
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MAPPING THE MODELS: THE ROLES AND  
RATIONALE OF THE HUMANITARIAN 

COORDINATOR  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Randolph Kent 
Humanitarian Futures Programme 
King’s College, London 

 
             23 February 2009 



 i 

MAPPING THE MODELS: THE ROLES AND 
RATIONALE OF THE HUMANITARIAN COORDINATOR 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 
1.  Mapping the Models attempts to capture the views of a wide range of 
humanitarian actors about the most effective institutional model for a Humanitarian 
Coordinator. Based on interviews with 75 representatives of bilateral, multilateral and 
non-governmental organisations, Section I: Rationale for Alternative 
Humanitarian Coordinator Models focuses upon three models: (i) the joint 
Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian Coordinator model; (ii) the stand-alone 
Humanitarian Coordinator model; and (iii) the extant capacity Humanitarian 
Coordinator model.  
 
2. There are three explanatory factors that appear most consistently to underpin 
the rationales for choice of models: structure; situation; and competence. Structure 
concerns institutional factors that dictate the limits of flexibility and action of RCs and 
HCs in any situation. The issue of situation reflects the unusual nature of an event 
for which existing structures do not have the capacities to address. The issue of 
competence reflects concerns about the ability of RCs or HCs to perform essential 
functions for reasons of ability and/or lack of adequate training and preparation. 
 
3. The joint RC/HC model is regarded as the default model, even by those who 
dislike the presumed automaticity with which it is seen to be used. Its rationale is 
based on the assumption that humanitarian crises are deeply political and require 
close linkages not only with host-governments but opposition groups as well. The 
joint model also reflects the growing belief that humanitarian response must be 
closely intertwined with early recovery and development, requiring development as 
well as humanitarian competencies. Two institutional reasons further re-enforce the 
preference for the joint model, ie, the official recognition and status given to a UN RC 
not normally available to an HC, and the UN’s determination to promote greater 
operational coherence wherever possible; 
 
4. The stand-alone Humanitarian Coordinator model, though regarded as an 
operational aberrant, nevertheless has ardent proponents. The utility of the stand-
alone model was based upon the assumption that proximity to government made it 
difficult for an RC to stand up for humanitarian principles and operational access in 
the face of a recalcitrant host government. This model also reflected the related 
assumption that the vital advocacy function would be dampened due to an RC’s 
reluctance to embarrass a government to which he or she is accredited. On an 
institutional level, it was frequently felt by this model’s proponents’ that most RCs did 
not have the experience, institutional capacities, or personal qualifications necessary 
to be responsible to coordinate humanitarian operations; 
 
5. Those who regarded the extant capacity HC model as a viable option in some 
cases did so because they felt it was important to have a mechanism to fill the HC 
gap while the selection process for a more permanent HC or RC/HC was underway. 
However, this justification also related to concerns that the dominance of the joint 
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model meant that no other alternatives would be considered, or that individual 
agency capacities and experience within the UN Country Team would be ignored as 
a potential HC option; 
 
6. Section II: Priorities and Profile of the Humanitarian Coordinator extends 
the mapping exercise to reflect the considerable spectrum of opinion about what 
should be the priority functions of an HC as well as what sort of profile will be 
required to achieve those priorities. Seven categories comprised what were regarded 
as HC priority functions (ie, advocacy, coordination, leadership, representation, 
resource mobilisation, planning and information exchange), and the ways that each 
was described correlated with preferences for each of the three HC models. There 
were three broadly different approaches that respondents took to each priority 
function. The first was that proponents of the joint model described priorities such as 
advocacy and representation in terms of political networking, as opposed to those 
supporters of the stand-alone model who saw both in terms of more robust public 
pronouncements. Secondly, issues such as coordination and leadership for those 
focused upon the stand-alone model tended to describe these priorities more in 
terms of “command and control” and “taking unpleasant decisions” rather than the 
emphasis given by proponents of the joint model to consensus-building. Finally, 
resource mobilisation, planning and information exchange tended to reflect more 
operationality when it came to the stand-alone model, as opposed to the slightly 
more hands-off approach that underscored the RC/HC model; 
 
7. Based upon the seven identified priority functions, the profiles required for 
each reflected once again gaps which respondents felt that the models should fill. In 
the case of the RC/HC joint model, great stress was placed on political and 
negotiating experience, an ability to build consensus, a well developed 
understanding about how the UN functioned and “who was who.” Greater emphasis 
was placed on degrees of technical expertise for the HC stand-alone function, 
particularly in terms of knowledge about humanitarian principles and operational 
considerations. Proponents of both recognised that a coordinator was not a 
“manager of an overall organisation” of a wide range of humanitarian actors, and 
spoke in terms of well-developed “non-hierarchical approaches for dealing with 
people”; 
 
8. An inadvertent message stemming from this mapping exercise is that 
preferences for individual models have probably more to do with views about flaws in 
the process and the system that drives these models rather than the inherent 
strengths and weaknesses of the models, per se. Section III: Process, Procedures 
and Support, notes the dissatisfaction within and outside the UN of many who feel 
that the HC selection process remains flawed, that headquarters continues to 
provide inadequate support to country offices and that there are deeply embedded 
structural issues that continue to constrain the effectiveness of a Humanitarian 
Coordinator…whatever the model; 
 
9. The penultimate section of this mapping exercise is Section IV: 
Humanitarian Coordinators in a Futures Context. It suggests that those intent on 
developing a relevant and robust HC model will have to bear in mind trends over the 
coming decade that will transform many assumptions that underpin humanitarianism. 
These include more relativist attitudes towards humanitarian principles, fundamental 
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changes in the dimensions and dynamics as well as the causes of humanitarian 
crises, a more multi-polar international system that will politicise humanitarian 
response and new forms of online collaborative structures that will make 
humanitarian response and so-called humanitarian actors far less predictable; 
 
 
10. The findings of this paper are reviewed in Section V: Preliminary 
Conclusions. The first conclusion is that there is there is no doubt that the joint 
RC/HC model is recognised as the default model. However, what is less clear is if 
the alternative models really could address the fundamental issues that hamper 
humanitarian response.  This in turn leads to the second conclusion arising from this 
exercise, namely, that none of the models that have been posited will really have the 
impact required without fundamental changes in the RC/HC selection process, 
approaches to career development and the types of support that the RC and HC 
receive from headquarters;  
 
11.  A third conclusion links the first two, and that is there can be little doubt that 
the joint RC/HC model is the most viable option for effective humanitarian 
intervention, but this model will be undermined if action is not taken to address the 
issues outlined in the second conclusion, including emerging concerns over 
“firewalls” that are perceived to block RCs’ access to much needed resources. A 
fourth and final conclusion is that, given transformational change that will affect the 
global community over the next decade, the only model at this stage that will be able 
to address those ensuing complexities is that of the joint RC/HC model;  
 
12.   Throughout this paper, the views of the interview pool are referenced; 
footnotes direct the reader to the relevant sections of Annex II: Content Analysis, 
where a statistical summary of viewpoints expressed by the pool is provided.  The 
findings in Annex II contributed to the mapping exercise in the body of this report, 
and are presented here to help make transparent the materials used in the report’s 
preparation rather than as a set of findings in themselves.  As described in the 
introduction to Annex II, this methodology has been able to provide analysis of a 
substantial quantity of interview data, and has allowed a structured assessment of 
opinions on a highly sensitive issue.   
 



 iv 

MAPPING THE MODELS: THE ROLES AND 
RATIONALE OF THE HUMANITARIAN COORDINATOR 

 
TABLE OF CONTENTS  

Executive Summary ........................................................................................ i 

Overview ......................................................................................................... 1 

Section I: Rationale for Alternative 
Humanitarian Coordinator Models ............................................................... 3 

The origins of the three models ................................................... 3 

The joint model ............................................................................ 5 

The stand-alone model .............................................................. 10 

The extant capacity model ......................................................... 14 

Section II: Priorities and Profile of the 
Humanitarian Coordinator........................................................................... 15 

Advocacy ................................................................................... 15 

Coordination .............................................................................. 16 

Leadership ................................................................................. 16 

Representation........................................................................... 17 

Resource mobilisation................................................................ 17 

Planning..................................................................................... 18 

Information management ........................................................... 18 

Section III: Process, Procedures and Support .......................................... 20 

A matter of selection .................................................................. 20 

An issue of authority .................................................................. 21 

An emerging firewall .................................................................. 21 

The incentives dimension .......................................................... 21 

Holistic approach to career development................................... 21 

Reflections on support ............................................................... 22 

Section IV: Humanitarian Coordinators in a 
Futures Context............................................................................................ 24 

Humanitarian principles and relativist values ............................. 24 

Changing nature of humanitarian crises .................................... 24 

Multi-polar systems and emerging spheres of influence ............ 24 

Online coalitions and partnerships............................................. 25 

Section V: Preliminary Conclusions........................................................... 25 

Annex I: Terms of Reference....................................................................... 26 

Annex II: Content Analysis.......................................................................... 28 

Annex III: List of Respondents.................................................................... 62 



 1 

OVERVIEW 

 

MAPPING THE MODELS: THE ROLES AND RATIONALE 
OF THE HUMANITARIAN COORDINATOR 

 
 

Mapping the Models attempts to capture and describe the views of a wide 
range of humanitarian actors about the most effective institutional model for a 
Humanitarian Coordinator. Based on interviews with 75 representatives of bilateral, 
multilateral and non-governmental organisations, Section I: Rationale for 
Alternative Humanitarian Coordinator Models focuses principally upon three 
models:1 
 
 (1) Joint model in which the Resident Coordinator also serves as the 
Humanitarian Coordinator; 
 (2) Stand-alone model in which specific circumstances make it necessary to 
divide the function, leaving the role of the HC separate from that of the RC; 
 (3) Extant capacity model in which the resources and capacity of a UNCT 
member organisation means that they can carry out the HC function.  
 
 In relation to the rationales for the various model types, Section I also 
introduces three explanatory factors that appear to drive model choice.  These 
factors appear to be common across model types; they comprise views on issues of 
structure, issues of situation, and issues of competence.  Structural issues relate to 
institutional factors that limit flexibility and action of RCs and HCs in any situation. 
Factors cited as issues of situation reflect the unusual nature of an event for which 
existing structures do not have the capacities to address. Issue of competence 
reflect concerns about the ability of RCs or HCs to carry out functions for reasons of 
ability and/or lack of adequate training and preparation. 
 
 The weight given to each of these models in no small part reflects 
respondents’ views about the role of a Humanitarian Coordinator and in particular 
the profile – the experience, personality traits – that an HC brings to the position. 
Hence, Section II: Priorities and Profile of the Humanitarian Coordinator 
extends the mapping exercise to reflect as well the considerable spectrum of opinion 
about what should be the priority functions of an HC as well as what sort of profile 
will be required to achieve those priorities.  
 
 To a very significant extent the different attitudes expressed by respondents 
towards the three models reveal issues of a far more systemic nature. While the 
overwhelming view of respondents supports a joint model, it is evident that very often 
those who saw the rationale for one of the alternatives did so for reasons that had 
less to do with the models, per se, and more to do with process.  Section III: 
Process, Procedures and Support, notes the dissatisfaction within and outside the 
UN of many who feel that the HC selection process remains flawed, that 
headquarters continues to provide inadequate support to country offices and that 

                                                 
1
 Annex II outlines the methodology used to process data for this mapping exercise. As will be noted, 

the principal tool that was used was a form of content analysis, based upon interviews with 75 
representatives. Annex III indicates those interviewed either individually or in groups for this exercise. 
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there are deeply embedded structural issues that continue to constrain the 
effectiveness of a Humanitarian Coordinator…whatever the model. 
 
 The mapping exercise is principally focused on the immediate, namely, the 
perceptions of practitioners who have to deal with increasingly complex operational 
environments. However, the reality of the present does not necessarily portray the 
landscape for which Humanitarian Coordinators will have to be prepared in the 
foreseeable future. For this reason, Section IV: Humanitarian Coordinators in a 
Futures Context suggests additional factors that will have to be taken into account 
when considering the appropriate model for the present and for the longer-term.  
 
 A review of the context in which the HC models are being assessed, and the 
consensus and ambiguities that come through from the interviews, is provided in 
Section V: Preliminary Conclusions.  In the final analysis, this survey concludes 
that the issue of relevant models is far less important to respondents than their 
concerns about effective processes, structures, and systems to support the work of 
the Humanitarian Coordinator.    
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Section I: Rationale for Alternative Humanitarian Coordinator Models   

 
The origins of the three models. Almost fifteen years ago, a United Nations 

Humanitarian Coordinator was appointed to Rwanda to facilitate humanitarian 
operations in a nation that had been traumatised by probably the worst genocide 
since the Second World War. He had no substantive instructions to undertake the 
task. The role of a separate, “stand-alone” Humanitarian Coordinator, itself, was not 
well understood or even recognised in some instances by UN agency heads in 
country. The links between UNDP and the newly appointed HC were initially 
strained, and the in-country assets of the former were rarely put at the disposal of 
the latter.  

