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Executive Summary

This report examines the theoretical and practical synergies between three intervention models that are
currently being employed to improve local governance in developing countries: (i) democratic
decentralization or devolution; (ii) community participatory approaches, and; (iii) (human) rights-based
approaches. The aim is to identify the possibilities and challenges of an ‘integrative approach’ to local
governance that combines the strengths of each of the three intervention models. It is assumed that an
integrative approach can help enhance efforts to improve the downward accountability of local governments,
enhance equity in the distribution of services and in various citizens’ access to influence, and increase citizen
participation in local governance processes. This is supported by a number of empirical cases from Africa,
Latin America, Asia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, which are presented in the report. Each case also highlights a
number of context-specific challenges to using an integrative approach, such as available financial resources,
national policy environments and local conflicts.

Participation, accountability and equity are seen as interrelated concepts that have a mutual effect on each
other — i.e. downwards accountability of local government institutions (LGIs) to citizens requires active
citizen participation in decision-making. Equity is important to ensure broad participation of different
categories citizens as well as to ensure that LGIs are accountable not simply to the powerful few, but also to
the poor and marginalized.

Development programs focusing on decentralization, community participation and (human) rights-based
approaches ((H)RBA) share a number of common objectives and principles: increasing the capacities of local
citizens, enhancing the responsiveness of government institutions to citizens’ demands, and improving public
service delivery. Irrespectively, these three intervention models have tended to be implemented separately, as
isolated or parallel programs and projects, supported by different donors and informed by different
professional disciplines. In recent years experiences of direct synergies between decentralization and
community participation have emerged. This has been due to a realization that improvements in local
governance require that reforms in and support to both the demand (citizens) and supply sides (governments)
of governance are needed. There are also some examples of synergies between (H)RBA and community
participation, but these generally overlook the role of local governments and are therefore implemented in
parallel to decentralization programs.

To date there are no existing attempts to analyze systematically synergies between all three intervention
models. The report fills this gap by both identifying theoretical synergies and by drawing on the few empirical
cases that exist. Following the Introduction (Chapter 1), Chapters 2-4 analyze each of the three local
governance intervention models and the way they have evolved historically. In light of the many existing
variants and interpretations of each of the three intervention models, the report identifies the variant that is
most suitable for enabling an integrative approach that focuses on enhancing participation, accountability and

equity.

(Human) Rights-Based Approaches

Enhancing downward accountability requires a focus on changing the relationship between citizen and states
by establishing a social contractual relationship where state/government and citizens hold each other to
account and engage in dialogue. (H)RBA seek to change the perceptions of citizens and state officials, arguing
that they are embodied with rights and obligations. This requires that programs and policies simultaneously
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work on both the demand and supply side or with rights-holders and duty-bearers, instead of as separate
interventions.

Review of HRBA literature reveals a wide continuum in terms of the understanding and practice of this
approach. Common for the various HRBA is that they take their point of departure in the internationally
recognized framework of human rights (political, social, economic and civic), which are translated into shared
standards for state obligations and citizen rights claims. It is also argued that HRBA with its focus on equal
rights for all human beings places emphasis on broader political transformation (ensuring that all enjoy rights)
rather than on a more limited focus on development benefits. Finally, HRBA claims to focus on both duty-
bearers and rights-holders.

The report identifies three types of HRBA: (i) a legalistic or top-down approach, insisting on abstract
individual rights (universalism) and a focus on national institutions and duty-bearers; (ii) an empowerment or
bottom-up approach that emphasizes the community level, promotes locally articulated demands as context-
specific ‘rights’(particularism), and focuses on rights-holders; and a middle-ground approach that mediates the
legalistic and empowerment approaches by focusing on a gradual realization of human rights (HR) with a
point of departure in HR principles rather than abstract legal standards. The latter is also characterized by a
simultaneous focus on strengthening rights-holders and duty-bearers at the local as well as at the national
level. The term middle-ground (H)RBA is entirely invented by the authors of this report to capture a range of
recently emerging contributions by researchers as well as INGOs and donors to improve existing rights-based
approaches that either tend to be too legalistic and top-down or too disassociated from wider national change
processes by focusing alone at the local community level. Theoretically, the middle-ground approach presents
an attempt to mediate universalism and particularism as well as individualism and communalism.

The legalistic and empowerment approaches are dominant in most HRBA interventions. Both of them have
tended to overlook local governments as important duty-bearers (either by focusing only at the community
level or by focusing on national institutions alone). HRBA interventions have tended to be implemented
separately from development activities, e.g. from sectoral programs and decentralization support programs.
The legalistic HRBA with a focus on national institutions and legislation seldom includes genuine
participation of the citizens. Rights are very abstract and not understood and translated to local contexts.
Furthermore, the legalistic approach places little emphasis on group mobilization to challenge dominant
power structures. The empowerment HRBA, on the other hand, focuses on the articulation of rights, as
expressed by local communities themselves. This approach combines a rights vocabulary with community
mobilization and participatory tools to enable local communities to place demands on state institutions.
However, it fails to link these activities to national policy changes and does not focus on building the capacity
of local governments as duty-bearers for the delivery of rights. The legalistic and empowerment RBAs share a
focus on particular rights or issues, rather than on wider transformative processes.

Interventions that use a middle-ground HRBA are few and are poorly documented. While donor
organizations such as DFID, SIDA and UNDP have mentioned this approach in their development
discourse - mediating between the empowerment and legalist (H)RBAs - it has seldom been carried through
in program implementation. Nevertheless, the few existing cases suggest that this middle-ground rights-based
approach is well designed to add value to and be integrated with democratic decentralization and community
participatory intervention models. The middle-ground HRBA promotes four HR principles: participation,
accountability, non-discrimination and transparency, rather than fixed legal rights. It seeks to foster linkages
between local and national institutions as well as between state, government, civil society, citizens, and other
stakeholders horizontally. This is done through the creation of shared spaces of dialogue and collaboration
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and multi-stakeholder training in rights and obligations. Support for community empowerment goes hand in
hand with capacity building of duty-bearers to deliver rights/services. The middle-ground HRBA seeks to
gradually insert HR principles in processes and outcomes by being context sensitive, based on careful analysis
of political power structures, institutions, available resources and values.

Decentralization

Different approaches to decentralization co-exist, but the report focuses particularly on devolution, which is
currently favored by bilateral and multilateral donors (i.e. the transfer of authority, responsibilities and
finances from the center to relatively autonomous elected local governments). When all dimensions are fully
implemented (political, administrative and fiscal) decentralization reforms can bring government closer to
citizens and strengthen downward accountability. This is especially the case with recent support to social
accountability mechanisms within LGIs that emphasize demand-driven service provision and citizen
participation in development planning processes between elections. Moreover, decentralization support has
contributed to the technical capacity building of local government officials and institutions, which is often not
achieved through (H)RBA and community participation approaches, but is very important to ensure effective
service delivery.

