-related programming to
address these issues was possible. In most otas, ayender was seen through the lens
of women'’s livelihoods, a focus which may or may result in positive gender
outcomes. The livelihoods focus has as much toittottive approach and attitudes of
NGO partners in developing countries as it doesAili&ralian NGO's role. Most
respondents indicated that working on gender issutt® ‘private’ space of the
household was very difficult, and it was only whssues spilled over into the ‘public’
space that there was some legitimacy in dealinly thiem, for example with HIV/AIDS
and gender-based violence.

The Term ‘Gender’

An important issue that arose in discussions wasdtm ‘gender’ itself. For the
agencies surveyed, gender generally has as its fatdressing women’s
marginalisation and disadvantage. The term hasdam®blems for a number of
agencies, for varying reasons. For some faith-bagedcies, their religious hierarchy
saw gender in very broad terms, and as code faras@xactices at odds with their

moral teachings. In other cases the partners ofcige saw ‘gender’ as a western-based
concept at odds with local culture and traditiadsly one agency, Oxfam Australia, is
beginning to deal with same sex gender issuesdhrds program in South Africa

where it is working with a human rights organisatio deepen understanding of
sexuality and identity to better employ broaderdgerstrategies in its HIV/AIDS work.

These issues with terminology are important as tagyinfluence the way in which
gender as a term is interpreted in partner comnesnitThey did not constitute an
insurmountable obstacle for any of the agenciegesed, but the meanings invoked by
the use of particular terminology is an importasuie for consideration by policy
makers and those tasked with developing actionspdaud gender programs.

The State of Policy

Findings from the research with these AustralianOdG@dicate that, overall, there is a
high level of gender awareness at an organisatlewal, but that only in a few cases
did it reach what one agency called a ‘mainstreansciousness’. Often there is a gap
between what agencies say, and what they do. \@hitewve gender policies and most
have associated action plans, or evidence of tpéementation of the policy, all
respondents reported a strong sense that routimdegenainstreaming was still absent.
Adherence to guidelines, action plans and policg paichy at best, and tended to
reflect the efforts of committed individuals ratllean systems requirements. Apart
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from focussing on livelihood projects for womennder is still a relatively small
component of NGO programs in most regions, andneagresent across the board in
any of these agencies’ programs. For many, ‘gengEs seen as a compulsory
component of project designs (one among a listloérs) rather than something that
was ‘second nature’, a way of seeing all develogmamk.

Few agencies see gender as an overarching priOnity. three agencies had gender as
central to their planning, while another two agesdiad a very strong gender sectoral
focus. A number of agencies saw gender as onanofrder of competing policy
priorities and had difficulty in reconciling therfror example, environment, disability,
HIV/AIDS, and child protection were all mentionesl @mpeting policy priorities,
rather than as priorities with clear gender dimemsi TEAR Australia had developed a
strong gender dimension to the agency'’s policiesmiorities. Its Board had been
trained and had a role of applying a gender lems all policies and holding
management accountable for performance on gEhd8ARE, Caritas Australia,
Oxfam Australia, IWDA. World Vision and TEAR Austia have all conducted gender
audits at least once with varying degrees of follgwg. Oxfam and CARE have
extended the process to country offices, and WMidtbn Australia has been
supporting other WV National Offices in conductihgir gender audits and has
provided resources for these, particularly in Bastéed Southern Africa. Caritas
Australia had organised training for both Board atadf in gender issues as they
affected its internal context, as well as gender@avelopment training for
international programs staff.

One agency had a diversity policy that did notudel gender, and while this was seen
as a big gap, respondents said the perceptionhaagey could not ‘spread themselves
too thinly across all sorts of diversity factorShe gender dimension of child safety and
HIV/AIDS, as examples, were not picked up in thpskcies in a number of agencies.
Some agencies had specific policy frameworks fotiqdar countries; for example,
ADRA had a policy framework for its work in PapuaWM Guinea, which included a
strong focus on gender-based violence. CARE Alisthas supported its partner
offices in Laos, Myanmar and Papua New Guinea fintncial and technical
resources, to develop four to five-year gendetesgias outlining what work needs to be
done, both organisationally and programmatically.

The AusAID accreditation process is an importandicgalriver. In a small number of
agencies, a gender policy was in place becausasitrequired by AusAID, but for most
agencies the accreditation process provided anrappty to review and update
policies. While agencies were aware of AusAID’sdger policy, only a small number
adopted it as their own, and for some it was sesemstarting point from which the
organisation developed its own policy. The fivetyegcle for accreditation is seen as
providing a good timeframe for policy review.

The link to accreditation does have some disadgastalt can translate into a burst of
enthusiasm and then a tailing off of commitmentluhé next round of energy as the
agency begins the preparation for the next acataiit This cycle reflects in part the
reality that monitoring an organisation’s gendeliqyois usually delegated to a few
enthusiastic staff (generally women), often witty fehampions in management to
confirm that performance on gender counts.

13 |WDA's board also plays this role, given IWDA'sgamizational focus.
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Converting policy into practice has been a maj@ileinge for agencies. In some cases,
agencies had very detailed policies and implemiemtafuidelines that had been
regularly reviewed, but these had been largelynggh@s there were no mechanisms to
ensure compliance, and no regular policy monitopraresses in place.

International Partners

The role of international partners is an imporfactor influencing the approach of
many agencies. Over the last decade, while mostNiGz®e been part of loose
groupings of like-minded agencies in confederatige structures, the rapid growth in
funding together with pressure for reducing cosis imeant that NGOs are starting to
pool resources within these federations in a mocegsed manner, including through
common programming, rationalisation of countrie®pération and local branding or
marginal adaptation of materials produced inteamatily. This has created
opportunities to advance the agenda on gendeonire snstances, the Head Office or
lead agency in a federation has been very actipegamoting gender across the
affiliates (see ActionAid box) while in other casd® Australian affiliate has been able
to use international arrangements strategicalfyush for a stronger focus on gender
and strengthened policies, practices and accollibyadnirangements across the
partnership. An example of this was CBM which adyter a stronger international
policy using accreditation as one of the arguments.