 
The humanitarian crisis, itself, was deeply political, but probably no more so 

than most. The recently appointed Special Representative of the Secretary General 
was determined to actively promote a major recovery initiative before the flagging 
economy became a source of further violence and discontent. The SRSG, however, 
did not see how and where the conventional humanitarian contribution would fit into 
his urgent mission. In light of the UNAMIR peace-keeping’s inadequate performance 
in the run-up to the genocide, UNAMIR was now determined to ingratiate itself with 
the victorious Rwandese Patriotic Army (RPA). It even was willing to support the 
RPA’s efforts to rid the suspected members of the notorious Interahamwe from the 
Kebeho IDP camp. It did so without consulting the UNHC who was responsible for 
the humanitarian organisations working in that camp.  

 
 During the genocide, only a handful of non-governmental organisations and 
the ICRC remained to offer some form of assistance to the crisis afflicted. Soon after 
the victory of the RPA, Rwanda became an NGO “bonanza”, with literally hundreds 
of organisations flooding a country the size of Belgium. While the UNHC’s office was 
supported by a handful of volunteers as well as an NGO coordinator funded by an 
NGO consortium, UN headquarters offered little substantive support to the office of 
the UN Humanitarian Coordinator. 

 
It was the newly proclaimed government of the Rwandese Patriotic Movement 

that was perhaps the most perplexed by the arrival of the UN’s HC. In what ways did 
this new position help the government bring together the recovery and development 
assistance the country so urgently required? How and in what ways did this UN 
innovation lend coherence to the well intentioned though glacially slow international 
assistance that was trickling into the country? And, how would this new position be of 
any help in guiding the stream of non-governmental organisations to assist the 
needs of the affected, while at the same time supporting the Government’s own 
determination that the perpetrators of the genocide did not escape justice? 

 
 Every humanitarian crisis offers its own set of unusual if not unique 
complexities, and in that respect Rwanda was and is no different. However, as a 
baseline, it is clear that the appropriate Humanitarian Coordinator model must still be 
tested against the fundamental issues which the first Humanitarian Coordinator had 
to confront almost 1 ½ decades ago, ie: 
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 How and in what ways can humanitarian principles and space be best 
protected during humanitarian crises 

 What instruments and approaches are available to ensure that urgently 
required recovery assistance can be introduced into humanitarian 
operations 

 What is the value-added that will make a Humanitarian Coordinator of 
particular relevance and importance to the wider humanitarian sector in 
country 

 In what ways can peace-keeping operations support humanitarian 
operations without sacrificing humanitarian principles 

 How and in what ways can one keep open a dialogue with government 
and opposition groups to foster humanitarian access and principles 

 What sort of substantive support can and should Humanitarian 
Coordinators expect from their headquarters 

 What should be the policy as well as operational role between 
Humanitarian Coordinators and their UN agency counterparts 

 
 
 Since 1994 there has been a variety of models for the Humanitarian 
Coordinator, but as the IASC Principals meeting at the end of 1994 made clear, “The 
UN Resident Coordinator serving in the affected country would normally become the 
Humanitarian Coordinator.” The only two exceptions to this rule were either that a 
Humanitarian Coordinator might be appointed separately from the Resident 
Coordinator or that a “lead agency” might be designated, essentially using a 
representative of existing capacities in the field to take on the HC function.2  The 
Humanitarian Coordinator designation has in most instances been part of a joint 
Resident Coordinator-Humanitarian Coordinator appointment, though the HC 
appointment has on a small number of occasions been added in the aftermath of a 
particular crisis.   
 

The tendency to have an integrated appointment from the outset in part 
reflects changes in the support given to Resident Coordinators for humanitarian 
coordination. In part it also reflects a change in the process by which Resident 
Coordinators are selected for vulnerable countries, and in part a growing 
acknowledgement of the increasingly intertwined relationship between humanitarian 
crises, development and politics.  
 
 Yet, while the joint model became what has been described as “the default 
model”, there remained a level of concern – not dissimilar to that which led to the 
creation of a stand-alone HC in 1994 – that the joint model did not always guarantee 
the level of competence, humanitarian expertise and experience that large-scale, 
complex humanitarian operations required. Even more fundamental, critics of the 
joint model were concerned that the political proximity of the Resident Coordinator to 
government meant that he or she would not be in a position to defend humanitarian 
principles or ensure humanitarian space. 
 

                                                 
2
 For in-depth background on the evolution of Humanitarian Coordinators models, see Mark Prasopa-

Plaizier’s detailed analysis, Humanitarian Coordinators Pool Mapping Exercise: Report for the 
Inter-Agency Standing Committee, 31 October 2008 
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 These concerns were articulated in various ways. The crisis in Afghanistan, 
for example, was a poignant example for several highly regarded non-governmental 
organisations of the inherent dangers in having humanitarian assistance confused 
with military “hearts and minds campaigns”. During the 34 day Lebanon war in 2006 
it was felt that the role of a UN RC limited the sorts of broad access that would be 
necessary to keep a balance among all the contending forces at play. In Iraq in 
2002-2003 it was felt that anything other than a separate Humanitarian Coordinator 
would “lose the distance” that was needed to provide assistance to all sides. 
 

Over the years there were on occasion other exceptions to the default rule. An 
HC for Chechnya served ultimately to reconcile differences between a Government 
in Moscow which did not wish to bring special attention to bear on a highly charged 
political situation and mounting international concerns about a deteriorating 
humanitarian crisis. In Myanmar in 2008, there had not been sufficient time to 
appoint an RC/HC to deal with the impact of Cyclone Nargis, and convenience 
resulted in one of the existing heads of agencies assuming the post of an HC. 
Similarly in the aftermath of the 2008 South Ossetia conflict, at least one major UN 
agency believed that operational good sense called for a transitional arrangement in 
which the in-country representative should assume the HC post – an argument that 
ultimately was rejected.  

 
In light of these various exceptions, one might ask if there are indeed reasons 

that suggest that “the exception” should be used more frequently than had been 
initially assumed to be justified. Is there a growing assumption that the stand-alone 
model may be increasingly warranted in light of ever more complex factors impinging 
upon humanitarian action? Is the need for prompt action increasingly a justification 
for use of existing capacities in the field? Alternatively are such exceptions 
increasingly rare, more and more situations in extremis?  
 
 Underlying the rationales for the various model types were three factors that 
appear to be common to model preferences within the interview group.  These are 
issues of situation, issues of structure, and issues of competence. Structure 
concerns institutional factors that dictate the limits of flexibility and action of RCs and 
HCs in any situation. One consistent example is the RC’s accreditation to the host 
government, seen as limiting the RC’s ability to oppose government’s intentions or 
actions. Situation reflects the assumption that an event such as a major 
humanitarian crisis can so overwhelm the capacities of the RC that additional human 
resources, eg, a Humanitarian Coordinator, would be essential to cover the 
additional burden. Finally, the issue of competence reflects concerns about the 
ability of RCs or HCs to perform essential functions for reasons of ability and/or lack 
of adequate training and preparation. 
 

 
Reflecting on the models 

 
 The joint model.  Of the three models under review, there is no doubt 

that the joint RC/HC model is regarded as the baseline. The great majority of 



 6 

respondents recognised that this was “the preferred” model.3 Many of those 
respondents used such phrases as “it is the only one that makes sense,” “there 
really isn’t any alternative,” and “this has to be the model with only the rarest case for 
an exception” to underscore their commitment to the joint model.  Normally seen as 
“the triple-hatted” approach to coordination, the RC/HC model incorporates the role 
of Resident Coordinator, Humanitarian Coordinator and Designated Official and in 
some instances that fourth “hat,” that of the DSRSG.  In looking at the explanatory 
factors behind the rationales for each model, those describing the joint model 
effectively suggested that joint model preference is based on structural issues, rather 
than issues of competence or situation.4   
 
 The justifications for this model highlight a number of issues that are 
examined in the following nine points: 5 
 

(i) Humanitarian assistance takes place in a politically charged context.  In 
attempting to explain the reason for his fervent support for the RC/HC approach, one 
RC/HC respondent explained that there are virtually no situations in which one can 
divorce the political from the humanitarian. “Humanitarian assistance is all about 
politics,” he stressed. “Whether it is a governmental minister or a guerrilla leader, 
their main interests are about gaining concessions or advantages that will promote 
their respective causes. The Coordinator needs to be sensitive to that sort of 
calculation all the time and have access to relevant political institutions.”  

 
The assumption that one can pursue humanitarian principles and gain 

operational access outside the realm of political negotiation and “trade-offs” is 
generally not accepted. Among the 75 interviewees spoken to in this mapping 
exercise, no one maintained that politics can be successfully divorced from 
humanitarian action. The concern of several respondents, however, was less about 
the interface between politics and humanitarian action, and more about how and by 
whom that politics was pursued. If politics was in the hands of UN officials in-country, 
eg, UN RCs, it was felt that there would be an inevitable bias in favour of the 
government at the expense of the perceived interests of others such as opposition 
groups. Or worse, there would be a paramount interest in pursuing political 
objectives that flew directly in the face of humanitarian considerations. 

 
The perception of institutional bias was vehemently denied by all those who 

had to deal with governments as RC/HCs or DSRSGs. While recognising the 
perceptual dilemma, RC/HCs saw that their political standing with governments 
proved to be on the whole a substantive benefit. One former RC/HC with experience 
in the Great Lakes region recalled that proximity to government enabled her to “do 
government officials a favour” by reminding them of the negative consequences if 
they failed to deal effectively with IDPs.  She, as so many others, believed that the 

                                                 
3
 Throughout this paper, the idea of one model ‘being preferred’ to another is used for the sake of 

brevity.  The literal differentiators between respondents is closer to a continuous scale running from 
proponents of the joint model only; proponents of using the joint model except in extremis; proponents 
of the stand-alone model as a consistent requirement conditional on crisis; to some proponents of the 
stand-alone model only.  In referencing proponents of the stand-alone or joint model, the impression 
should be of opinion being more towards one side or the other of this continuous scale.  See Annex II, 
Section 6, page 52 
4
 See Annex II, Section 7.3, page 57 

5
 See Annex II, Section 5.2.2, page 48 
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most effective advocacy depended upon manipulating the political interests and 
sensitivities of government officials to achieve humanitarian objectives. Of course, as 
one RC/HC in Sri Lanka remarked, the political card does not always work. “I was 
accused in one instance of failing to make any progress on gaining humanitarian 
access, and then I discovered that major donors as well as senior UN officials from 
headquarters had also met with little success.” 

 
 (ii) access to government and opposition groups. Most governments are 
very sensitive about the protocol that defines their relations with the international 
community. It is a concern that makes their external relations more predictable and 
defines their negotiating quid pro quo. Even where governments are “transitional” 
such as that in Somalia, the internationally recognised status of a Resident 
Coordinator conveys a standing that is not part of the armoury of a stand-alone 
Humanitarian Coordinator. At the same time, most RC/HCs also feel that the 
symbolic significance of a recognised representative of the UN Secretary-General, in 
this case a Resident Coordinator, is valuable when dealing with members of an 
opposition force. “It is not surprising,” noted one experienced OCHA staff member, 
“that guerrilla leaders and opposition groups also want to speak to the person who is 
seen as carrying real authority.” 
 
 No government enjoys the spectre of a senior UN official engaging with the 
opposition. Yet, in such a highly complex political environment, governments at least 
know that to some extent they have a formal diplomatic recourse to an RC/HC who 
seems to stray far beyond tolerable bounds. However, in the views of many 
practitioners such bounds are purposely fluid, since an effective RC/HC can also find 
ways to convey messages to and from government and opposition forces which 
neither side would necessarily have available. 
 
 When it comes to access to governments or other groups, the RC/HC position 
offers no guarantee of consistent engagement at appropriate levels. Governments 
express their resentments, priorities and approval in various ways, and the RC/HC is 
subject often to wide swings of mood change. Yet, the stand-alone HC has normally 
even less of an opportunity to engage with government or others based on his or her 
standing. The stand-alone HC is generally recognised by governments as an internal 
appointment by the United Nations, which comes with no diplomatic basis. As was all 
too evident in one recent incident in Uganda, a hastily appointed HC was informed 
by the government that she was not welcome in her designated function. 
 