In reality countries are at different stages of decentralization, with varying degrees of focus on the linkages
between discretion and accountability. In addition, decentralization does not in itself guarantee active citizen
participation between elections. The majority rule principle can lead to elite capture and imply that minorities
and marginalized groups are not given specific attention in service delivery or are represented in decision-
making bodies. In other words decentralization does not in itself ensure equity or non-discrimination. Finally,
there is the risk that decentralization can take focus away from the responsibilities of the central state and
hence from its capacity to devolve adequate resources, ensure equity across regions and so forth. The report
suggests that the current redirection of decentralization support towards the establishment of social
accountability mechanisms can potentially benefit not only from already existing synergies with participatory
approaches, but also from drawing on the middle-ground (H)RBA's focus on equity and central state
responsibilities.

Community Participation Approaches

The report's analysis of participation approaches distinguishes between popular participation and
participatory governance, and argues that the latter is most attuned to an integrative approach. While popular
participation programs e.g. Community Driven Development (CDD) directly engage citizens in project
implementation, such interventions are often inadequately linked to local government institutions and lack a
political transformative dimension. Participatory Governance programs (such as sector specific demand-
driven service programs and some CDD programs) seek to empower citizens to command services from LGl
or private service providers. Such programs invite citizen participation into various local institutionalized
forums and committees that are attached to LGI. The focus is therefore both on the demand and supply-
sides. Participatory Governance is expected to enhance transparency and accountability and capture a more
political sense of agency that may assist in mitigating the challenges of integration of emerging community-
based approaches with traditional sector-based and decentralization approaches. Participatory governance
does not however overcome the problem of equity, also associated with decentralization. The report argues
that the middle-ground (H)RBA can add value to participatory governance in this respect.
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Synergies between (H)RBAs, Decentralization and Community Participation Approaches

Chapter 5 analyzes the theoretical linkages between the three intervention models by focusing on shared
objectives, core differences and how they can add value to each other. The chapter also discusses some
existing practical examples of attempts to combine two of the three models. In doing so, it identifies both the
positive consequences and the challenges faced by existing attempts to create synergies.

The chapter shows that decentralization and community participatory approaches are now being combined in
various ways in development operations. This has resulted in the institutionalization of citizen participation in
local governance processes such as demand-driven service delivery and local government development
planning processes. It has enabled a combination of support to the demand-side (empowerment/mobilization
of citizens) and supply-side (technical and managerial capacity building of LGIs) of governance, and the
integration of different scales of support — at the citizen level and at the institutional level of local
governments. Overall, this has enhanced the prospects for increased institutionalization of downward
accountability. A practical risk of this combination of approaches at the local level is that they may result in a
detachment from the national policy and national institutions. Also issues of equity may not be overcome.

There are an increasing number of attempts to combine community participatory and rights-based
approaches. This has overall meant that rights advocacy has become more grounded in local needs and that
rights claims are strengthened through different forms of group-mobilization. Conversely, RBA can add a
more political edge to community participation, which has often been de-politicized, isolated to local projects
and has overlooked local power relations. It does so by drawing attention to macro-politics, intra-community
discrimination and power relations, as well as by translating local needs into rights that can be claimed from
government institutions. In practice, the risk is that ‘community participation’ simply becomes a rhetorical
device to enhance specific rights without genuinely engaging local communities and ensuring the tangible
development benefits associated with community-driven projects. Moreover, there has been a tendency for
projects that integrate RBA and community participation to overlook the capacity building of duty-bearers,
especially at local government level.

Direct synergies between RBA and decentralization are very rare, and even if some decentralization programs
share the HR principles of accountability, participation and transparency, they do not apply the language of
rights. Similarly, it is only very recently that some HR organizations are beginning to explore ways in which
devolution of power to LGIs can improve rights realization, namely because decentralization brings rights-
holders and duty-bearers closer to each other. In theory RBA can add value to decentralization by placing
emphasis on issues of equity in service distribution, which is often overlooked due to the principle of majority
rule and planning procedures in local government programs. It can enhance the downward accountability of
LGIs by translating local services into legally backed rights. It can also ensure that national government
responsibilities are not undermined through devolution. However, the report also argues that integrating RBA
and decentralization is only effective if it is combined with participatory methodologies that enhance citizens’
capacity to claim rights from LGIs.

Case Studies

Through analysis of four cases from Ghana, Malawi, Nepal and Nicaragua, chapter 6 analyzes experiences
with a more integrated local governance approach that draws on all three intervention models. The four cases
indicate that each of the three intervention models add specific value to the whole: (i) the middle-ground
(H)RBA informs a consistent focus on equity (non-discrimination/inclusion of the marginalized), national
government responsibilities, and a conceptualization of the citizen—LG relationship. It is based on each set of



actors becoming aware of and exercising their respective rights and obligations in local governance processes;
(i) decentralization (devolution) provides the overall institutional framework for local governance with, at
least formally, devolved powers to local constituencies, and it brings into focus the capacity-building and
transformation of LGIs and the creation of sub-district level institutions that are necessary to make
downward accountability relations and citizens’ demands meaningful and sustainable through
institutionalization; (iii) participatory governance contributes with valuable tools of citizen mobilization
regarding rights claims and demands to LGlIs. These tools can also strengthen emerging social accountability
mechanisms at local government level.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The different sets of possibilities brought about by linking the three intervention models into an integrative
whole underscore the value of a ‘systemic approach’ that builds synergetic vertical and horizontal linkages: (i)
horizontal activities at LG level, involving various actors within local government and civil society; and (ii)
national-level activities involving policy and institutional changes. In addition, activities concerned with
accountability, participation and equity are more liable to bear fruit if they are directly linked to tangible
development outcomes (services and income-generation).

The final chapter of the report outlines four sets of challenges to an ‘integrated approach’ to local governance
that are not simply overcome by combining the three intervention models: (i) The lack of financial resources
at local government level to meet the demands raised by citizens and for LGIs to live up to their
responsibilities is a serious challenge to producing the expected results of downward accountability,
participation and rights realization. This depends on the overall economic situation of a given country. (ii) A
lack of enabling policies and the political will, as well as capacity, to fulfill obligations, devolve resources to
local governments and promote the quality of education; (iii) Weak capacity of LG staff. This underpins the
relevance of scaling up on capacity-building efforts as part of strengthening participatory planning processes
and spaces of mutual engagement between LGIs and citizens. (iv) The political dynamics of change at the
local level. Local conflicts and political cultures can pose serious challenges for local participatory democracy
and non-discrimination, but programs simultaneously require the support of local elites.

The report concludes that an integrated local-governance model requires that the mutual strengths of the
middle-ground HRBA, devolution and participatory governance be built on, and that care must be taken that
they do not conflict. There is a strong need to explore the country-specific political, economic and legal
circumstances under which an integrated approach is likely to ensure social accountability mechanisms at the
local-government level that result in: (i) improving the quality of public services; and (ii) enhancing inclusive
citizenship, defined as active citizen participation in local-government decision-making and equitable access
to services. Moreover it is realized that an integrative approach requires considerable donor investment and
longer-term program time frames.