ActionAid International Partnership

Women’s rights is one of seven thematic areas oiclwActionAid focuses;
all development projects address women'’s rightbeeias stand-alone focys
or as a cross-cutting concern in other themes,ranognes and functions. An
International Women'’s Rights Team (IWRT) with si¥lftime employees ig
located in the International office and supports cduntry programs. In
addition, women’s rights co-ordinators are reclitgithin each countryj
program to promote women’s rights (ActionAid opesatin over 40
countries). ActionAid Australia is part of a fedesdructure; net spending
units and ‘net contributing units’ (of which Audlieais one) take their policy
lead on gender from the IWRT in the head-officeJohannesburg, South
Africa. For the next few years, the women’s riglit€us is on sexua
autonomy and bodily integrity (SABI), women’s larights and unpaid care|.
The latter focus is an important emerging issueeiation to the largely
ignored contribution that women play in caring fpeople affected by
HIV/AIDS as well as elderly parents, children armargl-children, on top of
the work they do work in the formal and informates.

In other cases, the international partnership hagged a mechanism for aggregating
resources and information to support high-levetaesh and analysis that draws on
examples from across the partnership and informsutther development of gender
work. For example, in 2010, CARE Australia, alonith other members of the CARE
partnership, was able to add a local introductiwh @ntact details to a four-year
research report on its approach to the empoweraiagitls and women prepared by
Care International, based on a review of CARE’'srapgh in 24 countries on three
continents (see Box). This illustrates the siguaifit strategic potential of international
partnerships in gender work: using the benefitscale to aggregate often scarce gender
resources; promoting a common approach to gendmliggacross regions that is
informed by local examples and experiences of wiwaks; and enabling members of
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the partnership to raise the profile of gender warkugh local branding and release of
the research without having to bear the full ctstally.

The research identified a further group where tiernational partner had a weak
understanding of gender and at best saw it ‘juslisegygregation of data’. Evidence of
the real impact of taking gender into account &ilirfg to do so) was needed for
international partners ‘to fracture these ideas’omae agency put it. For many of the
respondents, the big issue was overcoming comptgcamd the feeling of ‘we’ve done
gender, let's move on.’

CARE Empower ment Framewor k

CARE International developed and tested a Womempdwerment Framework that
helps make explicit its definition of empowermesb (that others may understand,
challenge and engage on this) and ideas about hioanibe measured. This is n
used across the CARE international partnership. iligact research has fostered| a
culture of critical thinking in CARE and outsideafgers describing this research have
been made publically available to disseminate theowkedge generate
(http://pgdl.care.org/sii/default.aspx).

CARE defines women’s empowerment as the sum tdtathanges needed for g
woman to realise her full human rights — the inegymf changes in agency, structure
and relations. As CARE moves towards a long-terogg@am approach (10-15 yea
programs), based not on sectors or geographic &asn impact groups, having i
place a common framework helps it to better analyse specific priorities and
constraints more holistically across women'’s ligesl identify the ‘what’ and ‘how’ tg
support durable social and structural change.

- =

Religion, gender and culture

The organisations surveyed were an even mix ajicels and secular NGOs. A key
point made by the religious NGOs was that in thentdes in which they work, religion
is key to people’s lives and their identity. Redigs NGOs often see themselves as
having a comparative advantage in being able @iegelt this level. In practice, this was
not always the case, and respondents cited exampk® partners had severed the
relationship on the grounds of different scripturéérpretation. There were, however,
other examples from World Vision Australia where flarther NGO was able to work
through gender and scriptural interpretations iespectful manner, with clerics and
with families (having husbands and wives togetbeistich discussions can work in
situations where this is some openness). Religimnatso provide an entry point for
discussing gender. For example, the Pacific Chsrétagtnership enables a close
examination of gender-based violence as the charafgably can engage with the
private space (of the family) more easily.

Religious-based NGOs still have to contend withthimwords of one respondent,
‘...the inherent conservatism and patriarchy withirches’. A strong criticism from
religious organisations was that the Beijing Comfee and Declaration, and how they
were interpreted, had led to a view that gendenst@aming was promoted by feminist
extremists, and so a lot of good work with in rigligs was lost at that time, and is only
now being brought back in. Religious agencieschamging clerics’ views and
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behaviours as an important step in achieving gejodéce in places with strong
religious traditions. This raises the issue ofrile of partners and their voices in
determining approaches and priorities, and the legjijimate question of the role of the
donor NGO in raising and discussing sensitive gersseles. Many of the NGOs who
took part in the research struggle to engage Withdquestion, and prefer to avoid it and
‘fudge the gender question’, as one respondenit.put

Disability and gender

The intersection of gender and poverty with ethyis well researched and understood,
but it is only relatively recently that this appcbahas been extended to gender and
disability.

The links between gender and disability were imgarfor those agencies in the study
that specifically work with disability. Disabilitprograms can themselves involve
specific gender issues. The interplay between geddability and poverty leads to
multiple disadvantages for women with disabiliti€isability markedly increases the
risk of gender-based violence (Barrett, O'Day e2@09) and is a potential outcome of
violence(Vos, Astbury et al. 2006). Consequently women \aitfisability are more
vulnerable to adverse physical and mental healttoowes (Walji 2009). When they
have experienced gender-based violence they atsdriareased risk of experiencing
high levels of stigma, discrimination and othehtgviolations including in relation to
reproductive rights and sexual health (Astbury 3003

Women in developing countries experience a randmuofers to accessing education,
support and other services associated with theidgeroles and responsibilities and
with prevailing gender inequalities; these are nifsgghfor women with a disability.

The evidence shows, for example, that while wom#inceme to screening, they will
often not come for treatment because of barriech a3 transport issues, costs, and time
out of the home. Consequently, treatment and stijpopeople with a disability can
inadvertently focus on men. In some cases a histomedical approach to dealing with
particular disabilities such as blindness has teduh the predomination of male
doctors and a gender-blind, technical response&trent and support. Agencies have
found that gender champions offer one way to oveeuch issues. Where a local
office had a gender champion with the disabilityaieges in practice and reach to
women were more evident.

Fred Hollows Gender Training for Eye Health Workers

Fred Hollows Foundation has developed its own inseogender training fo
staff and partners working on eye health. The foslushe training is on the
different issues experienced by women and men igessing support and
treatment for preventable blindness. In China, FeWperienced a lot of
resistance to gender analysis and a program aimedmen. Following the
gender training, which highlighted the disadvantaggat women faced, therg
was a change in attitudes, which was reflectedeqgitickly in a change o
approach and programming to better target women.

