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“The key thing about this is about the political will. If there is no will to make annoying changes at HQ level, 

then the downstream is doomed to only go so far. This is something that local organisation cannot push 

donors on though because this depends on a genuine internal attitude shift. For example, if localisation is 

going to be the same as gender or women, peace, and security agenda, great, we will have affirmative action 

and quotas, but without the political will, then it will just remain as tokenism.” National NGO leader 
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“Hearing from our local humanitarian partners, these days the UN tends to implement directly, and 

it is only when that is not possible that they start to look for local organisations to “partner” with. 

This highlights the mindset that needs to change. Local organisations should not just be a “plan b” 

for when international agencies don’t have access.”                                                National NGO leader 
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 HARP-F and Localisation: No explicit reference but multiple good practices 

The 2015 Business Case underpinning the creation of the HARP-F did not mention support to Myanmar actors as 

an explicit objective, though several of the practical approaches it envisages are in line with this. The first annual 

review, in late 2016, not surprisingly given the World Humanitarian Summit a few months before, refers explicitly 

to the Grand Bargain that the UK government also committed to. By 2019, the annual review observes that 

‘Localisation is at the heart of HARP- programming’.  

The localisation review of HARP-F found no explicit reference of how the Facility understood it in practice or what 

success would look like. Nor was there a systematic induction on this for staff joining. In late 2918-early 2019, 

HARP-F held consultations with 16 agencies, mostly Myanmar CSOs, to hear their awareness and understanding 

of localisation, interest in it and perceived constraints or obstacles. But the resulting -unpublished- document 

‘Making Localisation Work. Identifying and addressing stumbling blocks to effective localisation’ did not become 

an internal reference.  

Notwithstanding the absence of an explicit reference, HARP-F’s practices were well aligned with the fundamental 

premise of supporting and reinforcing local actors. More than that, they were in line with several other Grand 

Bargain commitments, notably more and better coordinated cash programming; a participation revolution; 

multiyear planning and -funding; reduced earmarking and flexible funding and simplified reporting requirements. 

Even if in previous years, HARP-F communications sometimes spoke in favour of localisation because Myanmar 

actors still could go where internationals could not, its stance since has become clearly in favour of localisation-

by-design: “It requires planning, systems, checks and balances and, above all, trust.” (2022: The Power Structure 

of Localisation p. 1) 

 

https://gardening.cals.cornell.edu/program-tools/planning-organizing/effective-youth-engagement/harts-ladder-of-participation/
https://gardening.cals.cornell.edu/program-tools/planning-organizing/effective-youth-engagement/harts-ladder-of-participation/


   

 

P
ag

e1
1

 

                                                             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.local2global.info/sclr/guiding-principles/
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“[The question of the best localisation strategy] is not black and while. In those regions where there are 

stronger national NGOs, then the funding/assistance should go through them towards smaller CSOs. In 

cases, where there are no big local organisations, then INGOs/donors should have a different approach, for 
example, through consortia. In that case, those CSOs who have the potential to grow stronger, can learn by 

doing in consortiums where funding is linked to capacity strengthening and there can be technical inputs to 

support that from other consortium members. But whatever happens, it should be a region-specific 

approach because the micro-ecosystems are very different in the different parts of the country.”                            

National NGO leader 
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RELATIONSHIP 
QUALITY

• respectful and 
equitable

• reciprocal 
transparency 
and 
accountability

• ‘decision-
making’ not just 
‘implementing 
partners’

• Unequal power 
not abused

PARTICIPATION 
REVOLUTION

• deeper 
participation of 
at-risk & 
affected 
populations

FUNDING  & 
FINANCING

• better quality

• greater 
quantity

• adaptive

• financial health

CAPACITY

• Sustained and 
growing 
organisational 
capabilities

• collaborative 
capabilities

• stop 
undermining 
capacities

COORDINATION 
MECHANISMS

• national actors' 
greater 
presence and 
influence

• beyond 
‘avoiding 
duplication’ –
collaboration 
for collective 
impact

POLICIES AND 
STANDARDS

• national actors 
can contribute 
to and 
influence global 
and national 
policy and 
standards-
development, 
and their 
application in 
their contexts

VISIBILITY AND 
CREDIT SHARING

• roles, results 
and innovations 
by national 
actors are given 
credit and 
communicated 
about by 
international 
actors
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            Not So Equal Partnerships? 

We asses you (due diligence; capacities) more than you can assess us 

We decide whether you become a partner and when to end the 

partnership 

We build your capacity 

You must comply with our requirements 

You become our partner – not we become your partner 

You are our ‘implementing’ or our ‘downstream’ partner 

We have responded to a situation thanks to the network of our partners 

– not, these Myanmar actors have responded to the situation, and we 

have supported them in their action 
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“Back donors should have more trust in local organisations, but in order to build trust you have to engage 

and work directly with them. For example, we talk about empowering youth, but then when it comes to 

hiring, we have a requirement for 2 years of work experience, so there is a discrepancy between the practice 

and the rhetoric. The same applies to working with local organisations, donors can talk about localisation, 

but unless they change their requirements to allow more engagement with local organisations, they will not 

experience what local organisations are truly capable of.”                                                       National NGO staff 
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« Our finance staff worked together with a long-standing and strong Myanmar partner CSO to co-design a 
‘cost allocation policy’, with enough possible line items that de facto they have flexibility how they allocated 

part of the budget for organisational support costs. But we haven’t done this with all our partners. And it is 

an issue of ongoing discussion with the finance and admin colleagues in our international headquarters, 

who want us to keep as much of the money as possible.”       Senior international staff of INGO              
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Multi-Year Funding 

An underlying issue is what perspective one holds on protracted (and recurrent) crisis. Does humanitarian aid 

remain a by nature short-term emergency response, as some donors continue to do, or do you take a longer- 

term resilience perspective, both for populations-at-risk and national/local actors that will support them? 

At institutional level, this can be determined by the life span of a funding instrument. Like HARP-F, several of 

the other funding instruments in Myanmar cannot allocate longer term funding beyond their own life span. As 

they approach their end date, that horizon shortens. Even if they still have life expectancy ahead, their ability to 

allocate MYF depends on how their back donors replenish them: if that is only an annual basis, then again they 

are constrained to go beyond longer funding commitments.  

The different country funds in Myanmar are aware of the value of MYF. In recent years (COVID, coup) there 

has been a tendency to give out somewhat shorter-term grants (6-12 months), as the situation was very volatile. 

Now there is a tendency to look again at longer term funding commitments (2, perhaps 3 years), the funds life 

expectancy permitting. Inevitably, as situational developments remain unpredictable, this cannot be 

accompanied by detailed planning over such period. That can be handled by a longer-term commitment, more 

detailed objectives of which are agreed on an annual or even semester basis.  

3 x 1 does not equal 1 x 3: The quality aspect of multi-year funding, is the upfront assurance, that allows 

operators to plan and act with a longer-time perspective. Receiving three years in a row annual funding, with 

each time uncertainty in between, does not have the same value as a grant with a 3-year time horizon.  
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