1. Introduction

1.1. Introduction

This desk study-based report discusses the characteristics of and relationship between three different
development intervention models that are currently employed at local government level: democratic
decentralization through devolution; community participation; and rights-based approaches. The aim is to
identify theoretical and practical synergies between and possibilities for integrating the three models as an
element of (i) improving the downward accountability of local government institutions; (ii) enhancing
citizens’ participation in governance, and; (iii) ensuring more equitable forms of local governance and service
provision. This endeavor breaks new ground in research into support to local governance processes. While
there are many experiences with and discussions of synergies between decentralization and community
participation, and rather fewer on the relationship between rights based approach (RBAs) and community
participation (Ackerman 2005a), there are no existing attempts to analyze systematically synergies between all
three intervention models. Partly this is due to the few empirical cases available that explicitly demonstrate
forms of synergy, but also to a tendency for the professional and programmatic separation of different
development traditions. However, this report shows that there are a number of practical experiences and
important theoretical linkages indicating the important gains to be made from exploring ways of integrating
and combining the strengths of each of the three intervention models.

1.2. Background

Decentralization and community participation have inspired public-sector reforms in developing countries
over the past two decades and are associated with significant investments. The use of RBAs at local-
government level is relatively new, but they increasingly contain an influential intervention model that so far
has been associated predominantly with smaller donor-funded or INGO-funded projects. The three
intervention models differ in a number of ways.

Democratic decentralization involves the fiscal and political devolution of state resources and responsibilities
to locally elected governments (councils/municipalities) and is commonly concerned with the “supply-side”
of governance and the capacity-building of local government institutions in planning and executing
development programs and public services. Democratic decentralization is associated with a representative
democratic model in which regular local elections are held to ensure downward accountability of local
governments, and is concerned with providing services holistically to the whole constituency over which it
governs.

Community participation is a ‘bottom-up’ approach that seeks to involve local citizens directly in
development projects and decision-making processes concerned with service provision and/or income-
generating activities. It is associated with a group-based approach to the mobilization of citizens around
particular projects, and when attached to local governments, with a more participatory democratic model, it is
concerned with citizen participation between elections.

Rights-based approaches (RBAs) are concerned with the promotion and realization of a normative set of
political, social and economic human rights standards, and commonly focus on political transformations of



the relationship between the state and its citizens. RBAs commonly seek to develop the capacities of both
‘duty-bearers’ to meet their obligations and of ‘rights-holders’ to claim their rights. They also promote a
change from viewing the poor as the beneficiaries or recipients of services to viewing them as citizens of the
nation state who are entitled to a particular set of rights. The consequence is that, as part of a wider political
process, interventions also seek to ensure that the poor are aware of their rights and are empowered to claim
them vis-a-vis the state and local governments. This goes beyond facilitating the organization of the poor
around particular projects (such as road construction, agriculture and so forth) (community participation) and
their participation in local government decision-making through regular elections (decentralization).

Despite their differences, the three intervention models do embrace many of the same goals and principles,
such as increasing the capacities of local citizens, the responsiveness of local authorities to citizens’ demands,
and the autonomy of local institutions associated with greater downward accountability. Most theorists also
seem to agree that changes of/support to both the demand and supply sides of governance are needed. In
recent years, this has also been reflected in development operations and policies that increasingly stimulate
direct community participation in decision-making as an integral element of democratic decentralization
reforms, rather than as isolated projects. In addition there are emerging examples of different reforms and
support activities being coordinated and resulting in synergies, such as support for community empowerment
enhancing the effectiveness of local government-managed client- or demand-driven service provision.
Moreover, in some cases RBAs are now being combined with community participatory approaches as a
means of ensuring that rights are more directly based on local needs and involve local citizens.

Nonetheless, the three intervention models are often implemented in a parallel fashion and/or conflict with
one another in a practical sense. Different agencies tend to implement their mix of approaches within the
same local area and within or across sectors. Efforts to improve integration and synergies at the local
government level have generally proved very difficult or simply been ignored. Partly this is because
operational staff has seen the models as competing.

Proponents of decentralization reforms have criticized community participatory approaches (such as
CBD/CDD-supported activities) for ‘bypassing’ local government or for failing to become properly
integrated into local government administrative and political structures and thus for undermining the
strengthening of local public institutions. Supporters of community participation have criticized formal
decentralization and associated representative democracy for granting too little voice to the poor and for not
necessarily improving downward accountability and the participatory governance of services between
elections. RBAs have been criticized for being too legalistic and for promoting rights that are too abstract and
not sufficiently locally grounded. This is particularly the case when RBAs are too focused on national reform
processes. RBAs have also been criticized for threatening to produce conflicts and/or challenging the
willingness of governments to cooperate, given their point of departure in normative principles and legal
standards.

While some empirically-based understandings of synergies between decentralization and community
participation have been developed (Helling et. al. 2005: i), there are hardly any solid empirical studies of the
interaction between these two models and RBAs. This large gap in empirical-based knowledge is matched by
a number of very recent theoretical and policy-related discussions of potential synergies between RBAS,
community participation and decentralization. However, there are to date very few cases of actual synergies to
draw on.



The central assumption of this report is that there are valuable areas of synergy between and potentials for
working towards further integration of the three local governance intervention models in order to enhance
participation, accountability and equity. The report will take its point of departure in the emerging view that
support to local governance needs to work on both the supply and demand sides, and that RBAs may add
further value to this. The report will describe our theoretical and empirical understanding of three different
intervention models, and examine the potential joint effects of their interaction. It will do so by focusing on
participation, accountability and equity in local governance.

The scope of this report is limited to an analysis of local governance processes between elections, i.e. service
provision and popular participation, and therefore excludes any consideration of local government elections,
political representation, political parties, and so forth. It is also beyond the scope of this report to develop
fully or provide policy recommendations for a local governance model that integrates the three intervention
models. This would require a more systematic, empirically based analysis of cases that are not available at
present. The report will, however, discuss a number of potential areas of and challenges to integrated local
governance models, as well as conclude by posing a set of questions that can be addressed in a study designed
to produce evidence-based policy recommendations. Thus the literature review and the cases described here
are intended to provide an overview of the theoretical and empirical literature that will allow the study team
to identify gaps in knowledge, formulate relevant research questions and propose a program of fieldwork-
based research.

1.3. Key Concepts

The report uses a broad definition of governance: the exercise of economic, political and administrative
authority, and the use of institutions to allocate resources and control affairs in a society. This definition
covers both the political (legitimacy) and the technocratic (effectiveness) elements of governance. It goes
beyond seeing governance as the monopoly of state and formal government institutions. Thus local
governance covers not only formal local governments (whether elected or state administrative), but also other
institutions and actors, formal and informal, that exercise some level of governance in a given geographical
area.

Accountability refers to a relationship between two parties where one is accountable to the other. Such a
relationship may either be lacking accountability or be highly accountable. Different academic traditions (i.e.
economists, sociologists, human rights advocates) each use their concepts to describe the accountability
relationship. Agents being held accountable are characterized as supply-side (economists), accountees
(sociologist) and duty-bearers (human rights advocates), while agents asking for answers and enforcing
sanctions are characterized as demand-side (economists), accounters (sociologist) and rights-holders (human
rights advocates) (O’Neil, Foresti and Hudson 2007). These concepts share the notion that accountability
relationships are brokered by agents with fixed roles acting within formal accountability mechanisms.