Internal structures supporting gender integration
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As noted in the first section of the paper disaugsispects of the institutional history of
gender in development, effective programming reggugupportive structures which
ensure gender is mainstreamed across the agency.

There was a range of responses from the NGOsdmrgkiiew in terms of how they were
building or supporting the internal scaffolding fygnder integration. Most agencies
had a gender focal point (either a dedicated pfon or a group with a particular
interest in gender) but the activity and focus edacross the agencies, and gender
responsibilities were often added on to an alrdady workload. Overall, most
agencies have trouble maintaining a strong andistems gender focus over time.
While some agencies had invested in internal cpdeivelopment, utilising these
resources systematically to build and knit togetheetwork of staff with commitment
to and some expertise in gender-informed work veasitained by strategy, resourcing
and staff turnover. ActionAid works with Internati@l Organisational Effectiveness to
develop and seek resources for a women'’s leadedsivglopment programme aimed at
strengthening women within Action Aid Internationdth skills to enhance upward
mobility. A female ActionAid Australia employee $iaenefited from this initiative.

Oxfam Australia has established a high-level Ge@tmrdination Group to provide
overall leadership and over the last couple of ybas expanded the time given to
gender in its annual reflection process, culmimpiina week-long review and analysis
exercise in 2010.

Oxfam Gender Justice Week 2010

In October 2010 Oxfam Australian brought togeth@m8its staff and partners’ staff fror
regional and country offices, and Head Office stidfreview gender practice across the
agency and explore drivers and barriers. This kit previous investments in gend
training and identification of gender justice asaf four global program priorities, an
addressed staff perceptions about gender identiilecannual organisational climat
surveys. Participants debated approaches and thestneaming of gender analysis;
whether working with men was the right approach mnghat contexts, and the need fof a
well-articulated theory on violence and power. Girtigular relevance for the ACFIQ
research were the three ‘gaps’ discussed:

=)
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=

e The Culture Gap: gender inequality is deeply rooted in complexialoand cultural
relations that can and should be addressed by ehanogesses;

 The Agency Gap: equality will not be legislated or ‘given to wonie- women'’s
leadership, agency and organizations must be ¢datemy development strategy that
aims at transformative change;

» The Evidence Gap: what actually makes any difference? What are esgcactors of]
effective gender justice programming?

World Vision Australia tracks and reports publielgainst two gender measures in their
annual report: average women staff members’ wag@spgercentage of men’s; and the
proportion of women in executive positions, anthes only agency to report this
information publicly. The 2010 Annual Report shalat there has been some
improvement in the gender balance at executivd [®xer the past three years with half
of the Executive now being women, and also forsary figure, with a closing of the
gender pay gap over tirte

1n 2008, women's salary as a percentage of mesyswas 73%, in 2009, 81% and in 2010, 84%.
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For many agencies, and more broadly, the gendanbalon the Board and in senior
management is seen as an important indicator ofritbnent to gender equality. Some
agencies have moved quite quickly to redress gandmlance in these areas. Caritas
Australia and CBM are good examples: over five gearfocus on this issue has seen
the gender imbalance in both organisations turoras and women are now in the
majority in senior management and the Baandthile the term ‘affirmative action’ has
not been used, clearly senior management and Boanadbers have targeted women to
fill vacancies as they have occurred, to overcdmeptevious gender imbalances.

Another factor that has been experienced elsevdgebeing important to establishing a
coherent and supportive context for gender-informvetk (see section on International
Organisations in this report) is a whole-of-ageapproach. This includes training
across the agency with a tailored approach for gemant and Board. Both Caritas
Australia and TEAR Australia have taken this apploa

15 This experience is consistent with that of comesii the private sector that have moved to idgntif
policies, practices and cultural factors contribgtio the persistence of gender inequalities withén
organization and then developed and implementecifgpebjectives and strategies to reach them.

18 This raises the question of whether this constitat gender ‘imbalance’ that now needs to be
addressed. The authors take the view that thisldhmmt be regarded as an issue to be redressbd in
current context, for at least two reasons: theinaimig and marked inequality experienced by women
across many dimensions in the countries in whiehotlyanisations work — so an over-focus on women'’s
empowerment and gender equality, were that eviee tan outcome of a female-dominated board, would
not be problematic; and the substantial evidenaewlomen as decision makers tend to be more invglusi
in their approach, so a Board weighted in favouwvoinen tends not to be inconsistent with inclusitin.
should be noted in this context that IWDA has dfeshale Board and maintains its exemption under th
Equal Employment Opportunity Act to employ only wemin line with its mission and the nature of its
partnership approach with local (and predominamtiynen’s) organisations.
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TEAR Australia and a Whole-of-Agency Approach

In 2005, following accreditation, TEAR Australiadléed that its approach to gender
needed reviewing. In 2006 a gender focal point a@gsointed and a gender working
group established, to carry the policy developmiemivard. The working group
invested considerable time in exploring how besiptoceed in a way that would
generate sustainable and substantive outcomesndegaudit was undertaken in 2007
and found, inter alia: some credibility issues, rth€EAR Australia was stringent with
partners but less so internally; that gender wagpaoceived as being as important ps
other policy areas; that gender was not really tstded, including some confusion
around the meanings of gender and feminism; andcibraservative Christian values
were seen to be at odds with a gendered approach.

The gender audit findings provided a framework fsanning and implementing
change. The first step was Train the Trainer ingjrfor two Board members, thre
members of the (six person) leadership team areddiher staff. The upshot of these
processes was the recognition that gender waseaissue for TEAR Australia. In
September 2010 the gender training was extendedl staff over one and half days
including a session to review the gender policyNmvember the new gender polig
was ratified. The next step is development of atioa plan to implement gende
justice priorities.

[}

= < -

The Board has taken a leadership role on gendehasidender as a regular discuss|on
point and issue on the Board agenda. The whole Bbas participated in gende
training facilitated by the two Board members whudertook the earlier Train-the
Trainer session. This Board training addressed timy functioned as a Board with
respect to gender, how they should change, andtfyvmight screen all policies.