(iii) playing the strong suit. A highly experienced “quadruple-hatted” 
practitioner noted that governments are principally interested in development. They 
see it as a “plus” for them, while humanitarian response is in one way or another a 
“deep negative.” For governments, humanitarian crises – no matter their origins – 
project an aura of failure. The inability of government to deal with its own crises is an 
embarrassment in and of itself, but to accept that its citizens’ survival may depend 
upon the capacities of outsiders compounds the embarrassment. 

 
The fact that an RC/HC can introduce development opportunities to a 

government beleaguered by humanitarian crises plays directly to the interest of 
government, and also, as noted by the DSRSG mentioned above, “Political acuity 
often means that the best way to grab the interest of a government when it comes to 
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dealing with a humanitarian crisis is to use the carrot of development. One can only 
do that when you carry both instruments at the same time.” 

 
 (iv) the coherence dimension. Even those few who argued against the 
“automaticity” of the joint model, accepted that the “joint model” was the way in which 
the UN was generally heading because of its growing commitment to institutional 
coherence. This increasing awareness of the importance of coherence and the need 
for more systematic approaches to complex problems were underscored in the UN 
Secretary-General’s 2005 report, In larger freedom: towards development, 
security and human rights for all. There, the Secretary-General referred to a 
“gaping whole’ in the UN system’s institutional machinery when it came to meeting 
the challenge of helping countries with the transition from war to lasting peace 
effectively.6  
 

The reasons for this conclusion were in part ascribed to a lack of strategic, 
coordinated and sustained international efforts. Yet, this gap has many 
manifestations. It is reflected, as noted in #v, below, in the separation between crisis 
response, recovery and more durable development solutions. The institution’s 
inability to relate cross-sectoral longer-term analysis to prevention and preparedness 
strategies and programmes is a further reflection of lack of system-wide coherence. 
And similarly the prospect that one might separate out the function of a Humanitarian 
Coordinator from that of a Resident Coordinator would suggest an additional factor 
that would undermine institutional coherence. A number of respondents noted this 
issue; three in particular stated that, in their experience, separating the function 
leads to “institutional factionalisation.”7 
 
 (v) the development-humanitarian nexus. The inter-relationship between 
development and humanitarian crises is a conceptual given, though by no means an 
operational reality. The “relief to development continuum” and “relief and 
development parallelism” have been part of development vocabulary for almost three 
decades. However, it is only with the concept of early recovery as well as prevention 
and preparedness that development-humanitarian linkages have become perceptibly 
more operational. For the Humanitarian Coordinator, such linkages mean that he or 
she will have to have a sound appreciation of the inter-relationship among these 
components, but also to be able to call upon a wider group of actors to ensure that 
early and longer-term recovery and ultimately development can be built into 
humanitarian strategies and activities.  
 
 The majority of actors with which the RC/HC collaborates are multi-mandated. 
That is to say, most humanitarian organisations also deal with some aspects of 
recovery, development and longer-term durable solutions. The days when 
humanitarian response can be seen solely in isolation without parallel mechanisms 
in place to emerge from the morass of life-threatening crises are ever rarer. 

                                                 
6
 In Larger Freedom: towards development, security and human rights for all, 21 March 2005, 

A/59/2005, paragraph 114. Since In larger freedom, two further initiatives of considerable 
significance have been launched, ie, Integrated Missions: Practical perspectives and 
Recommendations, May 2005 and Delivering as one: Report of the Secretary-General’s High-
level Panel, 9 November 2006 
7
 Of the three, one respondent had been a stand-alone HC before becoming a DSRSG, another had 

solely been an HC before returning to his agency and the third was an RC/HC. 
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Humanitarianism increasingly is about moving as quickly as possible away from 
humanitarian response to solutions, and to that extent the joint model symbolises a 
more holistic response to vulnerability. 
 

(vi)  drawing upon existing capacities. The RC’s range of responsibilities 
has clearly grown since GA 32/197 defined the RC’s functions. In the humanitarian 
context that role has increasingly to link with a range of functions that relate to 
recovery and development and in some instances with governance, demobilisation 
and rehabilitation. Few if any crisis operations can fail to include components that go 
beyond immediate relief. The office of a stand-alone HC – even with the well-
intentioned support, for example, from OCHA headquarters – does not have the 
planning capacity to meet the multi-functional as well multi-sectoral requirements to 
guide the humanitarian and development sectors. That is not to suggest that RCs or 
RC/HCs do in fact have such capacities at the ready. Rather it is to say that they 
have greater potential to draw upon the non-humanitarian capacities of agencies and 
in many instances host government institutions to meet the increasingly inevitable 
diversity of planning challenges. 

 
The planning function, per se, requires a methodology and approach that also 

demand considerable attention to pre-planning and a range of preparedness 
measures that are increasingly part of the RC and RC/HC’s toolkit. Crisis 
preparedness and pre-planning in other words are dimensions of humanitarian 
response that will draw upon existing capacities of an RC/HC’s office. It is the ability 
to draw upon such established capacities that will reduce the perceived 
pandemonium triggered by humanitarian crises.  

 
(vii)   the security dimension. Responsibility for security of UN agencies and 

operations falls institutionally to the Resident Coordinator, as Designated Official.8 
The rationale for this has traditionally been that since security is ultimately the 
responsibility of the host government, the RC’s official function makes that person 
the logical conduit between the UN system in-country and government authorities. 
As one recently appointed DSRSG has noted, the role of a Designated Official 
increasingly goes beyond isolated security analysis. Security is more and more 
about political sensitivity to the longer-term as well as short-term political 
complexities affecting the country. Hence, systematic exchanges on security 
information are vital “when dealing with rapid changes in the risk environment the 
system will lack crucial information”, and this is where the RC’s access to host-
government is also essential. 

 
In a situation involving a humanitarian crisis redolent with potential danger, an 

RC cannot give up that authority to a separate HC, remarked a UN RC/HC based in 
East Africa. “There is no alternative. One cannot have two different security 
standards operating at the same time – one for development actors and the other for 
humanitarian actors.”  
 
 (viii)  working inside the tent. The seeming lack of institutional coherence 
within the UN system is perpetuated in many respects by the different models used 

                                                 
8
 The normal exception to this rule is when there is an SRSG in charge of a mission, and the security 

responsibilities falls to him or her. 
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by the international community to meet agreed state-building and peace-keeping 
initiatives and objectives. Afghanistan, Iraq and the Sudan are but three examples in 
which there are different types of state-building and peace-keeping forces – all of 
which have different types of relationships with humanitarian and development 
actors. These realities only complicate further the inherently difficult and complex 
relationships between political, military, humanitarian and development components 
in most conflict-related humanitarian crises.  
 
 In so saying, no DSRSG, RC or even stand-alone HC interviewed for this 
mapping exercise felt that it would have been preferable for them to have been 
outside the machinery of the mission. This is not to say that being “inside the tent” 
was regarded as always comfortable. Substantive political positions as well as 
political posturing had in various ways led to compromises that were regarded as 
“questionable.” In one instance, an SRSG insisted that the host government would 
take responsibility for humanitarian delivery, supported by international peace-
keeping elements, which normally would have been the responsibility of 
humanitarian organisations. In another instance, an SRSG did not comply with his 
DSRSG/HC’s request to negotiate for humanitarian access because the former did 
not feel that the timing was right.   
 
 Yet, despite such real and potential conflicts, it was generally agreed that it 
served the humanitarian cause no benefit at all to be separated from the political and 
peacekeeping activities of such missions. A DSRSG/RC/HC can at least argue for 
the issue of principle, with an opportunity of success. To be outside that complex, 
often messy tent was seen as offering little opportunity to promote the humanitarian 
cause. 

 
 (ix) the reality of humanitarian principles. On one level there is no doubt 
that respondents to the mapping exercise deeply appreciated the importance of 
humanitarian principles and their operational relevance when it comes to access to 
affected peoples and the right to protect. The fundamental issue for many 
practitioners is the extent to which “the other side” – be they opposition groups, 
governments, commercial haulers or bandits – share the same value system. There 
is among many interviewees a deep sense of concern that the universality of 
humanitarian principles does not always surmount the religious, cultural and 
philosophical traditions – let alone political and institutional interests – of those who 
are potential impediments to access and dissemination. 
 
 Once again, this concern is not in any way to suggest that respondents did 
not believe in the primacy of humanitarian values, but rather to say that even in 
promoting such values, coordinators recognise the need to have bargaining chips at 
hand that relate to the interests of those with whom they are negotiating.  
  
 

The stand-alone model. The stand-alone Humanitarian Coordinator model is 
normally perceived as time-bound and focused upon a specific humanitarian crisis. 
Institutionally it is seen to be outside the conventional UN structure, with the HC for a 
defined period of time at the same institutional level as the Resident Coordinator. 
The primary rationale for having a stand-alone HC has been focused on the need for 
the leading humanitarian official to be in a position to support the humanitarian 
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agenda, and to ensure that humanitarian principles as well as practical issues 
involving access and protection of civilians are observed.  
 

There are those who suggest that this model can be justified in crises where 
government capacities or interests do not ensure the level of response warranted by 
the humanitarian crisis at hand. Many in this group took the view that the stand-alone 
model could be an alternative to an RC/HC model where the dimensions and 
complexity of the crisis were perceived to require greater political neutrality or 
outweigh the competence of the existing RC/HC to deal with it.9   
 
 The justifications for this model highlight a number of issues that are 
examined in the following five points: 
 
 (i)  Protecting principles and humanitarian practice. In a significant 
proportion of responses describing the rationale for a stand-alone model,10 the need 
for a separate HC is linked to the perception that the Resident Coordinator – given 
the normal relationship that RCs have with governments – is “compromised” when it 
comes to advocating for humanitarian principles and action. Particularly in times of 
conflict – when humanitarian intervention often involves dealing with opposition as 
well as government forces – the RC’s inevitable proximity to government is regarded 
as a potential barrier to effective advocacy. Even in circumstances where the RC is 
an effective advocate, proponents of the stand-alone model are concerned that he or 
she will not necessarily be perceived as an effective humanitarian advocate by those 
groups opposed to the government. 
 
 A case in point is the Humanitarian Coordinator in Lebanon in 2006 who was 
generally regarded by all sides as appropriately neutral. In this context, it is 
interesting to note that the model worked because the RC at the time was not in 
country. There was a general belief that having both in the Lebanon at the same time 
would have created significant tensions with the government as well as within the UN 
system. 
 
 The concern about an RC/HC’s proximity to government is not, however, 
solely focused on situations of conflict. There, too, is a fear that governments in 
times of so-called natural as well as conflict-generated crises may use humanitarian 
assistance for political purposes, targeting aid in ways that compromise humanitarian 
principles. The problem that one experienced aid worker noted in the context of 
certain Latin American countries was that governments used disaster assistance as 
a means to reward supporters and punish dissenters. Once again, the proximity 
argument is used to justify the need for a Humanitarian Coordinator who is not 
beholding in an institutional sense to government. 
 
 Without a neutral Humanitarian Coordinator, one not encumbered by 
obligations to a host-government, can the results of impartial assessments and, 
when required, the strength of advocacy be effectively employed? 
 

                                                 
9
  See Annex II, Section 5.2.1, page 46  

10
 See Annex II, Section 5.3.1, page 50 
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 (ii) Effective use of humanitarian networks. Proponents of the stand-alone 
model are fully aware that the HC’s recourse to host governments is inevitably 
limited when he or she is separate from the RC. The “development bargains” and the 
access to senior level officials are normally not part of the toolkit of stand-alone HCs. 
And while this is accepted as a likely reality, the trade-off is that the stand-alone HC 
has direct access to senior officials within the UN, eg, the Emergency Relief 
Coordinator, who should be able to negotiate effectively with host-governments to 
ensure observance of humanitarian principles as well as operational access. While 
the RC/HC also has similar access, there is an implicit assumption that the RC/HC in 
such circumstances would be less willing to go behind the backs of government.  
 
 In that sense, the advocacy role of the HC can also be undertaken through 
senior UN officials, once again emphasising that the stand-alone HC is not alone 
when it comes to support, influence and advocacy. He or she, in theory, can rely 
upon a wider network of actors which includes not only UN officials, but also bilateral 
donors that ostensibly also have ways and means of influencing recalcitrant 
governments and opposition groups. 
 