The Local Governance Framework (World Bank 2007a) addresses the kinds of accountability relationships
that a local government, with a given level of discretionary powers, enters into with surrounding local actors.
It builds on earlier analytical work carried out in WDR 04 that assesses the roles of different actors in
accountability relationships in a local governance context. The Local Governance Framework defines
downward accountability as the ability of the government to be accountable towards its citizens, and
upward accountability to describe the accountability of local governments to higher levels of government. In



addition, public accountability is used to refer to measures introduced by the public sector to improve both
upward and downward accountability. Social accountability is described as a form of downwards
accountability involving civil society-led activities oriented towards improving the downward accountability of
local governments. “Social accountability mechanisms can act as a source of countervailing power, giving
poor people a direct voice in the policies that local governments formulate and implement. These
mechanisms are often part of broader efforts to deepen democracy and to ensure the existence of a robust
public sphere that is needed for citizens to give feedback and control government action” (World Bank
2007a: 62). Examples of social accountability include: participatory planning, budgeting and expenditure
tracking; citizen access to information; participatory management of investment projects or service provision;
participatory monitoring and evaluation; citizen feedback for services (report cards, social audits).

In much current support for participatory governance, participation is framed narrowly as a methodology to
improve project performance, rather than as a process of fostering critical consciousness and decision-
making, thereby nurturing inclusive citizenship (World Bank 2005). Rarely is participation implemented as a
mutual decision-making process in which different actors share power and set agendas jointly. Participation,
in this sense, involves conflict and demands a capacity to analyze, negotiate and alter unequal relations at all
levels. In addition to understanding participation as a methodology and decision-making process, a critical
analysis of different spaces of participation is becoming increasingly important in building effective rights-
based change strategies (Brock, Cornwall and Gaventa 2001).

The distinction between measures introduced by the public sector to improve downward accountability (i.e.
public accountability) and civil society-led activities to influence local government programs (social
accountability) is becoming increasingly blurred. What is important, when groups of local citizens or civil
society organizations are invited to participate in downwards accountability relationships, is the extent to
which the agendas are preset or circumscribed in ways that principally serve to legitimize prior goals, or
whether they offer civil society real opportunities to become involved in key policy questions.

The concept of equity has been defined in different ways, varying by country and academic discipline.
Economists link it to questions of material distribution; lawyers use the concept to describe impartial
judgments. The common denominator is that equity relates to fairness, whether in families, communities,
nations or across nations (WDR 2006:18-9). In this report we approach equity as a question equal
opportunity and fair process, which is closely associated with the human rights principle of non-
discrimination. Equal opportunity refers to a situation where the outcome of person’s life, economically,
socially and politically, is not determined by background (gender, race, ethnicity, class background, place of
birth, family origin, language, religion, social group membership, political opinion etc), but by capacity and
efforts. Fair process refers to impartial or non-discriminatory treatment of persons by policies/laws,
institutions and programs, irrespective of the above social, political and cultural background of a given
individual or group. Equity as equal opportunity and fairness should apply both to: a) laws (such as equality
before the law and equal rights of all groups); b) processes (such as impartial treatment of people in courts, in
provision of public services, labor conditions, inclusion and participation in decision-making etc.), and; c)
outcomes (such as equal quality of public services, fair court outcomes, quality of political participation etc.).
In this report we therefore go beyond economic aspects of equity, i.e. of equal economic opportunities and
material distribution, and focus on the social and political inequalities that influence the extent to which we
can speak about an equitable society. Economic, social and political inequalities are approached as interlinked,
and as together shaping the rules and performance of institutions in a society. For example unequal
distribution of control of resources and political influence, not only underpins economic inequalities, but also
perpetuate institutions that protect the interest of the most powerful (ibid: 22). Socio-cultural norms also



contribute to reinforcing political and economic inequalities. For example social inequality of women
(restricted movement, lack of property and inheritance rights) also has economic and political consequences:
women are less likely to get an education, work outside the home, participate in decision-making outside the
domestic sphere, and get fair treatment by public institutions (ibid: 20).

In the 2006 World Development Report inequity, manifested by prevailing inequalities is presented as having
a negative impact not only on distribution, but also on the “aggregate dynamics of growth and development”
(WDR 2006: 21). People who are socially discriminated against and who have low access to education, health,
political voice, and property, tend also to lack the capacity to engage (politically and economically) and to
aspire for a better future, the report holds. To enhance development and growth, the task is to break existing
“inequality traps”, where economic and material deprivation is closely linked to social discrimination and
political inequalities (i.e. lack of voice and participation in decisions affecting their lives) (ibid: 71). Thus
equity-enhancing policies and programs should focus not only on equitable distribution of public services and
finances, such as state funds to secure equality between districts within a decentralized governance
framework. They should also focus on changing the unequal power relations and socio-cultural norms that
perpetuate inequality traps. This includes addressing questions of participation and inclusion of citizens, and
of enhancing the downward accountability of public institutions towards the whole population, rather than
alone the powerful and/or wealthy minorities. In the Human Rights-based approach literature equity is
particularly focused on marginalized and vulnerable groups, who on cultural, social, economic or political
grounds are discriminated against.

1.4. Outline of Report

This report is divided into four parts. After the introduction (Part 1), Part 2 (chapters 2, 3 and 4) provides an
overview of the three different intervention models: (human) rights-based approaches, decentralization and
community participation. Each chapter addresses the history of and the main justification behind the
intervention models. This is followed by a discussion of the variants of each model and a more in-depth
analysis of the variants that the report finds most relevant for enhancing participation, accountability and
equity, as well as for establishing synergies with other models. Each chapter concludes with a discussion of
the main strengths and weaknesses of the models.

Part 3 (chapters 5 and 6) analyzes the theoretical synergies between the three intervention models and
provides a number of empirical examples, based on a desk study of fourteen selected case studies from Asia,
Sub-Saharan Africa and Central America. Chapter 5 looks specifically at experiences with combining two of
the three models, while chapter 6 moves on to discuss experience from four cases with explicit synergies
between all three intervention models.

Finally part 4 (chapter 7) draw up conclusions and discuss needs for further research. The chapter analyze the
value that each model can add to one of the other models concludes on the possibilities of creating explicit
synergies between the three intervention models as a first step in the direction of contemplating an integrated
local governance model. This is followed by an analysis of the challenges that synergies pose to
implementation. The report ends with a short outline of possible research aim and questions needed to move
our understanding forward.



Annex | contains a policy analysis of how RBAs are integrated with support for local governance for selected
key multilateral, bilateral and INGO donor agencies. This analysis has been conduced based on available
donor policy documents.