=

The rationale for TEAR’s approach was that whenkivay with conservative partners
and supporters, the organisation needed to take With it on a journey of change, and
the only way to ensure credibility and consisteweag through a whole-of-agency
approach.

IWDA: sharing storiesfrom thefield

As part of building knowledge and engagement amgerting a
consistent whole-of-agency approach to gender ggublVDA
convenes regular informal ‘Brown Bag lunches’ toypde an
opportunity for staff across the organisation, Blosembers and regulay
volunteers to hear from program staff returningrfrihe field, or from
visiting specialists, academics or program parsteff.

These sessions provide space for sharing persgpeatiences and
challenges, knowledge, pictures and stories of ghaThey provide a
means for keeping staff, Board and volunteers cciedeto the
organisation’s purpose and the nature of IWDA’s knarthe field
towards women’s empowerment and gender equaligardtess of
formal work responsibilities.

A gender audit offers a valuable process to ags@npointing issues on which to
focus, and providing a basis against which to trardgress. Caritas Australia has
conducted two gender audits, TEAR one and is ptapanother, IWDA has conducted
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one, as has Oxfam, which also tracks gender emitsial program review and its
biennial organisational climate survey, WILAH CARE Australia, for example, is
required to prepare an two-yearly progress repattteé CARE International Board on
implementation of a set of common standards ouwtlingdhe CARE International
Gender Policy.

Maintaining momentum and ensuring these gendeeweprocesses were sustained and
priorities acted on and monitored was a signifidgastie for agencies. Many agencies
reported dealing with the sense that ‘we have ndene&” gender’, so we can move on,
rather than seeing gender as a critical ongoingidemation requiring regular planning,
monitoring and follow-up audits and the like. Soagencies have identified gender
champions to lead and support work on gender T&E&\R and Oxfam) but this can

lead to burnout and frustration, and responsibibtyorganisational progress lying
disproportionally with committed individuals, arftlis at risk if the champion leaves.

As noted in the first section of the report, thés lbeen identified as a weakness of many
organisational efforts to integrate gender. Conmgjnndividual gender champions with
institutional changes that support policy cohereamo@ continuity, and integrating
gender into all policy so it is not a stand-alooeus has been the approach of TEAR,
for example, and Oxfam has made commitments indinéstion’®

One point that emerged from the research was tikaggtablishment of gender focal
points or gender champions in partner countriesahqdite marked positive effect in
terms of gender outcomes. For example, in NigemMaman with a disability in the
CBM office became a gender champion for workindhwitomen with disability and
significantly influenced CBM Nigeria’s approachtteese women in their program.
While the evidence of the positive role of genderal points and gender champions
was clear, none of the agencies had a genderpoaal or gender champion in all of
their country programs.

Gender in Practice: WID-GAD

The research found that most agencies seemedaodgaty undertaking ‘women and
development’ programs with a focus on women asegpients, either stand-alone
activities or specific components of a wider progravith livelihoods the main sector,
often through microfinance initiatives. Overalleth were a relatively small number of
programs and activities that were either workinghvanen, directly dealing with gender
justice issues, or were informed by and resportttailed gender analysis. Some
examples included IWDA'’s work with men in Cambodsai, Lanka and Papua New
Guinea on gender violence issues and its use afleigigender analysis to inform the
design of its ‘Tugeda tode fo tomoro’ program tawlnatural resource management in
Solomon Islands ; and Oxfam’s “We Can” campaig®dauth Asia. While the majority
of agencies could provide examples of where smegénder issues were being
addressed, such as gender-based violence, fermatal geutilation (FGM), and the
gender aspects of HIV, overall these made up asmall component of any

7 What's It Like Around Here. It is also worth nugi that in the most recent WILAH survey a more
deliberate and more in-depth assessment of attitadd knowledge on the gender policy was undertaken
which threw up important issues about which pafthe agency needed more focus on gender issues.

18 WDA takes a whole-of-organisation approach tonpoting gender equality that combines both a stand
alone focus on gender with integration of gendsr all policy. But as a specialist gender agetiuig, is
expected and thus not highlighted here.
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mainstream agency’s total prograniThere was little evidence of strong gender
analysis of the impacts of general developmentnarag and how they affected power
relations in the community and the family. Whelkitey with partners, few agencies
put gender as central to the conversation and agnets about programming; rather,
gender was as a checklist item to be consideredgakith other cross-sectoral issues.

Agencies clearly recognised a gap in humanitarragnamming, with urgency and a
traditionally strong male culture in the deliverfyamnergency humanitarian assistance
resulting in weak gender analysis and limited gemesponsiveness. Agencies such as
World Vision Australia have recognised that ‘gended emergencies hasn’t got
enough attention’. For World Vision, improvingghsituation ‘means understanding
gender work prior to the emergency, and so howaveuse the pre-existing

information on gender in programming’. They algoto deploy mixed teams wherever
possible.

Training

A common finding across all NGOs in the study is plerceived inadequacy of gender
training among Australian NGOs, and concern aboeigenerality of competencies
around gender being sought in staff selection. tNMbghe training in gender that has
been undertaken by agencies is in the form of @ifidsasic or introductory gender
training, or a brief section on gender in a onetwa-day staff induction. In 2007,
ACFID offered gender training as part of its anrmaining offering&’, and in 2008
IWDA brought out Suzanne Kindervattéread of the Commission on the Advancement
of Women at ACFID’s US equivalent, InterAction, amifered through ACFID an
introduction to gender audits including a sessargdted at senior executives and Board
members. There has been no gender training offgren through ACFID since then,
but ACFID has scheduled another introductory getdéming, to be provided by
IWDA, in November 2011. The high turnover of NG@fémeans that inevitably,
many of those who participated in earlier trainiags no longer working in the same
agencies (and indeed, some may have moved into sghtors or overseas). Given the
time lag, any further agency- or sector-level tragris unlikely to be able to build
effectively on previous investments in knowledged akills. While there are other
sources of gender training for the sector, thesevary limited. If ACFID is to support
cumulative knowledge and skills development anddbzapacity to engage on gender
issues in greater depth, it needs to establistora scomprehensive training and
developmenprogramthat provides for regular entry-level gender awass and skills
development and a rotating program of ‘higher-lewekector-specific courses.