 Whether this assumption is realistic depends on two assumptions. The first is 
that the perception about lack of substantive support from headquarters to 
coordinators in country, as discussed in Section III, is exaggerated. The second 
factor concerns the ability of external actors to be able to influence those 
governments or opposition groups whose interests far transcend the plight of crisis 
affected populations. A host of countries – including Indonesia, Myanmar, Sri Lanka, 
the Sudan and Zimbabwe – suggest that issues of sovereignty, pride and perceived 
self-interest do not lend themselves easily to external persuasion.  
 
 (iii) Dimensions and dynamics of humanitarian crises. A different line of 
support for the stand-alone model relates to concerns about the dimensions and 
dynamics of humanitarian crises.11 There are situations where the sheer size of a 
crisis requires a level of mobilisation which far transcends the capacity of an RC or 
any single agency. It is in the face of such unusual catastrophes when a signal 
needs to be given that the UN and the humanitarian sector at large are undertaking 
exceptional measures to address a crisis that could overwhelm conventional 
systems, be they governmental, multilateral or non-governmental. Related to this 
concern is the view that the burdens borne by an RC/HC are just too great. “The 
triple-hatted” nature of someone responsible for RC, HC and normally DO functions 
has been seen by stand-alone proponents as justification enough for separation.12 
 
 Such large scale crises also were linked to a geographic rationale for having a 
stand-alone HC. The 2004 Tsunami was used in several instances as a case in point 
to emphasise that the geographic distance from the UN’s administrative 
headquarters in Jakarta as well as the scale of the crisis, itself, warranted an HC that 
could act without the perceived constraints of having to seek authority or 
concurrence through normal, distant UN processes. In a related vein, the justification 
for a stand-alone HC was also tied to the difficulties that an RC or any single agency 
would have in adjusting their institutional priorities to meet the exigencies of a large-

                                                 
11

 See, for example, Annex II, Section 5.2.1, ‘Dimensions and dynamics of crises’, Table 4, page 46 
12

 It is interesting to note that this same argument – namely, the overwhelming nature of the position – 
was not mentioned in the context of DSRSGs. 
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scale crisis. Insufficient time and the inevitable contending priorities that the normal 
system had to face once again were seen as justifying a separate HC. 
 
 What remains uncertain about this particular line of thought is whether a 
stand-alone HC was really the answer, or whether proponents’ real concern was the 
need to strengthen the in-country response capacity, per se. The implications of 
respondents’ comments were not necessarily that a more senior official was 
required, but rather that more operational expertise and material resources were 
needed.     
 
 (iv) The wider humanitarian network. An abiding rationale for a stand-alone 
HC has been his or her ability to reach out to and facilitate the efforts of the wider 
humanitarian network, namely, that rather loose-knit amalgam of civil society and 
non-governmental organisations as well as bilateral and multilateral agencies. 
Underlying the importance attested to this capacity is an assumption that those with 
standard RC backgrounds may lack the experience, knowledge and rapport that 
would serve them as adequate conveners and facilitators. 
 
 Interestingly, some of those who were most critical about the ability of 
conventional RCs to engage with a wide and diverse humanitarian sector normally 
assumed that RCs generally came from the United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), were mainly interested in development and were not inclined to 
deal with those not in the UN fold. As noted in #v, below, the source of RCs has 
changed significantly over the past decade, and perhaps challenges the stereotype. 
 

(v) A question of competence. Of the broad areas of concern that were 
seen to justify a stand-alone model, amongst the most consistent was the issue of 
competence. The perceived inability of an RC to undertake the function of an HC 
effectively was a recurrent theme among respondents.13 RCs were seen, as noted 
earlier, to be institutionally too close to government. They also were seen as too 
development-oriented to give humanitarian crises adequate priority, overly 
hierarchical, overly process-oriented when rapid decision-making was a core 
competence, not sufficiently “field-driven” and normally unfamiliar with the wider 
humanitarian sector. 
 
 These perceptions were re-enforced by an assumption that virtually all RCs 
came from the UNDP. In the minds of some respondents, this UNDP-focus was a 
code for the perceived failings and inexperience of traditional development-oriented 
Resident Representatives and Resident Coordinators. Generally these critics were 
unaware of the fact that 27% of all Resident Coordinators do not come from UNDP.14  
 

Differing competencies between an RC and an HC also have narrowed in the 
minds of those interviewed for this report. As Section II: Priorities and Profile of 
the Humanitarian Coordinator, below, suggests, the majority of prerequisites that 
have been identified as essential for the role of the HC also applies to that of the RC. 
This is not to suggest that those who are either HCs or RCs or both have the full 

                                                 
13

  See Annex II, Section 7.2, page 56, and Section 5.3.1, page 50 
14

  Op Cit, Humanitarian Coordinators Pool Mapping Exercise, p.38. Of 137 Resident Coordinator 
positions, UNDP provides 73% of all posts, 36% are provided by other agencies and 1% is provided 
through non-UN agencies. 
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panoply of competencies, but that the competencies, per se, are increasingly similar 
– particularly as the dynamics and dimensions of humanitarian crises and 
expectations about prevention, preparedness, response and recovery become 
increasingly intertwined. 
 
 

The extant capacity model. A smaller group of respondents felt that there 
were operational situations that called for arrangements based on existing capacity 
in the field.   Frequently, this would serve as an interim measure while the machinery 
of HC selection went through its procedures and processes. This group, too, also 
objected to the automaticity that was linked to the RC/HC joint model. “Surely there 
are times when an agency has significant amount of personnel and appropriate 
supplies to tide over the crisis until the UN gets its act together,” queried a senior 
agency official in Geneva.  

 
Such arguments were not posited to reject the joint model, but rather to 

suggest that certain crisis situations could be addressed rapidly by using 
humanitarian resources that are already in place and operational. In situations such 
as Georgia in 2008, a few respondents at headquarters level wondered why a well 
established member of the UNCT, with considerable resources at hand and a 
relative wealth of experience in country, could not act as HC. In that regard, there 
were at least four interviewees who referred to a modified version of a “lead-agency” 
model. 

 
When this argument was put to others, the reaction was twofold. The first 

concern was that this temporary arrangement did not necessarily ensure the 
neutrality and impartiality that humanitarian action required. In other words, it was felt 
that the crisis would be seen and “coordinated” through an agency lens that might 
not take account of the broader picture. In the second place, it was also felt that the 
HC’s role was not to be operational, but rather to act as a coordinator and facilitator. 
This was regarded as a hard transition – “a difficult adjustment” – for the head of an 
operational agency to make in a time of intense crisis. 

 
 As will be discussed in greater depth in Section III, support for the extant 
capacity model also suggested a coded message about what was felt to be the lack 
of transparency in the HC selection process, the failure to appoint effective RCs and 
the lack of appreciation by headquarters of basic capacities, experience and 
humanitarian concerns at the in-country level.  
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Section II: Priorities and Profile of the Humanitarian Coordinator 

 
 Various initiatives have been underway to describe in detail the terms of 
reference of Humanitarian as well as Resident Coordinators. This section is 
therefore not intended to duplicate these initiatives, but rather to ascertain how 
practitioners relate policy and operational priorities and profiles to the three models 
discussed in Section I.  If in other words this mapping exercise is designed to 
indicate attitudes towards a preferred humanitarian coordination model of a diverse 
range of humanitarian actors, then it behoves one to ask what are the respective 
priority activities that these three models are designed to achieve? In turn what is the 
profile of the HC that will be needed to achieve the objectives outlined by each of the 
models? 
 
 In one way or another, all three models are intended to achieve seven core 
functions.15 While the profiles required to achieve these seven core functions reflect 
respondents’ preferences about the three models, there was, nonetheless, 
reasonable consensus across the group as to what these functions are: 
 
 (i)  Advocacy. Advocacy and coordination are the most frequently cited 
functions in what respondents identified as central HC functions. However, both 
terms took on various meanings, which appeared to relate to preferred models. For 
those respondents who preferred the joint model, advocacy often equated to 
“managing political networks.” Managing political networks meant an ability to 
engage with host governments as well as with opposition groups to achieve 
humanitarian objectives. It also included using reporting lines to the Emergency 
Relief Coordinator and other senior UN headquarters personnel to promote 
humanitarian interests.  
 
 Proponents of the stand-alone model appeared more inclined to see 
advocacy in terms of public messaging, including recourse to the press and briefing 
of special interest and donor groups. The difference between the two was relatively 
nuanced. The RC/HC model clearly allowed room for public advocacy, but it was 
assumed that there would more than likely be more negotiating steps before 
recourse was taken to public pronouncements. For those who preferred the stand-
alone model, there was an assumption that public advocacy was a more immediate 
activity, in no small part as a measure to consolidate the interests of the wider 
humanitarian sector. 
 
 As mentioned above, the advocacy skills that were identified principally for the 
joint model were focused upon negotiating and diplomatic competencies. That is not 
to say that public advocacy was not regarded as important. However, when it came 
to the sorts of advocacy experience that proponents of the joint model deemed to be 
vital, persuasion was key. This in turn meant that high value was placed on political 
acumen and knowledge of the UN system and headquarters staff in particular. 
Surprisingly less emphasis was placed on other “knowledge areas,” eg, human rights 
obligations, humanitarian principles, than on political competencies.16   
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 (ii) Coordination. Considerable ambiguity surrounds the term coordination, 
but respondents identified specific functions that added a degree of precision to the 
term. There were coordination functions common to both the joint and stand-alone 
models. These had to do with mobilising the cluster system, preparing consolidated 
appeals, dealing with a range of financial mechanisms, including the CERF, pooled 
funds and CHFs, and sharing of information.  
 
 Substantive differences between the two related to the extent to which the 
stand-alone model implied a greater degree of operationality than did the joint model. 
As one will see below, respondents in favour of the stand-alone model put greater 
stress on more active leadership roles and more specific planning activities and 
capacities than those that favoured the joint model. There was a sense of an active 
operational participant, without paradoxically being operational, a leader who was 
slightly more in the command and control mode than solely focused on consensus-
building. 
 
 In one way or another, the Humanitarian Coordinator in both of the two main 
models needed to have a clear ability to bring a diverse community of humanitarian 
actors together. The HC would need to enable this diverse group to focus on 
prioritised needs through clusters and agreed funding requirements for CERF 
application and other financial needs.  
 

Within the context of coordination, three additional issues arose – each of 
which underscores once again varying degrees of ambivalence about the term 
coordination. The first issue that was mentioned by a relatively small proportion of 
respondents involved management skills as a prime competency. Here, however, 
skills were focused on what was needed to achieve such functions as consolidated 
appeals, information management, etc.. Respondents were less ambivalent about 
the need for substantive knowledge about the ways that the UN works, and this 
second issue was shared across respondents, including NGOs, bilateral donors and 
UN representatives.  
 

Effective coordination was also linked to a general assumption that an HC has 
to be familiar with humanitarian issues. Yet, there was no consistent pattern of views 
about the depth of such expertise. At the same time, there was also considerable 
concern among respondents in both NGOs and UN agencies that an HC with “too 
much operational experience” would tend to be more operational – namely, tempted 
to become embroiled in operational issues – rather than focus on broad issues of 
support to and facilitation of operational partners. 
 
 (iii) Leadership. As previously noted, the issue of leadership reflected a 
degree of ambiguity about what sorts of profile are needed to deal with a 
humanitarian crisis marked by considerable complexity and multi-sectoral needs as 
well as actors. Generally speaking, leadership styles were divided into two groups: 
consensual and command-and-control.17 Respondents who preferred the stand-
alone model were keen that decision-making should involve a leadership style 
“where you just have to take control,” in which “you need someone who is not afraid 
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to make a decision,” and to make decisions where no one else can, “sometimes 
arbitrarily if need be.” 
 
 At the same time, there was a clear preference for a leader that is not going to 
upset people, “a strong leader but not threatening.” In this view of leadership, the 
HC’s ability “to link people at the right time” and provide “an enabling role” were 
considered essential.18 While those who supported the stand-alone model were 
slightly more inclined to suggest certain command-and-control attributes, the reality 
is that, across the board, leadership of a consensual variety received equal 
support.19 In a revealing distinction, it was suggested that an HC’s leadership style is 
“someone who coordinates funding but is not the manager of the overall 
organisation.” The leader in this sense is someone who takes a non-hierarchical 
approach to dealing with people…to allow the agencies and others to do their jobs.” 
 

(iv) Representation. Representation covers a swathe of issues, from public 
relations to participation in meetings and conferences on behalf of the wider system. 
For those focused upon the HC’s role in that context, it is clear that there is a 
recognised need for the humanitarian community to have a representational voice. 
The importance of briefing visiting dignitaries, of being available for interviews with 
journalists and for representing the humanitarian concerns of the wider community 
have been highlighted as essential for the main models, including the extant capacity 
model. 