2. Human rights and rights-based approaches

2.1 Introduction

Human rights-based approaches (HRBA/RBA) represent a relatively new, but increasingly promoted
development intervention model, the overall aim of which is to ensure that development processes and
outcomes comply with human rights (HR) standards and principles. The historical root of HRBA/RBA is the
1986 UN Declaration on the Right to Development, which marked the first step towards directly linking
human rights and development. It established that economic, social, political and cultural development was a
human right, and that any human person had the right to be an active participant in it (Brun et. al. 2008). The
1993 Vienna Conference on Human Rights further emphasized human rights and development as
interdependent and mutually reinforcing, as well as making calls to integrate HR into various development
sectors (OECD 2006). A higher prioritization of social and economic rights (i.e. in relation to political and
civil rights) also made it easier to align an HR with development cooperation (Nyamu-Musembi and Cornwall
2004: 10).t

Nonetheless, it was only from the end of the 1990s that development donor agencies began directly to combine
the fields of human rights and development. Until then the focus on rights in development had been
promulgated predominantly by development and humanitarian relief NGOs. For the UN agencies? and some
bilateral donors such as DFID (since 2000) and SIDA (since 1998), the shift towards linkages has led to the
mainstreaming of HR in development cooperation and to the adoption of HRBA/RBAs in programming and
implementation. However, many other donor agencies that now support the promotion of human rights in
development cooperation have still not moved towards a full mainstreaming of HRBA. HR-promoting activities
often remain separate programs detached from sectors-specific activities. Such separation is especially the case
with respect to decentralization programs and other support activities at local government level. Most efforts
have concentrated on establishing national HR institutions and changing laws or constitutions in the direction of
realizing the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) in developing countries.

Proponents of the need to mainstream HR in development and employ HRBA/RBA to a greater degree than
is the case today base this on a number of normative and operational justifications. These emphasize the ‘added-
value’ of HRBA/RBA in achieving the development goals of poverty reduction and democratization.

Normative justifications: A human rights perspective offers a common and internationally recognized normative
framework for development that many countries now subscribe to, e.g. the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights (UDHR). This, it is argued, provides a more powerful set of standards to hold states accountable for
fulfilling their obligations and for citizens to claim their rights (Slim 2002). The normative justification also

1 The UDHR itself makes no hierarchical distinction between rights of a civil and political nature, emphasising individual
freedoms, and rights of a social and economic nature, focusing on regulation and redistribution. However, during the
Cold War, there was general disagreement between the Western and Eastern blocs over the significance of these two sets
of rights, with the former giving primacy to political and civil rights and the latter primacy to social and economic rights.
This followed the distinctions between liberalism and socialism, though with some welfare states in the West also
focusing on social and economic rights. The split led to two separate International Human Rights covenants (the ICCPR
and the ICESCR) in 1996 (Nyamu-Musembi 2005: 41).

2 In reform proposals in 1997 and 2002, the UN Secretary General argued that HR should be mainstreamed in all UN
activities. UNICEF, however, had already begun to mainstream HR in 1995. The UNDP Human Development Report
for 2000, devoted entirely to HR, was also a breakthrough in discussions about mainstreaming human rights.



highlights the idea that a human rights perspective should place values and politics at the centre of the
development agenda, thus drawing development assistance towards transforming unequal power relations so
as to secure equal rights for all human beings (Nyamu-Musembi 2005: 2-3). It also draws donors towards
focusing on the excluded, discriminated and marginalized. This justification is vested in the universalism
underpinning HR — i.e. non-discrimination, equity and equal rights for all people everywhere, irrespective of
gender, nationality, class, ethnicity etc. (Ferguson 1999; Eyben 2003). Another core normative justification is
that a human-rights perspective re-conceptualizes the role of people and states in development. It places the
active participation of people at the centre of development processes and conceptualizes people as active citizens
with rights (‘rights-holders’), rather than as beneficiaries with needs or as passive recipients of aid (such as has
been the case with the traditional ‘basic needs approach’) (Piron and Watson 2004: 79; Jonsson 2003).
Conversely, an HR perspective, it is held, heightens the emphasis on accountability relations between states and
individuals by conceptualizing states as ‘duty-bearers’ responsible for fulfilling their obligations towards
citizens (Brun et al. 2008).

Operational justifications: HRBA provides analytical gains in terms of poverty analysis because it has a holistic
view of poverty based on the principle of the indivisibility of social, economic, political, civil and cultural
rights. Fixed HR standards also provide a common language for analysis, prioritization and programming that
can enhance donor coordination. Operational justifications also highlight the legal weight of human rights
standards as a means of making states more fully accountable for fulfilling their obligations. Framed as rights,
the MDGs, public services and development goals more generally (such as those inscribed in the PRSPs) have
legal weight in the sense that duty-bearers can be brought to justice if they do not work towards realizing their
obligations (ICHRP 2004).3 Translating services into fixed rights standards can also be used by civil society
organizations when lobbying for domestic reforms and improved service delivery (Piron and Watkins 2004).
Operationally, HRBA is equally justified as a more holistic approach to development because it tries to
change laws, institutions and practices, as well as simultaneously working to enhance the capacities of rights-
holders (to claim rights) and duty-bearers (to meet their obligations) (ibid: 81; UN 2003), thereby linking the
demand- and supply-sides of governance (Piron and Watkins: 10). Finally, proponents hold that HRBA add
value to development operations because they focus not only on outcomes, but also on the process by which
outcomes are achieved (Brun et al. 2008: 10).

These two sets of justifications frame a number of shared understandings of human rights-based approaches
as a development intervention model, but how concepts are weighed and approaches implemented vary
considerably. The remainder of this chapter provides an overview of different types of H/RBAs, including
what they share, how they differ, and their strengths and weakness with respect to issues of accountability,
participation and equity.

2.2 Common Grounds and Different Types of (H)RBAs

Different (H)RBAs share an understanding of poverty eradication as not only a development goal, but also as
a matter of global social justice, conceptualized as the realization of rights and the fulfillment of duties. This
embraces a conceptualization of development as encompassing the interdependence of the full range of civil,
political, economic, social and cultural rights (Lundberg 2004). Another commonality is the emphasis on the

3 A rights focus is also advocated as a less openly intrusive way for donors to impose aid conditionalities on recipient
states because it makes reference to generally accepted international standards (Nyamu-Musembi and Cornwall 2004).



HR principles of a) participation (people’s active involvement in decision-making processes that concern
them); b) non-discrimination or universality (all individuals have equal and equitable access to development
benefits and rights, and not merely ‘most’ or the ‘majority’); c) accountability (people are able to hold
decision-makers to account for their decisions and obligations), and; d) transparency (people have access to
information and accurate accounts from state authorities) (Lundberg 2004). These principles are supported by
the UDHR and other international HR treaties. They are seen as both desirable outcomes and principles
guiding the process by which outcomes are achieved (Burn et al. 2008). Finally, rights-based approaches claim
to use a two-pronged strategy for development that focuses on strengthening the capacity of a) duty-bearers
(usually state, but also some non-state actors) to be accountable and to protect, respect and fulfill their
obligations; and b) rights-holders (citizens) to claim their rights (Nyamu-Musembi and Cornwall 2004).