Some agencies have offered training to staff frioneto-time, but generally,
participation in gender training has not been airegqnent of or prioritised by agencies,
and in the context of busy workloads, there istihitake up. In some cases gender
training is strongly supported and promoted tof stebr example ActionAid has a team
of international trainers that conduct trainingAimstralia every second year, and plans
to conduct in-house gender training in the off y&dorld Vision Australia uses online
gender training modules from USAiD to provide basic gender training for staff in

19 As a specialist gender equality-focused organiratWDA is not regarded here as a ‘mainstream’
agency.

IWDA developed and delivered the training for ACFllith a focus on AusAID’s new Gender Policy, aras la
training facility that is made use of by other NGOs
21 Similar modules are also available from the Wd#hk.
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specific sectors, which they work through togetiera group in ninety minute sessions
on a monthly or bimonthly basi€ARE has also found online resources useful talbuil
gender capacity, for example, 24 CARE Myanmar gtaffluding administration and
finance staff, guards and drivers) completed th®QAonline course ‘Different needs —
Equal Opportunities’ in early 2011 to prepare tHemhumanitarian responses. For
World Vision, gender training and discussion ondgarin sectoral areas is also
undertaken through the WVA Homeweeks, held thrdedotimes a year, where all
staff are expected to be “home” to attend trainiftiere are also discussions on gender
issues through lunchtime sessions (called Globldbgak), corporate devotions, and
information shared through internal communications.

In another NGO, compulsory training was requiredstaff from 2005, but compliance
was not monitored and the requirement subsequiaqtbed. A few agencies take the
view that gender is covered in post-graduate Dgwetnt Studies courses, which most
staff have done. However, with the exception oftdlia University, there are no
required gender courses as part of general grathaaeng, and it is possible to
complete masters-level studies having been exposedly a small number of hours of
teaching on gender. That said, some graduategregand courses can have a strong
gender component built in and there are gendelasations on offer. However, it
cannot be assumed that masters-level studies tyreguates to an adequate working
knowledge of gender.

In terms of partner and field office training, twbthe sample agencies had conducted
train-the-trainer programs in recent years. Theegairesponse was that there is often
quite strong ‘push-back’ from field staff and pats, generally on the basis that the
concepts are too foreign/western: ‘...staff still éat been able to deal with the
cultural issues and gender issues together, andlgoe is often used as an excuse not
to deal with gender’.

The key issue identified by agencies was findinguant training. While existing
training covered the ‘basics’, agencies were giagphith how to further develop staff
capacity through training that was context specftic example, how to engage
appropriately and effectively with cultural or gibus groups that may have embedded
patriarchal attitudes and interests. While someneiges have conducted this level of
training, developing a tailored program is very exgive; some respondents suggested
that like-minded agencies could come togetherdichgraining, to defray the costs.

Training is also required in the various speciichiniques of gender analysis as
agencies reported that staff often ask how to luset However, this is less
straightforward than some agencies imagine, asaheus analysis techniques carry
with them certain embedded values and should b er#gcally with some
understanding of which tool is best suited to whiohtext.

Train-the-trainer programs, undertaken by TEAR Aal& and Fred Hollows, and
planned by IWDA for later in 2011, enable agent@emvest in the capacity to share
gender knowledge and skills, within the organisatiad with partners. There is an
argument for stronger support for such programssacthe board, as they provide one
way to work together through blockages that casediiom partner attitudes and
priorities. Train-the-trainer programs give the ogpnity for agency staff to engage in

a structured way with their counterparts and usgeexe from a particular context to
show the specific or additional marginalisation exgnced by women. For example,

the Fred Hollows Foundation used a train-the-traimg@proach to gender with partners,
and within the context of an evidence-led trairapgroach, was able to show the added
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disadvantage faced by women with a disability, emchange its partners’ approach to
the issue. As noted earlier, using online trainmgeliver some basic gender training
seems to offer a cost-efficient way of engagindf sta the core issues. As a modality,
online training provides the potential for both lelirey broad staff access to basic
gender training and a platform of core knowledgevbich to build, in a way that frees
up resources to be invested in more advanced despexific training.

A third area of training discussed by responderats tkaining on gender within an
organisational context. Both Caritas Australia @aBAR Australia had undertaken this
type of training® and found it very useful. Here, rather than logkat gender and
development issues, the focus is on the way inlwbiganisations are gendered and
how to address the gendered nature of organishstmatures, systems, processes and
policies. Exploring ways in which gender barrieasrde embedded in how an
organisation works should lead to more completenste@aming; if, from the Board
down, an agency is more aware of how gender biabeaxpressed through
organisational systems and processes and the ndedéut predictable consequences
of this, it may more readily appreciate the needgply a gender lens to all of the
organisation’s work. Understanding the internal@es and constraints and what is
required for a coherent approach to gender equadityput agencies in a stronger
position to engage with partners and programsnoee complete manner.

The paucity of gender trainers in Australia waseédiduring the research, along with
concern that the high demand for experienced traimay mean that the available
trainers may not be sufficiently skilled or expeaded in particular contexts or sectors to
be able to undertake strong train-the-trainer @ogr or organisational training. A way
forward would be a mapping of gender training pamgs and trainers in Australia and
coverage of sectors and contexts. Some agencieb afe part of larger networks such
as ActionAid have periodic access to internatidrehers who visit every two years,

but this training is often brief, and so could Ida@nced with more follow-up training
within Australia.

Barriersand enablersfor Good Practice

A key barrier to good gender practice, which cao &le an enabler, is securing
sufficient support and ‘buy-in’ from senior manageTh— what one agency referred to
as ‘political will' — to invest time and resources integrating gender in the
organisation’s work. A number of respondents ndited if management makes gender
a priority, things get done; but in the contextofmpeting demands, if gender-informed
work is not visibly a priority for which performaacnatters, then it will remain on the
margins. While the leadership of all the NGOs ia $tudy were supportive of gender
work, with the exception of a small number of agescleadership was generally
passive, preferring to let the gender lead persakenthe running. One consequence of
a lack of visible leadership and formal accountgbihechanisms is that consistent
implementation of and compliance with proceduregliatively weak; a common

refrain was that policies and procedures wereaggbut they were invariably not
being followed, and this did not have consequences.