 
The critical factor in this priority function is an ability to recognise the 

boundaries of representation. While speaking for the humanitarian sector, the 
Humanitarian Coordinator must recognise those issues that fall within the orbit of the 
operating agencies, and ensure that that line is not crossed. At the same time, the 
HC also has to balance the interests of governments and opposition groups with 
those of the humanitarian community, again recognising those issues that should fall 
within the purview of others.  

 
(v) Resource mobilisation. Like representation, the boundaries of resource 

mobilisation can on occasion be uncertain. An HC must know the extent to which 
different operational organisations want their resource mobilisation requirements to 
be supported through the HC, and the point when he or she does not have a role. 
Generally this has not proven to be a major issue for those interviewed for this 
exercise. And yet, the added financial and fund-raising instruments which are now 
part of the HC’s toolkit were seen as a potential double-edged sword. On one side, 
substantive value-added was seen to be attached to the HC’s country-level lead on 
the CERF, the CHF and “pooled-funds.” Alternatively, the relationship between 
these instruments, the overall funding requirements of UNCT and in-country IASC 
members created potential complications when it came to allocating resources. “All 
these funds,” suggested a former senior UN official who had served in Angola and 
Iraq, “cause dissonance between the HC and the humanitarian community.  You 
never have adequate resources to address all the needs. No matter how scientific 
[one tries to be] – there is always an element of judgement which will be read and 
perceived in a certain way.” 
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(vi) Planning. The Humanitarian Coordinator’s role includes a capacity to 

plan, but like such priority functions as coordination, the planning function is by no 
means straightforward. As with coordination, those who supported the stand-alone 
model seemed to see the HC’s planning function as marginally more operational 
than the equivalent view for the proponents of the joint model. The latter’s planning 
role was put in a much more loosely defined “broad strategic role” while the former’s 
was slightly more assertive when it came to operational planning. In neither case 
was there any implication that the HC should become involved in determining the 
types, locations and duration of humanitarian intervention. However, to the extent 
that the HC had responsibility for facilitating and coordinating “clusters” and for 
looking for synergies across clusters, there was an acknowledgement that such 
guidance and coordination reflected an acceptable planning function. 

 
Similarly preparation for flash appeals and consolidated appeals was also 

regarded as a substantive planning function, particularly in those situations where 
the RC/HC or the HC would introduce a broad strategic overview of what the 
operation would entail. One respondent recalled that as HC in Kosovo, he was 
successfully able to get a large group of agencies to focus on preparations for 
“winterisation” in anticipation of a large refugee return before the winter of 1999.  

 
Planning in this context also needs to relate to the perceptions of host 

governments, and therefore it is crucial for the HC to be sure that flash appeals and 
consolidated appeals, for example, cohere with the wishes of central and local 
authorities; and in this guise, the HC or RC/HC has to become a planning negotiator. 

 
(vii) Information management. Ostensibly one of the most obvious and 

straightforward functions of an HC is to establish fora for the collection and 
dissemination of information. In fact, there is substantial evidence to suggest that, in 
the words of one agency staff member, “The information nut is the most difficult to 
crack.” Those regular inter-agency meetings in which UN agencies and NGOs 
purport to exchange planning and operational information often belie a more 
complex reality. As was noted in the aftermath of the 2004 Tsunami, “All too often 
the organisations who had the information you needed were in the field doing their 
thing, and not coming to your meetings... Many [of those who did attend information 
meetings] felt that sharing information was either a waste of time, or was fuel for 
some potential competitor.” 

 
The difficulty of sharing information has been seen as one of the most 

fundamental aspects of collaboration, and the one step that brings out institutional 
jealousies and “paranoia.” A staff member for an RC/HC in the Central African 
Republic recently recalled that he felt “ostracised” because he tried to promote a 
web-site based information exchange system that would be open to all humanitarian 
organisations. And while this initiative ultimately proved successful, he and others 
saw this sort of reaction to be all too symptomatic of carrying out the information 
exchange function. It is a reaction that is further compounded in Humanitarian 
Information Centres where, for example, the military is seen as inconsistent with the 
ways that it shares information. 
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This information exchange function has an additional dimension that clearly 
links with those of representation and advocacy, and relates to the role that the HC 
or RC/HC has vis-à-vis host governments and other groupings. Information can be 
highly sensitive and pose complicated political and economic problems. For 
governments wishing to show themselves responsible for their citizens, the HC finds 
himself or herself in a most sensitive negotiating situation.  
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Section III: Process, Procedures and Support 

 
Underlying the spectrum of views about the priorities and profiles of a 

Humanitarian Coordinator is a more consistent and common theme, namely, a deep 
dissatisfaction with the ways that humanitarian coordinators are chosen, selected 
and supported.20 To that extent, an inevitable conclusion arising from this mapping 
exercise is that divergent views about different HC models has less to do with the 
conflicting perceptions about situations that warrant different models, and more to do 
with the processes and priorities that circumscribe the Humanitarian Coordinator’s 
position.  
 
 A matter of selection. The United Nations has made various efforts to expand 
the pool from which humanitarian coordinators are drawn. These initiatives have as 
yet not satisfied those who advocate for a “wider and deeper” pool. This is due in no 
small part to the fact that the initiative, itself, is relatively new, and for those eager to 
see change, the slow pace of putting a programme in place is frustrating. There are, 
however, more systemic issues when it comes to the selection process.  
 
 It is increasingly difficult to mobilise a potential HC pool when the incentives 
for serving as an HC as well as an RC are perceived to be so poor. In a related vein 
the lack of effective headquarters support combined with a lack of adequate authority 
to fulfil the role and no clear career track are all seen as factors limiting the amount 
of potential applicants.  
 
 An additional complication that affects the selection process concerns the 
sorts of criteria used for selection. As noted in Section II, there are very fundamental 
divisions in the views of respondents about the competencies that are required to 
fulfil the HC function. In many ways the selection criteria was seen as militating 
against those outside the UN system, eg, knowledge of the UN system, closing 
opportunities for highly experienced persons to apply for positions as HCs. There 
was a degree of dismay that the system had not adequately found ways to provide 
the necessary knowledge about the UN system to otherwise highly qualified 
candidates. Even for those with UN backgrounds, it was felt that little systematic 
effort was made to expose potential HC candidates to the inner workings of other 
agencies.    
 

Yet, of more abiding concern was the selection process itself.21 Respondents 
from UN agencies as well as those from the wider system felt that the selection 
process was not adequately transparent. While acknowledging that the HC pools 
process was still being refined, there was nevertheless a sense that insufficient 
consultation took place about available personnel and criteria for selection. There, 
too, were concerns expressed by representatives of UN agencies as well as NGOs 
that one needs to plan for transitions more effectively. The UN knew when 
assignments in duty stations were coming to an end, and preparations for transitions 
could be made at least one year in advance. In this context, comments were also 
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made that while RCs seemed to have first call on HC positions, HCs rarely were ever 
considered as RCs. Given the fact that increasingly RCs had to deal with 
humanitarian crises, it was felt that this latter alternative should be considered in the 
selection process. 
 

An issue of authority. A persistent frustration for virtually all practicing RCs 
and HCs that were interviewed for this exercise was the lack of authority that 
affected their ability to perform their functions effectively. As will be noted under the 
Incentives dimension, below, the lack of authority is regarded as one of the greatest 
disincentives facing UN coordinators in general. The sense of grievance seems 
considerable. Faced with a wide range of responsibilities, many of which are 
ultimately concerned with saving lives, coordinators rail at the fact that expectations 
about substantive results depends in the final analysis on their ability to cajole and 
persuade. 
 

There is an inconsistency that is frequently mentioned when issues of the 
coordinator’s authority is discussed, reflected in part by the RC/HC’s review process. 
Some (though currently not all) of the RC/HC’s UNCT colleagues can judge his or 
her performance, but the situation is not fully reciprocal. This is perceived as 
symptomatic of a system where a great deal is expected, but very little is offered to 
ensure that the core objectives of the RC and HC can be met. 
 
 An emerging firewall. A growing number of RCs are concerned that the 
creation of a UNDP Country Director has begun to create what has been described 
as a “firewall” between themselves and access to resources needed to fulfil their 
functions. The issue is perceived to threaten one of the core advantages of the joint 
model, namely, the ability for an RC/HC to introduce development and humanitarian 
assistance simultaneously into crisis situations.  
 
 Beyond just the sound sense of taking advantage wherever possible of 
promoting development in parallel with human assistance, an RC/HC can on 
occasion use the development “carrot” to facilitate humanitarian action. There was 
concern that institutional changes would deprive the RC/HC of this major advantage. 
 

The incentives dimension. It is worth noting that the types of incentives that 
RCs and HCs mentioned during the interviewing process had to do frequently with 
greater support for their offices and enhancing their authority, though some felt that 
greater career development and predictability would also be an incentive. In 
whatever ways those incentives would be defined, there was a clear awareness by 
UN officials at headquarters that it was becoming increasingly difficult to find 
qualified candidates. The job of the coordinator – whether as HC or RC/HC – was 
approaching in the view of one senior UN official “unfair in terms of the strains and 
stresses” that it imposes upon coordinators in the field. 22   
 
 Holistic approach to career development.  There have been various initiatives 
to strengthen the capacities of Resident and Humanitarian Coordinators through 
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 Another senior official in New York felt that ultimately coordinators would also have to have greater 
financial inducements. This issue never arose, however, in interviews with those serving in RC or HC 
positions. 
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regular and ad hoc training initiatives.23 Yet, as was noted in the context of HC 
development, “…training is not a panacea for lack of knowledge and 
experience….Training is a complement not a competency builder or substitute for 
experience.”24 In that regard, there is an emerging body of opinion that seeks to 
promote the RC and HC functions from a holistic career perspective. That is to say, 
the selection process, itself, would need to feed into fast-track career development, 
which in turn would require at least three substantive assignments with different 
agencies at headquarters and field levels and regular training programme. This more 
holistic approach would inevitably involve far greater attention to political and 
negotiating competencies as well.  
 
 Arising from interviews with those specifically with UN backgrounds, there is 
an emerging sense that the roles and responsibilities of coordinators cannot be 
adequately addressed through occasional training programmes. The seriousness of 
the function has to be matched with appropriate systematic, long-term career 
development. 
 

Reflections on support. Few respondents acknowledged the efforts made on 
various fronts to strengthen the support provided by headquarters to in-country 
operations. In part this coolness reflected the belief that the types of support being 
offered were not addressing failings inherent in the UN system, and in part because 
the initiatives that have been introduced and delivered to date were seen as 
“uneven” at best. 
 

Those respondents who are or were RCs or HCs or both noted that, while the 
UN system ostensibly pressed for the promotion and application of humanitarian 
principles, little was done to protect those officials from the consequence of 
governments’ negative reactions to this aspect of an RC’s or HC’s role and 
responsibility. There was an abiding awareness that a senior official who gets PNG’d 
from a country for pursuing principles fundamental to the UN, including human rights 
as well as those relating to humanitarianism, will be “left dangling in the wind” when 
he or she returns to headquarters. “Headquarters weighs such incidents on the 
scales of political fall out,” noted one respondent, “and not in terms of principles or 
whether we did our duty.” 
 

There was a sense from senior officials in-country that, in the aftermath of 
such incidents, headquarters’ presumption would be that the coordinator 
mismanaged the situation or negotiated ineffectively. This added to the sense of 
precariousness that was part of a more general disincentive for taking on the role of 
coordinator.  
 

There, too, was at best mixed reviews for the sort of support provided by 
OCHA within RC and HC offices. The quality of temporary staff were regarded as 
“mixed”, but a more persistent irritation was the lack of consistency about reporting 
mechanisms between coordinators and in-country OCHA offices and these offices 
and headquarters. While headquarters is by no means insensitive to the issue, many 
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 The UN System’s Staff College (UNSSC] offers courses to Resident Coordinators, for example, 
UNCT Leadership & Coordination Skills Workshops. There are also various ad hoc training and 
related consultative sessions provided more “on site”, eg, Africa and South East Asia. 
24

 Op Cit, Humanitarian Coordinators Pool Mapping Exercise, p.66 
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present and former coordinators interviewed for this study felt that the issue needed 
to be resolved, and that that resolution should result in an agreement that in-country 
OCHA offices should report directly to RCs and HCs, and through these coordinators 
to OCHA headquarters. 
  