Figure 1. Common Model of a (Human) Rights Based Approach
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Source: Elaborated from Kirkemann Boesen, J. and T. Martin 2007.

Beyond this general model, there is presently a wide diversity of rights-based approaches being employed by
international development agencies and NGOs (as well as advocated by researchers and policy-makers). These
can be placed on a continuum between two diverging approaches, the legalist HRBA and the bottom-up RBA,
which differ according to their modalities and levels of operation, as well as the weight placed on different HR
principles. Theoretically they also differ according to the oppositions between: a) universalism (emphasis on
universal rights and norms abstracted from local contexts) vs. particularism (emphasis on rights as informed by
context-specific cultural and normative orders); b) individualist (focus on the individual rights-holders) vs.
group-based (focus on collective rights and social mobilization as a means to realize rights).

2.2.1. The legalist human rights-based approach (HRBA)

This approach is legalist because it is tied to realizing international human rights standards (UDHR), which
are seen as a goal in their own right. It focuses on legal codification and uncompromisingly heralds the



normative universality of rights (Eyben 2003). In development interventions, the focus has predominantly
been on reforming constitutions and laws, strengthening formal government and state institutions, and
helping to set up HR institutions to ensure duty-bearers’ compliance with international human rights
standards. The focus on enhancing the accountability of duty-bearers centres predominantly on legal
mechanisms for assessing performance, including measurements for legal recourse if duty-bearers fail to abide
by their obligations. Less focus is placed on how accountability can be enhanced through citizen participation
and empowerment. The focus has predominantly been on enhancing the good governance of duty-bearers at
the national level and/or on the legal mechanisms for prosecuting human rights violators (Nyamu-Musembi
and Cornwall 2004). When efforts address the capacities of rights-holders to become agents who claim rights,
this mainly takes the form of top-down impositions of rights as defined in UDHR as achieved through
training, awareness campaigns, legal advice and civic education performed by ‘experts’ (Piron and Watkins
2004). 1t also tends to follow a predominantly individualistic focus on rights and citizen participation, with
social mobilization and group-membership playing a very minor role (Englund 2006). This enforces a liberal-
universalist conception of citizens as autonomous and abstract rights-bearing universal constructs detached
from the local community and social ties (Jones and Gaventa 2002).

The legalist HRBA represents positive examples of challenging state practices and reforming national laws, but it
has also been criticized for undermining the HR principle of participation by doing “little to develop people’s
sense of themselves as citizens and subjects of rights, or their capacity to engage with and reshape power”
(VeneKlasen et al. 2004: 7). This is due, according to critics, to the legalist approach being essentially top-down
and centered on national institutions. International human rights standards are seen as being imposed from the
outside through political pressure or conditionality in development assistance, rather than through participation
and dialogue. This practice has also been criticized for failing to take into consideration local contexts and the
particular dynamics of political processes that shape the extent to which rights are enforced and realized in
people’s daily lives. (Nyamo-Musembi 2005: 36). This often means that the human rights being promoted often
have little meaning for local people, and are therefore not effectively enforced (Uvin 2002; Nyamu-Musembi
and Cornwall 2004: 5). Moreover a legalist approach, for example, presupposes that laws, legislative instruments
and legal institutions are functioning, which is often not the case in many developing countries (Moser and
Norton 2001). These aspects have been characterized as a ‘crisis in the rights methodology’, as the narrow
legalistic HR approach “fails to expand the scope of rights or appreciably strengthen accountability and capacity
to deliver resources and justice.” (VeneKlasen et al. 2004: 7). Another negative side-effect is that the legalist
HRBA, when generated by donors or INGOs rather than from within the societies in question, is experienced
as patronizing and positions external agencies as morally superior to Southern citizens and states (Reddy 2002).
Finally, the individualist rights perspective, focusing on individual freedoms and rights, has been criticized for
implicitly reproducing power relations and economic inequalities (despite the official intentions of HRBA)
because it takes the focus away from wider political and economic structures, as well as from the social relations
that shape the marginalization of particular groups (Englund 2006).

2.2.2 The bottom-up rights-based approach (RBA).

This approach, also referred to as the empowerment RBA, represents a certain distance from international
human rights declarations. It does so by emphasizing the generation of rights from ‘below’, that is, as
informed by local people’s own struggles for justice, their expressed needs and their understandings of what
they are entitled to, rather than being based on pre-defined HR standards (Nyamu-Musembi 2005). This
allows for an expansion of the range of claims that can be validated as rights (ibid: 31). The approach also
implies a high degree of sensitivity to local contexts. Thus the point of departure is not formal, abstract

10



principles of equality, as in the legalist HRBA, but the actual power differences and hierarchical relationships
that exist in a given society and as understood by the subordinated (ibid.: 32).

In development programming, the bottom-up RBA has focused predominantly on local-level community
mobilization as a means to strengthen the organizational capacity of poor and marginalized people to claim
rights and participate in decision-making (Nyamu-Musembi and Cornwall 2005: 20). This has drawn on
community-based participatory approaches, known from other kinds of development assistance, and been
more concerned with social mobilization than training. As a result, the bottom-up RBA privileges the HR
principles of participation, non-discrimination and self-determination. It also implies a more group-based and
less individualistic approach to rights realization. Social mobilization and community membership are viewed
as necessary in enabling meaningful individual choices, supporting self-identity and realizing human rights
(Kymlicka 1995; Piron and Watkins 2004: 114).4 This reflects a view of the individual not as autonomous, but
as defined through his or her relations with others and embedded in his or her ethnic, cultural or religious
community (Jones and Gaventa 2002).

In a few cases, the bottom-up RBA has also focused on policy advocacy campaigns at the national and
international levels that are aimed at creating an enabling environment for rights realization for the poor and
marginalized (Piron 2003: 6-7). However, as the work of Action Aid illustrates, methods and strategies for
integrating high-profile HR with community-based efforts at the grassroots level are often lacking (Nyamu-
Musembi and Cornwall 2005: 44). Less, if any emphasis is placed on the HR principle of accountability in the
sense of strengthening the capacity of duty-bearers to respond and be accountable to citizens.

DfID officially adheres to an ‘empowerment’ school of the RBA and defines an HRBAD as a means to
empower people to make their own decisions, rather than being the passive objects of choices made on their
behalf, as well as to strengthen the accountability of governments to poor people. Hence development is not
defined as charity: poor people have a right to expect their governments to tackle poverty (Piron 2003: 11).
The emphasis is also placed on equality, and in particular on the main target groups of poor and marginalised
people. A HRBAD, it is further argued, can help give greater moral force and legitimacy to the demands of
the poor because rights have a legal status in national and international legislation (DfID 2000). At the heart
of DfID’s HRBA is the view of participation as a human right in itself, which is regarded as prior to the
realisation of other rights (Nyamu-Musembi and Cornwall 2004: 35). For further discussion see DFID section
of Annex.