The development of gender groups and focal pasndsiimportant enabler, and most of
the agencies in the study had such groups in aperdthese provide a focus, peer

22 0r in the case of TEAR, focussed gender justidénorganisation as the framework for practice
across its operational program..
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support and a means of sharing information inclgdibout effective strategies. A key
issue for these individuals and groups is to fimelresources (mainly time) to be able to
be effective in their work. Close and active invaivent of agency leadership helps in
two ways: by confirming that gender is seen as ntao to working effectively and
responding appropriately to the needs of both woamehmen, rather than one of a
number of issues to be covered off in what is ug@atrowded agenda; and providing
an environment that supports compliance. The omfyenit mechanism for compliance
is through the accreditation process which is efiggyyears and it is quite noticeable
(and natural) that the focus of energy on gendegnation is around that time and it
falls away in the interregnum. The revised ACKIBde of Conduct approved by
agencies in 2010 will support more regular ageeeyewv, reporting and strengthening
of performance on gender as it comes into effect.

Another barrier is the perception that genderwseatern-led issue and is, to some
extent, driven by western feminists with little aed to local culture. To some extent,
such perceptions point to lack of engagement byege with local women’s
organisations at country level, but they also mfthe marginalisation of women from
decision making and the limited resources and speagable to women in many of the
countries in which agencies operate. Some agehaiss sought local ownership for
progressing gender by providing the evidence, a tiontext, of the injustices and
marginalisation that occurs, by talking throughdmmissues that may be relevant to a
particular culture, and by working with local genéguality advocates to understand
local priorities and spaces for advancing them..

The move to global programming by many agencié®ik a barrier and an

opportunity. In those partnerships which do notehastrong global gender policy, the
Australian agency can take a lead by virtue ofeditation requirements and so be able
to strengthen the global policy applicable to #iliates. In the case of ActionAid, the
global program had a very strong gender focus hisdatas reflected in affiliates
including Australia. In the case of World Vision #talia, gender has been a criteria for
assessing eligibility for funding for new project$ie guidelines that are issued to
partner National Offices stipulates that gendertbdse strongly integrated in the new
concepts, without which project concepts will netfinded. This guidelines is an
important lever for more purposive gender integrats well as providing an
opportunity to raise the bar of WV National Officesderstanding and capacity on
gender.

As noted earlier in the paper, deepening gendereagas and the ability to ‘see’
gender in the everyday work of the agency thromgiestment in gender training can be
a significant enabler of change, but unless itaslenpart of how the organisation does
its work, gender remains vulnerable to changesaiffi and priorities.

Ways Forward

There has been little systematic practice acrassehtor in moving the agenda forward.
The ACFID Gender Equity Working Group (GEWG) hasmactive since 2003. While
it has played an important information sharing,rsegport and networking role and
pursued a number of strategic initiatives as welt@ntributing to ACFID’s annual
budget submission, a 2008-09 consultative revieth®GEWG noted that activity was
inconsistent and impact was heavily reliant onabkmitment of individuals. The
review found that the group had been most sucdestien members were mobilised
around a specific task.
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The GEWG invested considerable effort in the 2@\@ew of the ACFID Code of
Conduct, seeing it as a strategic opportunity tieceand specify understandings about
the links between gender equality and effective arglainable development. However,
the specificity of the gender language in the ahitiraft drew a mixed response from the
wider membership and the next draft included memegal gender references and was
less specific in the proposed accountabilitiesatBaid, the revised Code that was
approved by the membership in October 2010 inclgdgsficantly strengthened
expectations and accountability regarding gendealdy], and recognises the link
between gender and development effectiveness. Hawedgspite the important
changes and progress being made within individgaheies as described in this report,
there is still much work to be done if gender ib¢oregarded as ‘mission critical’ — a
way of working that is integral to ensuring devetegnt policies and practices work for
both women and men.

This section identifies a number of ways forwarat thave emerged from individual
agency experiences and which could be adopted bmoeelly across the sector. These
include promoting gender champions, better netwgrkcoordination and
collaboration, more rapid sharing of effective pi@& a more active involvement of
men, regularly and systematically reviewing pokeyd practice, a more nuanced
approach to capacity development, stronger engagisshe@gency leadership, and a
comprehensive gender training program for the secto

Gender Champions. Gender champions, in-house and in-country, offerway of
providing leadership and fostering understandirdyemyagement regarding the
incorporation of gender analysis and gender equalifectives. Most of the agencies
surveyed had internal gender groups and gendergibamthough a few noted that this
was something missing from their approach. Feweneigs had gender champions in
country and certainly not in all countries or albgrams. These staff can demonstrate
the value of a gendered approach in a local contgeatify entry points and pathways
for productive dialogue on gender, and bring tlg&til®acy that can come with being
local.

Networking: can be helpful in negotiating gendered spaceshadng successful
strategies, both in an EEO sense and to advanc®gequality in an organisation’s
program. Attempts to set up networks of women dgv@lent workers have had a
mixed record, particularly at a leadership levekdiings of women chairs and
executive directors have been organised at ACFIDnCibbut a more regular follow up
with a good spread of representation has been her@ehieve. However, the most
recent incarnation of a Women in Development netvwhars focused on activities that
seek to engage a wide range of participants, withAricular focus on involving
younger women. It is important for female agencgdseto take a lead in advancing the
gender agenda — because they are in a positiordemwathways and address barriers,
and because they provide role models that confierpbtential for women’s leadership
in development organisations.

Information sharing: Access to practical information about approachasare

effective in particular contexts can remove peredifarriers to integrating gender,
particularly for non-specialists. Timely sharinggood resources, approaches and
learnings can be particularly important in a contéXimited resources for gender, and
can help to amplifying the impact of available r@®es, enabling access to current
knowledge and supporting more rapid uptake of gmadtice. Enabling systematic and
timely sharing of gender resources in a way thaberages their use (eg accompanied
by authoritative up-to-date guidance on what infation, tools and resources are most
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useful in which contexts, where to find out morfimation etc) will require
investment, as the history of the ACFID GEWG tcedaticates. The ACFID Code of
Conduct Implementation Guidance resource providatedor consolidating and
communicating some of this information.

Further development of mechanisms that enable aegbhlring of information between
government and non-government gender focal pantsh as the AusAID-ACFID
workshops on gender equality and violence againsten that have been held twice-
yearly since 2009, would support stronger sectalevaxchange and collaboration to
accelerate good practice.