Respondents also referred to crisis support mechanisms that needed to be 
explored further. Two in particular were noted. The first had to do with greater use of 
Special Humanitarian Envoys who could be despatched from headquarters to 
unblock negotiating impasses. A second was to use senior humanitarian managers 
as deputy Humanitarian Coordinators to absorb the immediate burdens that would 
otherwise have to be borne directly by the coordinator.  
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Section IV: Humanitarian Coordinators in a Futures Context 

 
 As efforts continue to identify and enhance appropriate HC models, it is worth 
reflecting back on that first HC model 1 ½ decades ago, and in so doing to bear at 
least one fact in mind. While there have no doubt been efforts to improve that 
original model, the time it has taken to initiate change has never kept pace with the 
changes that were needed. There is a persistent sense of generals fighting the next 
war through the lenses and with the instruments of the previous war.  
 
 The value-added and essential capacities of a Humanitarian Coordinator over 
the coming decade as well as the context in which a Humanitarian Coordinator will 
be operating will probably be significantly different in various ways. While one cannot 
predict the future with any degree of precision, it is worth positing plausible future 
perspectives that could well affect the ways the roles and responsibilities of a 
Humanitarian Coordinator in a decade’s time. The four futures perspectives 
proposed below are intended to see where on a map in the foreseeable future would 
the most relevant model be found? What will be the model that will best deal with the 
sorts of transformations in the global and humanitarian systems that seem at this 
stage plausible? 
 
 Humanitarian principles and relativist values. To a significant extent, the post-
WWII world – driven principally by Western hegemony – has promoted a range of 
values that has been described as “universal”. These include concepts of 
democracy, human rights and humanitarian principles. It is possible that 
assumptions of such universality will become increasingly challenged as new 
international actors – with non-Western cultural and religious values – emerge as 
major global players. This is not to suggest that the value of life and related human 
rights and humanitarian principles will be discarded, but rather that there will be an 
ever greater need to negotiate such values through specific cultural contexts.  
 
 Changing nature of humanitarian crises. The sheer dimensions and dynamics 
of humanitarian crises will increase exponentially over the next decade. There, too, 
will be a plethora of new forms of crisis drivers (eg, nuclear seepage, cyber-collapse) 
as well as solutions. The likelihood of such changes is that disasters, emergencies 
and major catastrophes will in turn drive humanitarian crises from the periphery of 
international interests to become a central issue of global concern. This move from 
the periphery to the centre will lead humanitarian crises to become increasingly 
politicised. The ways that states, for example, will ignore or handle potential or actual 
crisis drivers will become issues of major political concern, conflict or alliances.  
 
 Multi-polar systems and emerging spheres of influence. Global politics will be 
based upon reconciling contending interests between and among various state-
based power blocs. These blocs will in turn have spheres of influence that will afford 
“protection” to weaker states whose perceived sovereign interests would otherwise 
be challenged. Hence, a resurgence of sovereignty – re-enforced by various power 
blocs – will mean that access to crisis-affected states will become even more difficult 
for traditional humanitarian actors, and their ability to provide assistance will be 
increasingly controlled by authorities that can rely upon suzerains for protection. A 
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related indication of such dynamics can already be seen with the emergence of 
“middle income” countries that are becoming far more resistant to outside pressures 
from humanitarian and human rights organisations. 
 
 Online coalitions and partnerships as humanitarian actors. Crowd-sourcing, 
crowd-founding, open-sourcing are all indications of new approaches to coalition-
building, knowledge-sharing, resource mobilisation and advocacy. For the 
humanitarian sector, these internet-based coalitions will increasingly pose major 
challenges to ways that conventional humanitarian systems identify real and 
potential threats, fund them and mobilise responses. The effectiveness of the 
Humanitarian Coordinator over the next decade will be measured in terms of the 
ways that he or she can balance the traditional mechanisms of coordination with the 
new dynamics of online coalitions and partnerships.  
 

Section V: Preliminary Conclusions  

 
Issues surrounding the selection and deployment of the Humanitarian 

Coordinator are sensitive, and the contending models of considerable practical and 
symbolic significance to the community of humanitarian actors.  The past decade 
and a half has seen an exponential increase in highly complicated as well as 
complex humanitarian crises.  These have put considerable pressures on the HC as 
an individual and upon the system ostensibly designed to support that function.  
Various attempts have been made to develop appropriate HC models as well as to 
strengthen support systems.  

 
Despite continuing differences over preferred models and the effectiveness of 

related support systems, there is clarity emerging on a number of key issues. There 
is no doubt, for example, that the joint RC/HC model is recognised as the default 
model. However, what is less clear is if the alternative models really could address 
the fundamental issues that hamper humanitarian response.  This in turn leads to the 
second conclusion arising from this exercise, namely, that none of the models that 
have been posited will really have the impact required without fundamental changes 
in the RC/HC selection process, approaches to career development and the type of 
support that the RC and HC receive from headquarters.  

 
A third conclusion links the first two, and that is there can be little doubt that 

the joint RC/HC model is the most viable option for effective humanitarian 
intervention, but even this model will be undermined if action is not taken to address 
the issues outlined in the second conclusion. A fourth and final conclusion is that, 
given transformational change that will affect the global community over the next 
decade, the only model at this stage that will be able to address those ensuing 
complexities is that of the joint RC/HC model.   
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ANNEX I: TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 
STUDY ON HC MODELS 

 

Background and rationale 

 

Since the function of Humanitarian Coordinator (HC) was established in 1994, most 

individuals discharging it have combined it with that of Resident Coordinator (RC) or, less 

often, with that of Country Representative of a UN Agency. In a limited number of cases, 

HCs have been appointed in a stand-alone capacity, with no agency affiliation.
25

  

 

While there are divergent views among humanitarian actors as to the suitability of the various 

HC models, there appears to be broad consensus that no single model is likely to fit all 

country situations, and that therefore all options might be considered when HC positions are 

established. 

 

At the 20 March 2008 meeting of the IASC HC Group, the DERC proposed to commission 

an independent study analysing the advantages and disadvantages of the various HC models 

based on field experience, to provide humanitarian partners with a common and objective 

evidence base. It also proposed that such a study be followed by a substantive discussion 

among IASC agencies, operational NGOs, UNDOCO, selected HCs and RCs, and interested 

Member States to explore this issue in greater depth. 

 

As the IASC is moving towards a more consultative approach to selecting the HC model to 

be used in specific country situations, greater analytical clarity on the advantages and 

disadvantages of the various HC models will help ensure that informed decisions are taken in 

this respect. 

 

Purpose and objectives 

 

The overall purpose of the study is to provide humanitarian stakeholders with a common and 

objective evidence base on the suitability of the various HC models to generic country 

situations. 

 

Its specific objectives are to analyse the strengths and weaknesses of the various HC models 

based on field experience, and to document humanitarian stakeholders’ views on the subject. 

 

Expected outcome 

It is expected that the study will: 

 

- map out the different models of HC deployment that have been used since HC 

positions were established by the IASC in 1994 (including the ad hoc Somalia HC in 

1993), and establish a typology of them
26
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 The latest exceptions to the joint RC/HC model have been in Myanmar (HC/UNFPA Representative, as of 

May 2008), Uganda (stand-alone HC, January-April 2007), Lebanon (stand-alone HC, July-October 2006), and 

the Russian Federation (HC/UNHCR Representative, March 2004-August 2006).  
26

 The typology should take account of the additional roles that may be performed by HCs, such as those of 

UNDP Resident Representative, Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary-General, and Designated 
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- analyse the strengths and weaknesses of each model, based on field experience 

- map out the other modalities that have been used to discharge the humanitarian 

coordination function (RC, Deputy HC, Lead Agency, Area Coordinator, Regional 

Coordinator, Special Envoy, etc.), and analyse their respective strengths and 

weaknesses 

- map out the views of the main humanitarian stakeholders (IASC agencies, major 

operational NGOs, Member States, both donors and host governments) at both 

headquarters and field level with regard to the rationale for the HC function, the 

strengths and weaknesses of the various modalities that have been used to discharge 

the humanitarian coordination function, and particularly of the different HC models. 

This should outline key issues of principle and mandates, as well as issues of structure 

and management. 

 

Methodology 

 

It is expected that the consultant will: 

 

- conduct a desk review of existing literature on the subject 

- develop a survey guideline, to ensure methodological consistency 

- conduct semi-structured interviews by phone with a sample of current and past HCs. 

The sample should be representative i.a. in terms of the type of HC model, the HC’s 

agency of origin, country and region of posting, period and duration of service; and 

the type of emergency 

- conduct semi-structured interviews by phone with several members of the 

humanitarian country teams (UN and non-UN) in at least two countries with a current 

HC, one of which  uses the RC/HC model, and one with a separate HC   

- conduct face-to-face semi-structured interviews in Geneva and New York, and by 

phone, with the main humanitarian stakeholders (IASC agencies, major operational 

NGOs, Member States, both donors and host governments), with particular focus on 

individuals with first-hand experience of different HC models 

- conduct semi-structured interviews by phone or face-to-face with other relevant 

officials (current and former SRSGs, officials from DOCO, DPKO, etc.) 

- lead a meeting in Geneva to discuss and validate findings (to be held tentatively mid-

October). 

 

Timeframe 

It is expected that the consultancy will be conducted in 30 working days. 

 

Output and deliverables 

 

The final output of the consultancy will be a succinct and fully edited study in English of no 

more than 7,500 words in a printed and an electronic version. The report will include an 

executive summary of up to 800 words. The annexes will include i.a. a description of the 

methodology used, a bibliography, list of persons interviewed and terms of reference. 

 

As an intermediary step, a draft study will be requested, to be discussed at the validation 

meeting. 

                                                                                                                                                        
Official for security, as well as of the different deployment modalities (e.g. Government accreditation, 

concurrent deployment of a coordination support structure.)  
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ANNEX II: CONTENT ANALYSIS  

 

Introduction  

 
This Annex presents a detailed discussion of the methodology and results of 

the analysis of the interviews regarding views on the role and model of deployment 
of the Humanitarian Coordinator function.  Broadly, this Annex is divided into two 
halves.  In the first half, issues pertaining to the individual Humanitarian Coordinator 
(HC) are explored.  Perceptions of function, knowledge and competencies seen to 
be core to the role of HC are reviewed.  The second half of this annex examines 
responses pertaining to support for different HC models and explanatory factors for 
those responses.   

 

Note on the use and interpretation of data presented 
 
Relationship to the main document: 
 
This annex provides a statistical summary of interviews conducted in the 

preparation of this report.  The methodology aims to provide structured, quantitative 
analysis of the interviews; content analysis is employed to give an indication of the 
diversity of and frequency with which certain viewpoints are held.  

 
It is not intended that statistics alone would answer the questions under 

examination in this report.  Instead, this Annex makes transparent the range of 
opinions encountered, how these opinions might be grouped, and how frequently 
different points of view are held within those groups.   

 
Given the size of the interview pool and the importance and sensitivity of the 

issues covered in this report, statistical analysis of the interviews is seen as both 
useful and appropriate.  It is crucial, however, that the reader is aware of the 
advantages and limitations of the analysis used.  This relates not only to 
understanding how results were gathered, but also to understanding what 
conclusions can be drawn.  Fundamentally, both the strengths of the methodology 
and data and their shortcomings should be borne in mind when considering the 
findings presented.  

 
Over all, this annex should be viewed as making evident part of the ‘working’ 

that underlies the report.  Please note that this Annex does not provide 
supplementary interpretations to the discussion in the main body of the report, and 
that findings presented here do not supersede findings described therein.  

 
Pool of interviewees 
 
The pool of interviewees was almost certainly disproportionately represented 

by members of UN organisations.  This would skew the data to reflect the views of 
UN-based respondents where figures are stated in aggregate.   
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Where possible and appropriate, the responses from each organisation are 

expressed as a percentage of responses from that organisation, not in relation to 
total group responses. 

 
However, many of the analyses do use aggregate data, and this skew should 

affect interpretation of aggregate figures presented.  Further study beyond this paper 
may describe what, in fact, is an ideal, representational interview group.27  The 
results show the attitudes of those in the interview pool; the reader is encouraged to 
consider how reflective this is of the wider community.  The interview list is provided 
in Annex III.   

 
The report attempts not to divide opinion along organisational lines more than 

necessary, and relies on an understanding that, although the group is not 
proportionately distributed to the community assisting crises, understanding the 
range and frequency of opinion within this diverse interview group is nonetheless 
highly informative.  

 

 

Discussion of methodology  

 
The dataset includes 1,038 separate statements from 47 interviews that 

included a total of 75 interviewees.  The underlying methodological framework is a 
process used to identify responses by various categories or groups, to place 
responses into those groups in order to render a quantitative analysis of ‘qualitative’ 
responses, and subsequently to review range, frequency, and in some cases 
correlations between different viewpoints.   