The bottom-up RBA presents positive examples of empowering rights-holders and ensuring that rights are
locally grounded and meaningful. However, according to critics, its strong focus on local community
empowerment has also meant that too little attention is paid to state obligations (duty-bearers) and wider
political and institutional developments that are needed to meet the rights claims made by poor and
marginalized people.

* As opposed to the radical relativists, the bottom-up RBA does not reject universalism. It recognizes that poor and
marginalized people can benefit from drawing on universal standards as an element in their struggles to realize what they
find just (Nyamu-Musembi 2005).

11



Table 1. Overall Models of HRBA and RBA

Principles HRBA — legalist RBA — empowerment
Rights focus Universalism/pre-defined rights Local needs converted to rights and local
vested in the UDHR. struggles
Very legalist Broadened rights beyond UDHR
Citizenship Individual/abstract and formal Individual as well as group-based/substantive
rights aspects rather than merely formal rights
Objective Output (measurements of Process (participation, inclusion,
whether formal rights been empowerment)
realized)
Focus of National institutions NGOs/CBOs/local community
intervention
Approach Top-down (international Bottom-up (locally generated, and context
charters, national constitutions, specific and sensitive)
training by experts).
Tendency to be individual- Tendency to focus group/community-based
based mobilization

Taken together, and despite the official goals, the two rights-based approaches outlined above have the
weakness of tending to focus either on participation and empowerment of rights-holders at the local
community level (RBA), or on the accountability of and adherence to HR standards by duty-bearers at the
national institutional level (HRBA) (Nyamu-Musembi and Cornwall 2004: 46).5 Not working in an integrated
manner with both duty-bearers and rights-holders (the supply and demand sides) can be detrimental to rights
realization and to the goal of political transformation shared by all rights-based approaches. For example, it is
not enough for people to know that they have certain rights and that they are empowered to demand these
from the state if the legal institutions are not in place and the duty-bearers do not have the capacity or will
actually to realize rights (Nyamu-Musembi 2005: 40). In such cases, rights claims can be costly for poor
people and can also create conflicts between citizens and state officials. Conversely, when human rights
organizations or donor agencies using a HRBA work with national institutions in the capital cities and
through professionals who claim to speak out on behalf of the interests of the poor, they fail to consider the
active citizen and the political awareness-raising dimensions of participation (VeneKlasen et al. 2004: 15).

We further suggest that another common weakness of the two approaches is their failure to address local
government institutions as important duty-bearers. The focus tends to be on either national institutions or
local communities. Simultaneously, the respective HRBAs and RBAs have tended not to achieve the
mainstreaming of HR principles into all sectors and aspects of policy, as well as all stages of programming,
implementation and monitoring of aid. On the contrary, they are characterized by separate strategic
approaches in which human rights are only taken into account as a basis on which to identify a selected
number of human rights-specific interventions within particular sectors or as smaller projects (for example,
health service delivery, women’s rights, child labor issues, land rights, domestic violence, judicial system

5 1t is difficult to determine entirely which donor agencies tend to employ the legalist HRBA and which the bottom-up
RBA, because this may vary between and even within country programmes. However, there has been a tendency for
development INGOs or local activist NGOs to employ a bottom-up RBA and for bilateral donors and HR INGOs to
employ a legalist HRBA.
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support, electoral processes and so forth). The flipside is that activities focusing on duty-bearers and rights-
holders are separated in practice and that a focus on one selected right does not address wider goals of
political transformation (Piron 2003).

The deficits facing the legalist HRBA and the bottom-up RBA have recently been addressed by donors and
academics who put forward (H)RBAs that can be situated, we suggest, somewhere in the middle of the
continuum. Such middle-ground approaches attempt to combine top-down and bottom-up interventions, and
to elaborate strategies that link a focus on the accountability of duty-bearers and the empowerment of local
communities and that try overall to mediate the universalism/particularism and individualist/group-based
oppositions.

We suggest that it is these middle-ground rights-based approaches that are most conducive to realizing jointly
the principles of accountability, equity and participation, and that are most suited to creating synergies with
the decentralization and community participatory intervention models.

2.3  The Middle-Ground (H)RBA: Strengths and Weaknesses

The (H)RBA's that mediate the legalist and bottom-up approaches do use the UDHR as the benchmark for
development objectives (Brun et al. 2008; UNDP 1998). However, the focus is less on the straightforward
promotion of HR as legal standards and more on the integration and mainstreaming of core HR principles in
development programs. Examples of the middle-ground approach can, for example, be found within the
policies and country programs of DFID, SIDA and the UNDP, as well as being supported by the
International Council for Human Rights Policy (ICHRP). However, policy adherence to this version of RBA
has proven difficult to operationalize, and attempts to integrate it fully at the programming and
implementation levels have been slow and are still ongoing. This underscores a number of core defining
elements of the middle-ground (H)RBAs.

Mainstreaming HR principles or integrative HRBA. The human rights principles of participation, non-
discrimination, accountability and transparency are integrated into all levels of programming (analysis, design,
implementation, and monitoring and evaluation (M&E)) and across different sectors (Joy 2003: 1; SIDA
2002; UNDP 1998).
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Box 1. Four key human rights principles

o Participation: all people are enabled and empowered to participate freely and meaningfully in decision-
making processes that concern them, including in development of action plans, monitoring, and
articulating expectations towards the state and other duty-bearers. Central is to strengthen the capacity
and nurture the will to participate by enabling transparent information and creating favorable
conditions and structures for participation.

e Non-discrimination: guarantying all people equality in dignity and human rights, and inclusion of
everyone, irrespective of differences (gender, religion, ethnicity and so forth). Priority should be given
to vulnerable and marginalized groups.

o Accountability: making sure that decision-makers and duty-bearers take responsibility and are held
accountable for their decisions. This includes enabling rights-holders to claim political space and
transparency and mechanisms for assessing and sanctioning duty-bearer performance. It also includes
parliaments and local councils holding national and local governments to account, and the political
leadership holding civil servants to account.

e Transparency: enhance people’s right and access to information and ensure accurate and timely accounts
of state authorities being made available to the public.

Sources ICHRP (2004; 2002).

The principles outlined in Box 1 are seen as both goals in their own right and as defining the process of
reaching goals. They are also seen as overlapping and mutually reinforcing, and therefore should be pursued
in synergy, rather than as separate initiatives. Efforts to strengthen the accountability of duty-bearers to avoid
abusive rule and enable effective and efficient government operations should not simply be imposed by
donor agencies, but directly interact with empowering citizens to participate in decision-making processes and
to articulate demands to the state as an element in changing power relations between governments and
people. Conversely, ensuring the participation of all rights-holders must be informed by the principle of non-
discrimination, which emphasizes equitable access to development and influence, by drawing the focus
towards vulnerable and marginalized groups. The principle of non-discrimination can also strengthen the
scope of accountability efforts by drawing duty-bearers towards an equitable distribution of services
(irrespective of class, race, ethnicity, gender, political opinions and so forth) and giving specific attention to
marginalized groups. Finally, the principle of transparency (access to usable and understandable information)
is necessary for meaningful citizen participation and to foster communication between rights-holders and
duty-bearers, which can also enhance the accountability of the latter (Brun et al. 2008: 14-6). The integrative
HRBA also implies that HR principles are employed and assessed in analysis, design and M&E, such as the
participation of various stakeholders in defining objectives and indicators, as well as to analyze what and who
the different vulnerable groups and duty-bearers are in a particular context (ibid: 22).