Strategic collaboration and cooper ation to acceler ate gender equality: gender focal
points within agencies struggle for the time thegato support their agency’s own
requirements. The GEWG has managed to organisé&ecadvantage of some key
strategic opportunities, but more routine, onggnayision of a whole-of-sector gender
perspective on development issues and collaboratisshared initiatives, knowledge
and experience on gender is needed to accele@esgs towards entrenching gender
as ‘core business’ across the sector. This wallire dedicated sector-level resources.
The six secretariats funded by the Commonwealtic©fbr Women to work across the
domestic gender policy space provide exampleseoptitential ways of sharing and
working collaboratively to advance gender equdhtyt are enabled by dedicated
resourcing. Instituting a twice-yearly roundtableahanism or some other pathway for
regular policy dialogue between the ACFID GEWG &umdAID on gender and
development policy, as exists in relation to a nemdf other policy areas, would
support a stronger focus on gender and timely ifiestion of policy opportunities and
constraints, to accelerate overall progress.

Involving men: involving men more in gender work can assist firrafng that gender
is everyone’s business, a way of thinking and waykhat is central to development
effectiveness. It is still the case that the migjmf people in most optional gender
training are women and specific gender workshogeaterences are also dominated by
women. Successfully involving men more in gendamgs (such as training and guest
seminars) may require cultural change so issugsmder justice are seen as the
responsibilities of both male and female staffiglation to program management and
implementation. This is particularly important those closest to the field where
resistance grounded in patriarchal norms may ba&tegse Using pairs of male and
female staff/volunteers at field level can helutalerline that gender equality work is
not just about women, model wider roles for womed women and men working
togethe£3equitably, and address the security cosdéat can constrain women'’s
mobility~”.

Linking policy and practice: while agencies have gender policies and many have
implementation processes in place, the performanttee field is still patchy. This is
largely because there is weak buy-in at the fielel and in many programs, to the
extent that gender is not regarded as centralveldement work and procedures are
not embedded with accountability mechanisms. TaeMD/ Committee for
Development Cooperation (CDC) accreditation proeg$smve been important drivers
in progress to date in policy and practice and ipie@n important accountability
mechanism to the CDC and within agencies. Thedatuecent years on evidence of
ongoing learnings and improvement by agenciegqpfiad to agency efforts to

2 Although women and non-kin men travelling togetben lead to other challenges, including managing
perceptions about personal integrity and practieqlirements such as accommodation. (Goetz1997)
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integrate gender, offers a framework for progressivengthening of links between
practice and policy.

While many agencies review their policies and pcacat accreditation to ensure there
is an adequate evidence base for their gender wtrkr steps have not been taken to
support consistency and coherence. Regular gendé@s@and gender budgeting is not
widespread across the sector; only a few agenaies tindertaken gender audits, and
noné* has systematic gender budgets from which to deriseapshot of the agency’s

gender work, with figures for “women in developmarmrk”, and activities with a more
direct gender focus. Such a basic data set coatdittfiorm further policy development.

A gender audit can also assist agencies to deterwliether internal responsibility and
accountability arrangements for gender mainstregrare adequate to deliver their
policy commitments; and whether there is an adegsygtem for higher-level strategic
reporting on performance that supports the contisumprovement required for
accreditation by linking to corporate planning an@nagement arrangements.

Gender policies need to be reflected in performaagairements at individual and
organisational levels if agencies are to have mésaork and encouragement for
delivering on their policy commitments. Performamxpectations then need to become
part of an organisation’s systems and processesiar to close the gap between what
agencies say and what they do. ‘...[O]rganisatiamsitiers do not say, “last year we

did accounting, so we don’t need to do that anyatiai/hy should processes of change
related to gender be any different? To have arceéffe organisation, you need to pay
attention to accounting all the time. Similarlpualways need to pay attention to
gender equity...” (Rao and Stuart 1997: 16)

Training and capacitybuilding: there are a number of initiatives documentedhén t
research which could be adopted more widely. Otigeisise of online training such as
that offered by the World Bank and USAID, which ttbbe supported as a cost-
effective approach to entry-level training as dirthe induction process. There may be
value in developing an approach that is tailoredtie Australian sector, referencing
local and evolving policy frameworks and accre@iatrequirements, and reflecting the
sector’s strong engagement in the Pacific and Agiare would also be value in some
facilitation, to ensure that a critical approaclhaisen and training material is linked to
an agency’s policies and programs. ACFID has régapipointed a training
coordinator with expertise in online delivery, wtmuld support the progressive
development of online resources appropriate fohstralian sector.

This should enable the sector, through ACFID, twuits direct delivery program on
providing more advanced gender training which destls gender at an institutional
level, and explores gender in specific sectorscamdexts — for example, constructively
addressing gender issues in certain religious gts)ta disasters, with indigenous
cultures and the like. Exploring the implicatiafgyender as it intersects with, say,
services delivery or disability, is probably bettiene at a sectoral level with the
incorporation of a train-the-trainer element sustadopted by Fred Hollows and TEAR
Australia, so that participants are able to cagrming forward within their agencies
and into the field.

Overall, the investment in gender training needsetgignificantly strengthened, given
the capacity development needs, staff movemenatriton, the developing
knowledge and evidence base and the dynamic opgrmtivironment. Training also

24 With the exception of IWDA whose program and a&xted budgets are gender-focused
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needs to be closely coordinated with ongoing seetwk and priorities and linked to
other gender support architecture, to maximisevéthee of the training investment and
support the conversion of knowledge to action.

Integration of gender in practice would also bepsuted by identifying available
resources, maintaining an updated list of key ned{eand the critiques of them and an
authoritative annotated guide to more specialisetbs- and context-specific resources.
There is a lot of available material on gender, famchon-specialists, knowing what to
use is a key challenge. Staff who are not spatsailh gender need some guidance as to
what is appropriate or not and in what contexts.

Recommendations

This section contains some recommendations, ilyitiat ACFID and its members but
which should also be brought to the attention o$AD and specialist gender support
agencies such as IWDA as it is expected that thiyave a role to play in their
implementation.