 
The process used to convert the interviews into data is as follows:  
 

1. Review of interviews in relation to key issues (for example, 
rationale for use of the stand-alone coordinator model)  

2. Identification of commonly used categories of responses, divide 
responses on each issue into categories if unambiguous responses are given 
(reference tables are presented throughout this Annex, providing a key to the 
category definitions)  

3. Analyse the frequency of statement categories  
4. Where appropriate, the responses are factored into subdivisions 

(for example, examining statements on competency referencing leadership 
and creating subdivisions of different styles of leadership referenced)   
 
The methodology consists of using responses from semi-structured 

interviews.  Notes on interviews are comprised of statements from the interviewee(s) 
in the interview group, either recorded as verbatim, or as summarised records.  By 
taking records of the discussion, the context and nuance of statements was retained.  

                                                 
27

 Being a member of the UN or an NGO is not, of course, the only segmentation that would need to 
be addressed in constructing a fully representational interview pool 
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By maintaining the original statements made in reference to one subject, they can 
provide information on viewpoints on a secondary subject area – and most usefully, 
a subject area that may arise as a common theme only after the interviews are 
completed.28   

 
A number of issues must be addressed in transforming interviews into data for 

content analysis, which affect the way in which the findings can be interpreted.  
Some unintended statistical effects or ‘bias’ is unavoidable in any data analysis, 
particularly when applied to surveys of opinion.  The following methodological 
discussion outlines some bias types and how they are addressed, the interpretation 
that can be made of the results, and the advantages that the methodology provides.   

 
 
 

Methodology note: Responses vs. respondents 
 
In most cases, the results of the interview analysis are measured in 

responses, rather than respondents.  This is to account for a single interviewee 
contributing more than one statement in relation to a subject area.   

 
The analysis is therefore in most places distinct from a typical ‘market survey’, 

in which the base unit is expressed in terms of individual support, for example, “most 
people prefer…”   

 
Instead, the analysis presented here expresses results in terms of the type 

and frequency of responses, such as “the most frequent responses on HC function 
were in the categories of advocacy and coordination”.  One person may have 
identified both advocacy and coordination; another may have referenced neither 
category. Not more than one response per category per person is recorded (see the 
discussion below).    

 
This allows the benefit of understanding the range of opinions, and the 

frequency with which certain beliefs are held, rather than a more basic approach that 
would lose valuable insight into the spectrum of opinions within the group.   

 
Expression of opinion 
Possible bias is present in that the data were gathered using semi-structured 

interviewees in which interviewees were not required to state an opinion on every 
area.  For example, members of the interview group may have had strong opinions 
on subject areas but did not make statements for any number of reasons.   

 
Nevertheless, that a statement is made is itself a reasonable scale of how 

important the issue is to the respondent.  Furthermore, if a viewpoint is requested, an 
opinion may be voiced that the interviewee does not see as critical until a position is 

                                                 
28

 By comparison, a common way to analyse opinion involves recording levels of agreement or 
disagreement with set statements, typically on a scale of one to five.  The analysis of data from such 
fully-structured survey techniques can strip statements of context from the outset, forcing respondents 
to fit opinion to assumed viewpoints.  While this provides a much simpler basis for data analysis, the 
chosen methodology was seen as more appropriate, and allows for opinion to be converted into data 
with the original context preserved as far as possible.   
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insisted on. Thus, the presence or absence of statements acts as a filter for views 
that are not seen as vital to the subject at hand.  At the same time, the absence of 
data may skew the results towards opinions that are strongly felt over opinion that is 
less emotional and provocative – but equally useful.   

 
The interpretation of the results should therefore be seen as a reflection of the 

‘prominence’ of certain opinions, both in the views of individuals and in the wider 
group of interviewees.   

 
Accuracy of results  
Despite the good size of the dataset, the margin of error will be a factor and 

should be taken into consideration in interpreting the results.  The standard 
deviation, or statistical significance, was not calculated for each instance and 
interpretation should be made with a view to identifying the apparent differences in 
opinion based on significant margins of disparity.   Rather than looking for the most 
common response, readers should bear in mind the extent by which results differ 
from each other.   

 
Translation of statements to data  
In order to examine patterns in interviewee responses, common statements or 

opinions on a subject area were grouped into categories.  The categories are shown 
throughout, with tables containing example statements or opinions that have been 
used to define each category.  Categorising statements carries with it the possibility 
that interpretation could differ from the original intention.   

 
In interpreting interviewees’ statements, controls were therefore applied to the 

interpretation process: the interviewee would feel that the categorisation was either 
synonymous or strongly implied; where statements suggested ambiguous 
interpretations they were not included; where statements could impart two distinct 
meanings, none was selected rather than counting both.  The process does mean 
that the size of the dataset is reduced with a subsequent effect on the statistical 
significance that can be imparted on the data. The overall effect, however, is to 
benefit the confidence in the results presented.   

 
Interview groups  
Some interviews involved groups rather than one person.  The responses 

were weighted according to the number of people in the group, or, in some cases, 
the number of people who were putting forward opinion if that clearly differed.  It 
might be presumed that individual interviews with each person within a group would 
have yielded a greater range of responses.  In effect, interviews from groups appear 
to have elicited majority views.  This may create a bias towards commonly-held 
views, at the loss of more marginal attitudes.  It may be assumed that these views 
could represent modal average views of the results of individual from those groups.29   

 
 
 

                                                 
29

 It should be noted, however, that forming and expressing opinions in an interview situation may 
itself be subject to bias.  This includes group situations and the context of the interview; actions and 
expressions may alter in accordance with the perceived motivation for the interview and cause for 
which responses will be used. 
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Multiple responses  
During interviews, statements referring to a subject, or different ways of 

making the same statement, sometimes produced multiple references to a category.  
However, only one statement per category per interview was used as data in the 
analysis.  This approach was employed to avoid skewing the data either through 
styles of speech (for example, repetition for emphasis), and to give a democratic 
weighting to each interviewee’s point of view.  This allows the range of ideas being 
expressed to be incorporated, rather than only allowing one comment per person.   

 
Bias from questions 
While the methodology distances itself from the constraints of the 

questionnaire, the interviews were nevertheless conducted around a structure of 
questions.  This structure tends to invite discussion, and led the interviewees to 
provide a range of answers to a question.  However, the questions encourage 
interviewees to provide an example, and accordingly voice an opinion that perhaps 
may not have been expressed otherwise.  This can be seen, for example, in the 
question: “In what circumstances, if any, do you feel that the role and responsibilities 
of a Humanitarian Coordinator, separate from a Resident Coordinator, are 
particularly warranted?”  This leads respondents to consider possible situations.  On 
the other hand, the methodology does not restrain the length of answers 
interviewees gave, and so caveats and context can be provided with answers, and 
these can be reviewed in the more nuanced interpretation of results that content 
analysis allows.   

 
Range of interview pool   
The interview group adds to bias in the results.  A majority were members of 

UN agencies.  Although it would be possible to aim to derive a more representative 
interview group, the interview group of seventy-five people does nonetheless provide 
a large range of views and backgrounds.   Wherever possible and appropriate, 
responses have been disaggregated in order to provide an understanding of opinion 
within these groups, which addresses some of the issues of disproportionate 
representation.  

 
Group differentiation  
Comparisons are in places made between the responses from different 

organisations or groups within the interview group.  In places, the analysis examines 
patterns in responses that appear to differentiate UN and NGO community 
perspectives, for example.  In so doing, the analysis assumes a relationship between 
the interviewer’s opinions and the organisation type in which the interviewee is 
operating.  

 
While differences are discernable, other factors may cause this disparity in 

opinions that have little to do with organisational grouping, and this should be taken 
into account in interpreting the findings.  The scope of the study is primarily to 
analyse the views of the community at large rather than examine differences.  
Nevertheless, these results have been included where it may contribute to the 
overall understanding of the community’s view on HC models.  
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1. Views on the core function of the Humanitarian Coordinator  

 
As stated in the introduction, this Annex is divided broadly into two halves, 

with the first half examining perceptions of the HC as an individual.  This section will 
review responses given regarding the rationale of the HC function.  Content analysis 
of the interviews provides two ways in which to generate data on perceptions.  Some 
stakeholder views on the rationale of the HC function were given in direct 
statements, such as “The HC function is to promote humanitarian principles”.  Other 
views were not given directly, but were deducible or strongly implied; for example, 
stating that the benefits of one model over another allowed the HC “to manage 
diverse teams” was originally part of a statement about model preference.   

1.1 Spectrum of views of the HC function  

The interviews with stakeholders were examined for consistent patterns of 
opinion.  The seven categories identified are summarised in Table 1;30 these findings 
are also summarised in Figure 1 below.  The categories of opinion were derived by 
examining all statements from the interviews, searching for categories that are 
mutually exclusive and also exhaustive of the range of opinions.31  This process led 
to establishing a commonality of opinion within seven categories.   

 
Table 1: What are seen to be the core functions of Humanitarian Coordinators? 

 
Function  Sample references derived from interviews, including  key 

words and statements 
Leadership Consensus-building * The coordinator cannot be hierarchical and 

has to lead through influence * An HC needs to be more assertive 
in his or her decision-making than an RC * Different time 
parameters * Have to juggle different interest groups * Influence 
without power, achieve targets without power 

Advocacy Manage political networks *  Promote human rights as well as  
humanitarian agenda * Protect humanitarian space * Negotiation 
for access * The coordinator needs to know when and how to 
make a public stand * Advocacy can take place behind closed 
doors * Influence with outside bodies like donor governments 

Coordination  Everyone has clear idea of who is doing what, when and where * 
Convening power that willingly attracts a wide range of 
organisations * Government, local communities, the lot * Manage 
clusters * Facilitate humanitarian operations, without being 
operational * bring system together to produce critical outputs, 
including CAPs * Linking agencies together * Creating an agenda 
that everyone buys into 

Information 
Exchange 

To provide information to sector via  OCHA offices * Use 
information exchange  for engaging wider humanitarian sector * 
Support for Humanitarian Information Centres * Vital HC function 

                                                 
30

 The analysis of the interviews used throughout this Annex is presented with the right hand column 
giving sample phrases and the left hand column showing categories.   
31

 Placing statements into ‘exhaustive’ categories describes how the categories cover all statements 
relevant to the subject area within the interviews conducted; this is not to suggest that they cover all 
possible opinion on the subject.   



 34 

for coordination * Ensuring HQ informed * Monitoring key 
operational developments, including resource flows, through 
information exchange * Building trust with authorities 

Planning Development and recovery linkages * Promote planning through 
clusters and in other fora * Relate international efforts with 
government * Policy frameworks for humanitarian operations 

Representation Manage political networks * Humanitarian accountability * 
Engaging local communities on behalf of the wider system * 
Expand humanitarian partnerships * Ensure that wider 
community, including donors, international meetings and the like 
know what is being done * Explaining how the efforts of 
government are supporting the work of the international 
community and vice versa * The ways that resources are being 
used 

Resource 
mobilisation  

Development of appeals and related resource mobilisation 
initiatives * Resource analysis and allocation * Assessing need 
and assessing response * Defining humanitarian community 
response capacity 

 
  
 

 
Figure 1: Summary of perceived core functions of the Humanitarian Coordinator 
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1.2 Most commonly held views of the HC function  

Within the range of functions summarised in Section 1.1, reference to some 
functions were made more frequently than to others.  The frequency of references is 
analysed here.32   

1.2.1. …within the whole interview group 

 
 

What are seen to be the core functions of Humanitarian Coordinators?
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Figure 2: Frequency of responses regarding core functions 

 
 
Including all responses from all interviewees, shown in Figure 2 above, the 

most frequent responses were in the categories of advocacy and coordination. 
 
These results do not suggest that the other functions are not important or 

perceived to be important.  Frequency of citation may reflect bias within the interview 
group, but references are also more likely to be made to issues that are current or 
emotive.  Therefore, while clearly advocacy and coordination are important functions 
to the interview group, there may be a number of explanatory factors for their 
prominence beyond the immediate question of HC function.   

 
There is a potential criticism that the categories relating to some terms were 

simply more expansive than others.  However, the data is believed to be reasonably 
significant as, while Table 1 shows that a range of statements were included in the 
category of advocacy that do not require the word itself to be used, most of the 
comments from the interviews classed in this group specifically used the word 
advocacy as a function.    

                                                 
32

 To review a guide to interpretation and the strengths and weaknesses of the methodology, please 
see the notes on interpretation of data made in the introduction and methodology section at the start 
of this Annex. 
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1.2.2. …in relation to the type of organisation to which the respondent 
belonged  

 
The data were analysed for differences between the different organisation 

types with regard to perceptions of the core functions of the humanitarian 
coordinator, which is described in Figure 3 below.  The disaggregation of the results 
in this way is intended to aid understanding of the explanatory factors driving the 
views of the interviewees.   