A recent World Bank report titled Realizing Rights through Social Policy propose a definition of rights-based
approach to social policy, which is related to and compatible with our understanding of a middle-ground
(H)RBA, namely to comprise (i) the definition and widespread communication of rights, entitlements and
standards which enable citizens to hold public policy makers and providers to account for the delivery of
social policy; (ii) the availability of mechanisms of redress where citizens can go if they are unable to enjoy
specified entitlements or social minimums; and (iii) a commitment to the equitable delivery of the specified
rights, entitlements and standards to all on a universal basis(World Bank 2008a: 8).

An example of mainstreaming HR principles is the SIDA-Kenya country program since 2003. It covers six
sectors (governance and justice, health, water, agricultural extension, urban development, and roads) and has
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replaced the previous confining of the HR perspective to the ‘democratic governance’ sector (i.e. support to
civil society, HR organizations and the constitution process). The goal is not just to realize sector-specific
rights (such as health, water and agricultural extension) as set standards, but to integrate the four HR
principles as goals in their own right and as part of the whole program process. For example, standards are
set in a participatory manner, and accountability mechanisms are combined with participatory processes and
tools to include the poor and marginalized (Brun et al. 2008). DFID’s country programs in Latin America
provide similar examples in which HR principles have been integrated in context analysis and
implementation, including a particular focus on social exclusion and inequality concerns (Piron and Watkins
2004).

Systemic linkages and the holistic focus. This element is closely related to the integrative approach’s
creation of synergies between the four principles, and adds to this an emphasis on linkages between multiple
stakeholders, levels and institutions to provide a coherent framework for development programming. This
implies not only a holistic approach to responding at all levels of the system — national, regional and local levels
of government — but also linking different sectors (health, education and so forth) and organizations and
institutions at different levels (government, CBOs, national HR organiztions, civil servants) (ICHRP 2004,
2002; Joy 2003: 2-3). Operational examples include: alliance building of a variety of institutional partners;
support coalitions of government, business and civil society around thematic common interests; engaging
national government to design support systems based on local lessons provided by local governments and
communities; and complementary upstream and downstream activity (Lundberg 2004: Joy 2003). This
departs from the tendency to separate national and community-based initiatives, for example, by changing
national policies without these being inserted within specific sectors, at local government levels and
combined with community participation. The focus on systemic linkages also embraces local governments,
including the provision of training in HR principles. It also means linking up national HR institutions with
local processes and within different sectors. This departs from the tendency for gaps to exist between
national HR organizations and local citizens, with the former often focusing on national governments and
lobbying for HR on behalf of the poor and marginalized, rather than through dialogue and partnerships with
local citizens and CBOs (Kashiani 2008). Finally a holistic focus covers analytical tools with which to analyze
situations and contexts holistically (economic, political, social, cultural), including those of both
national/local duty-bearers and rights-holders (Joy 2003: 2). Overall the holistic and systemic focus is based
on the view that, for HRBA to be truly politically transformative and promote the four HR principles, it
must look at each level of society as interlinked, rather than being concerned solely with the promotion of
individual rights or a focus on particular groups or institutions. For example, change at the local level will be
counterproductive if the adaptive changes needed at the central and middle levels of governance are not
simultaneously addressed (Joy 2004: 12). The systemic approach requires strategic labor divisions and
harmonization between different INGOs and bilateral or multilateral donor agencies.

To date there are no concrete examples of genuinely creating systemic linkages in HRBA development
programming, which is probably due to the novelty of HRBAS as such. Even in the case of SIDA-Kenya
referred to above, the mainstreaming of HR principles is confined to selected sectors, and it is only within
these sectors that vertical and horizontal linkages between stakeholders and institutions are being forged
(Brun et al. 2008). DFID’s country program in Malawi also integrates HR principles in various activities (i.e.
linking the demand and supply sides of service delivery at the district level and in the health and education
sectors, and HR work in legal and political reforms and so forth), but these are not strategically linked
beyond ‘synergy meetings’ (Piron and Watkins 2004: 33).
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Direct synergies between the capacity-building of rights-holders and duty-bearers. This refers to
programs and activities that explicitly bring together citizens and state or government officials in spaces of
dialogue and collaboration, joint training in HR principles, and forums or committees for development
planning, M & E and implementation. It thereby covers direct synergies between the HR principles of
participation and accountability, attempting simultaneously to strengthen the capacity of duty-bearers and
rights-holders. One example is the SIDA-Kenya Stakeholder Forums within the agricultural and health
sectors, which are situated at district level and bring together community members and state officials to
engage in joint planning and budgeting, set policy directions, undertake training in HR principles, mobilize
resources, and design and implement projects. While they aim to empower local communities to take care of
their own development processes, they also enhance the capacities of agricultural extension officers to
improve the delivery of services and to base decisions on local priorities (Khasiani 2008: 63-4). This has been
combined with training staff in participatory monitoring systems and in addressing the principle of non-
discrimination by drawing attention to the inclusion of poor and marginalized groups. Other examples
include the integration of HR principles in different local development committees and consultative
community forums, where rights-holders engage directly with local government duty-bearers in development
planning (on Dfid see Eyben 2004). For example, in Malawi a DFID project on sustainable livelihoods at the
district level is linking the demand and supply sides of service delivery by creating synergies between support
to citizen capacity to demand rights and duty-bearers to provide services transparently. This replaced an
earlier project focusing alone on empowering marginalized groups to realize their rights, which proved
unsuccessful due to government resistance (Piron and Watkins 2004).

These different efforts draw on a number of bottom-up community participatory methodologies and
intervention models that are not confined to HRBAs alone. However, synergies between rights-holders and
duty-bearers also include linking up with national-level institutions, for example, by bringing these together
in training programs (SIDA-Kenya) or in creating a dialogue between parliament and civil society (Dfid-
Malawi). As a consequence, bottom-up and top-down approaches are being used to create synergies, with
the latter also centering on setting national standards in policies and programs (Joy 2003; ICHRP 2002;
2004). This departs from the most common (H)RBAs. Although all (H)RBAs emphasize a focus on both
rights-holders and duty-bearers, at the programmatic level, as noted earlier, this has usually been done
separately, either by different agencies using bottom-up or top-down approaches respectively, or by the same
agencies having separate program activities within country programs (see Piron and Watkins 2004; Eyben
2004).

Adjust international HR standards to contexts and ensure local ownership. As noted above, the
UDHR provides both a central reference point and a normative framework. However, it is realized that
simply imposing the various HR rights and principles as legal standards from the outside (such as the legalist
HRBA) to be adhered to by governments in the short-term is counter-productive. HRBA must be sensitive
to specific contexts, ensure local ownership and respect local knowledge, while also leaving space for the
prom