1.0Gender audits: that ACFID encourages the institutionalising ehder audits in
agencies, to help them ensure that they work @fedgtwith and benefit both
men and women, and challenge gender-based disationin This does not
mean changing where agencies are focusing, butiegghat their work, as it
progresses the agency’s priorities, is informedéyder analysis, addresses
gender disadvantage (rather than leaving unaddtesskby implication
accepting disadvantage as unproblematic), and gesweomen’s rights.
Gender audits are a tool for promoting effectivenesficiency and coherence,
helping agencies to identify what works and whbeere are issues that can be
resolved.

2.0 Generating knowledge on what works: it still seems that much of the analysis
that informs action is based on limited evidence/lnich the voices of women
agencies seek to benefit are relatively silenttifew work is required to develop
much better barometers of change in which womeoises are central.

3.0Gender budgeting: gender budgeting should be an ongoing approatibwing
gender audits, to ensure that resources are goiaddress gender issues in line
with agency policy. Gender budgets are a toohfygncies to make visible and
track how program resources are being used to ibeverhen and men,
contributing to more transparent budgeting andnfaia monitoring.

4.0Gender training: that a gender training strategy be developed byIRCF
through the Gender Equity Working Group to:

» ldentify basic online gender training modules #astaff can access,
particularly new staff or staff in new positionsiatin cover the basic gender
issues (and identify if there would be value ine@leping tailored materials
over time).

* Encourage agencies to report on gender trainingntsken as part of their
Board reporting, and accreditation reporting.

* In consultation with the Universities-ACFID Linkagy&letwork, map
available gender training courses for developmeanttgioners and gender
components in university courses, as a precursasgessing whether
academic programs focused on international devedopare providing a
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sufficient grounding in gender analysis to prepsglents to be able to
routinely integrate gender into their work in tleetor.

» That specific training modules be prepared for agenand their partners
that focus at the institutional level including den budgeting; provide
context-specific gender training e.g. for religi@agencies, or for certain
cultural contexts (e.g. Pacific), operational catgesuch as emergencies or
conflict and post-conflict settings; and for sesteuch as WASH, health,
education, HIV/AIDS, infrastructure, etc.

» That Train-the-trainer be given priority as an agmwh, given the few gender
training resources in Australia.

» That additional resources be invested in gendarinigg by ACFID and
individual agencies.

5.0Codes of Conduct ACFID develop sector-wide code of behaviour ondgegn
practice for agencies to adopt. This could be usednjunction with the
ACFID Code of Conduét.

6.0Resour cing gender focal points: ACFID should encourage agencies to appoint
and resource gender focal points to lead the psogieaddressing identified
gaps and priorities and integrating gender in agshdevelopment work.
Wherever possible, the role should be a dedicatedrather than
responsibilities added to an already full workload.

7.0lInstitutional support for gender work: that AusAID invest in strengthening
sector-level coordination and development of gemdek in the Australian
NGO sector, with the Women'’s Alliances supportedhsy Office for Women
providing one model for consideration.

Conclusion

Having a strong gender focus in development woskbdeen a challenge for all
development agencies over the past 40 years. tByntggender focus’ is meant a state
whereby the importance of recognising the gendeedsion of development work is
appreciated, and steps are in place to ensurestpét of an organisation’s routine
work, that development work achieves equitable @utes between men and women,
and that gender-based discrimination is addressed.

This research finds that for all agencies - biktenultilateral, and NGO - progress has
been very slow. While the first steps at a polaxel started in the mid-1980s, gender
and development has been treated as a relativelyimahactivity in development

policy and practice well into the 2000s. There weady signs of change in some
multilateral agencies, namely the World Bank andd®\and some bilateral agencies
such as NORAD, where the key issues have beenfiddrand reporting procedures
have been put in place to address them.

The research found a similar story in AustralianQ$Gbut that integration of gender by
agencies is still at a nascent stage. Comprehetraivéng in gender analysis and a
systematic gender analysis of work is absent fitoeraigencies who participated in the

% For example, TEAR Australia has a code of praatiith respect to gender
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study. There is still a predominant focus on liwetids, including microfinance, with
women as the major beneficiaries, and the belggfttiis may lead to empowerment
outcomes and challenge gender relations. Whiteishpossible, it is not clear that most
agencies ensure an enabling environment for empo®rerto occur is present.

Agencies generally did not have strategies to vimtke private space of the household,
which is the primary space for gender discriminatmd reproduction of patriarchal
norms that can have violent outcomes. Some afefigious agencies were doing
interesting work in addressing household gendeessising people's religion as an
entry point to talk about intra-household gendétiens. Agencies were also
beginning to engage with men especially in thesaodaender-based violence and HIV
which can lead to action on broader gender relation

The main area of resistance to change in gendsiaet came from partners who either
saw gender as a western-imposed concept, or citede and tradition as barriers
which could not or should not be challenged. Whkese was respectful dialogue to
point out the extent of women’s disadvantage, dafigén the context of other domains
of marginalisation like disability, then change vpassible.

A key issue for some agencies was that if the ehgbs of engaging with partners were
to be worked through effectively, the agency in thaiga had to have a stronger gender
focus in its structure and approaches to its wiggy. elements of this include gender
audits and agency-wide gender training and follpwaiput appropriate policies and
codes of behaviour in place. While these initisgiaee still evident in only a small
number of agencies, it is hoped that they will $tate into stronger gender practice in
the field.

The research also pointed to a very patchy apprmachpacity building on gender
among NGOs. Any gender training provided tendsetbdsic and not regularly
programmed. A more systematic approach is reqémedapacity building within
Australian agencies and with partner organisatid®sme important ideas to emerge
have been to use online resources for the foundtteaining and more strategic and
focussed approaches for whole-of-agency trainirtteaining of staff on gender issues
within particular contexts. Train-the-trainer apgeches are an important element
especially with partner organisations. In additiamore comprehensive approach to
networking is required across NGOs to enable tirsabring of learnings and good
practice. All of this will require investment asttonger coordination through ACFID
and the gender equity working group.

The history of Gender and Development across theldpment sector as whole an also
within NGOs is that it has occurred in ‘fits andré$’ and while important initiatives
have been put in place over the past thirty ydaesd have not been followed through
consistently so that gender is socialised acrossa@gs and therefore becomes ‘second
nature’ in the policies and practices within NGQ¥e know what is needed and what
works. The focus needs to be on mobilising antaguiag the political will and
resourcing to enable knowledge to translate intmac
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