 

What are seen to be the core functions of Humanitarian Coordinators?
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Figure 3: Frequency of responses regarding function, with organisation type 

 
NGO responses were more likely to refer to advocacy and coordination, while 

responses from UN personnel expressed a wider range of opinions on core functions 
of the Humanitarian Coordinator.   

 
Leadership in particular was more frequently cited by members of the NGO 

community than by members of UN organisations.  Representation functions 
appeared to be cited more frequently by Bilateral Donors and the Red Cross 
Movement than by UN and NGO members. Leadership is examined further in 
Section 3.  Nevertheless, views are reasonably consistent across groups suggesting 
consensus regarding the rationale for the HC function.  

 

2. Views on the core knowledge and competencies of the HC 

Following the summary of responses on core functions of the HC, this section 
looks at the profile that interviewee opinion suggests is required for the execution of 
those functions.  The views on profile are examined in terms of competencies and 
knowledge. Independent of preferences for models, members of the interview group 
provided their assessment of what was needed by way of competencies and 
knowledge to best perform the HC functions.  In later sections, the issue of attidues 
towards HC models are addressed directly.   
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It should be noted that none of the interviewees individually put forward more 
than one profile to math different HC models.  The interviewees have responded to 
the structured interviews to describe core functions, competencies and knowledge 
and they may be common to HCs across models.   The HC model and HC profile are 
also arguably both dependent on the set of functions to be performed rather than, for 
example, the HC model determining the HC profile.   

2.1 The spectrum of views on HC knowledge and competencies  

As discussed in section 1.1, the statements made by the interviewees on the 
profile of an HC were distilled into categories that fitted statements from the 
interviews.  Those categories were exhaustive and mutually exclusive within the data 
obtained when applied to unambiguous statements.  The results of this process are 
shown in Table 2 below.   

 
Table 2: Knowledge and competencies of a Humanitarian Coordinator 

Identified Knowledge 
and Competencies 

Sample references derived from interviews, 
including  key words and statements  

Knowledge of human 
rights obligations 

Understanding of issues beyond humanitarian * human 
rights knowledge fundamental for UN staff * human 
rights and humanitarianism go hand-in-hand *  

Leadership in stressful 
situations 

Rapid decision making, *working under pressure * 
expectations are different during times of crisis. 
Process-oriented approach not adequate * you need 
somebody who can act, and act quickly * consensus-
builder * ability to manage people * leading a disparate 
community without any power or authority other than 
personality 

Political acumen Negotiating skills *manage political networks * knowing 
how to handle governments is essential, when to 
threaten, when to bribe, when to cajole * dealing with 
agencies is a political art * timing is everything * 
handling headquarters can be as difficult as handling 
opposition forces * guerrilla movements * the Force 
Commander – SRSG – DSRSG triangle 

Engaging wide range of 
actors in and outside the 
UN system 

Engaging with local NGOs * peoples’ skills that can 
bring agencies together with NGOs * governments and 
local community linkages * bringing government 
together with the UNCT along with international NGOs 
can be tricky * an HC has to know who else is out there 
and how to bring them in * work with governments at 
the local level *  

Management skills Need to be organised * Management  
Consensus building Non-hierarchical approach * In this system, you can 

only lead by persuasion * modern management * 
getting buy-in * coordination begins by building 
agreement across boundaries * it takes a long time, but 
ultimately it is the only way 

Knowledge of 
humanitarian principles 

Deep understanding of humanitarian principles is 
probably more important than having extensive 
operational experience * Promoting access is probably 
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the most important function that an HC can fulfil * 
Human rights and humanitarian principles go hand-in-
hand * you’re an international civil servant, and these 
are implied in the Charter * the right to protect is the 
key  

Operational expertise Experience on the ground * only way to know what to 
say is to have been there * must not use operational 
expertise to be overly operational * it’s a credibility 
issue  

Knowledge of culturally 
specific issues, including 
language skills, knowledge 
of country/region 

Difficult to be truly engaged without some sense of the 
culture or language 

Communications skills Representation, advocacy and coordination all depend 
upon coordinator’s ability to communicate * it’s not 
about writing, it’s about engaging * challenge is to put 
yourself in the mind of government and opposition 
groups *  

Knowledge of UN system 
including HQ contacts 

Difficult for outsiders to understand how UN operates * 
essential to understand the UN from HQ to the field and 
back up * basis for discussions with government * 
perfect combination is to have worked with NGO before 
coming into the UN * unintentional closed shop 

Knowledge of 
development and recovery 

modern humanitarian response involves efforts to deal 
with recovery and response simultaneously * you can’t 
understand response without understanding what’s 
needed for recovery * crises reflect development 
failures and development can eliminate  

Planning skills Strategist * effective coordinator * adaptability * peculiar 
mixture of knowing a little bit about everything * a 
natural consequence of bringing people together * 
fundamental to the CAP process *  

 
The range of views is summarised in both Figure 4 and Figure 5 below; 

knowledge and competencies have been separated for the purposes of clarity in 
defining perceptions of the profile required of an HC. The core knowledge and 
competencies were derived according to categorisation of statements as described 
in Table 2 above.   
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Figure 4: Core competencies referenced 

 

 
Figure 5: Core knowledge referenced  
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2.2 Most commonly held views of HC knowledge and competencies  

The categories of statement referring to the profile of the HC, summarised in 
the figures above, were analysed for frequency of citation.     

2.2.1. …within the whole interview group 

In line with the importance attributed to the coordinating function of the HC 
role identified in Section 1.2.1, one of the most frequently cited competencies of the 
HC is the ability to engage with the full range of humanitarian actors (see Figure 6 
below).  The ability to engage a wide range of actors in and outside the UN system 
received frequent reference, cited more often than qualities such as leadership and 
management.  Political acumen was also frequently quoted as an important skill.   

 

What are seen to be the core competencies of Humanitarian Coordinators?

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%

Knowledge of development and recovery
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Operational expertise
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Planning skills
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Leadership in stressful situations

Ability to engage wide range of actors in and outside UN system

% of responses 

 
Figure 6: Core competencies of the Humanitarian Coordinator 

 
As discussed in the methodology interpretation of these results is 

recommended in terms of a comprehension of which issues appear to be frequently 
mentioned in relative terms, versus those that appear not to be as significant in 
respondents’ opinions.  In this way, issues such as operational expertise and those 
receiving less frequent responses may be interpreted as less prominent, or ‘on the 
mind’, of the typical interviewee.  Those higher up the chart may be considered more 
prominent in the minds of interviewees.   

 
Another point raised in the methodology is that of context.  The interviewees 

were aware of the broad context in which the interview was taking place and the 
purpose of the report.  The prominence of the response that the HC should be able 
to engage a wide range of actors was seen most in NGOs (see Section 2.2.2).  
Rather than this suggesting NGOs do not think the HC should have planning skills, a 
more appropriate interpretation would be that NGO interviewees felt it to be a more 
prominent issue that the HC must have the ability to engage with the wider 
humanitarian community.   
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Related to perceptions of leadership, the ability to engage is set beside a 
desire for leadership in stressful situations and the ability to build consensus.  
Qualities such as leadership and political acumen are given more weight than areas 
such as knowledge of human rights obligations and knowledge of development and 
recovery.  While the four knowledge categories appeared less frequently in the data, 
when combined they account for 14% of response, which would place knowledge in 
the profile of the HC at the higher end of the scale.   

 
The competence of leadership in stressful situations is represented by 

statements from needing to be “a strong leader but not threatening”,33 to being able 
“to push people in areas that they were not comfortable working in”.34   The issue of 
leadership is examined further in Section 3.   

2.2.2. …in relation to the type of organisation to which the respondent 
belonged  

The NGO responses to core competencies show most frequent reference to 
the ability to engage with the wider humanitarian community in and outside the UN 
(see Figure 7 below).35  Some 30% of NGO responses fell in this area; the second 
highest – leadership in stressful situations – accounted for 20% of responses. 

   

NGO Response:

What are seen to be the core competencies of Humanitarian Coordinators?
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Figure 7: NGO responses relating to core competencies 

 
There appears to be three distinct groups to NGO responses.  The first group 

– the ability to engage – as noted above, is clearly most prominent in responses.  
The second group brings together leadership in stressful situations, planning, 
management and consensus building skills.  Finally, the importance of knowledge of 
humanitarian principles was referenced, but not as frequently.  In terms of the 
methodology, this may be absent in the results because it is assumed by 
interviewees, though this does not make it into the data.  Alternatively, it may not be 

                                                 
33

 Ref. 166 
34

 Ref. 87 
35

 Data from the Red Cross Movement provided one response in this subject area, but this response 
was also related to the capacity to engage with many humanitarian actors. 
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considered vital to performing the functions, or important to state in the context of 
this paper.   

 
UN responses emphasised competencies of leadership, political acumen, and 

engagement with a wide range of humanitarian actors in three of the most common 
response types (see Figure 8 below).  A greater range of responses was given by 
the UN group, including operational expertise, and knowledge of humanitarian 
principles, rights, and the UN system.  This may be a result of the larger sample size 
of UN interviews.   

 

UN Response:
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Figure 8:  UN responses relating to core competencies 

 
UN responses went further in emphasising political acumen, seen as being a 

required competence for the role.  These included simple statements, such as “you 
need to be able to… cajole the government”36 to statements such as “HC should be 
a political person to the core”.37  Political acumen was also prominent in the 
interviews with Bilateral Donors.  In this group, political acumen was the most 
frequently cited competence next to consensus building, each accounting for around 
20% of responses within the group.   

 
Despite the differences, there is some consensus amongst the community in 

a set of competencies relating to ability to lead, build consensus and bring together 
humanitarian actors.  That these capacities have been highlighted may simply 
describe the explicit role of the Humanitarian Coordinator.  However, further analysis 
of the interviews can be made, which provide further insight into the relationship with 
support for different models (see Section 6).   

 
Distinctions between the groups of interviewees do suggest some level of 

differing perceptions of the HC profile, with the pre-eminence of engagement for 

                                                 
36

 Ref. 484 
37

 Ref. 33 
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NGOs, contrasting against a more even spread of political acumen, leadership, and 
sector engagement expressed in UN responses.   

 

3. Views on HC leadership style  

 
The process of factoring was used to review categories of responses.  It 

should be noted that factoring decreases sample size, and this impacts the statistical 
significance that can be attached to the findings.38    

3.1 Range and frequency of responses on leadership style  

The interviews were reviewed for patterns in statements referring to 
leadership.  As a result, leadership styles were divided into two groups:  

 

• Consensual leadership style  

• Command and control leadership style  
 
These results are described in Table 3 below.   
 

Table 3: Leadership style 

Leadership style  Sample references derived from interviews, including  
key words and statements 

Command and 
control 

Lead the humanitarian community * Strong but not 
threatening * Push people to work in areas they are not 
comfortable in * Make decisions and move on them quickly 
* you don’t have the luxury of time *  

Consensual  Personality to make people see the greater good * 
Consensus building  * Non-hierarchical * bringing people 
together * a good listener is the principal characteristic * 
you have no authority to tell people what to do * building 
coalitions * partnering 

 
Statements were evenly split regarding the preferred leadership style of the 

HC, with 53% referencing a consensual style, and 47% of comments made on 
leadership fitting a command and control style (see Figure 9 below).   

 
Some respondents were keen that there should be a lead decision-maker in 

the humanitarian coordinator’s competencies.  It was suggested that there are crises 
“where you just have to take control”,39 that you need someone who is “not afraid to 
make a decision”,40 and to make decisions where no one else can, “sometimes 
arbitrarily if need be”.41  

 

                                                 
38

 This is due to the fact that not all statements referencing leadership were accompanied by 
unambiguous references to a certain style of leadership; therefore the dataset on leadership is 
reduced.  There is a direct relationship between the number of data points from an experiment or 
survey and the significance that can be attached to the data.   
39

 Ref. 672 
40

 Ref. 132 
41

 Ref. 251 
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At the same time, some statements suggest a preference for a leadership 
style that is more explicitly consensus-oriented: “a strong leader but not 
threatening”.42  In this view of leadership, the HC’s style should be “to link people at 
the right time”43 and provide “an enabling role”44.   

 

What leadership style did respondents look for in a Humanitarian Coordinator?
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Figure 9: Perceived preference in leadership style 

  
The HC’s position, according to some responses, is someone who 

coordinates funding but “is not the manager of the overall organisation”45.  Similarly, 
having a “non-hierarchical approach to dealing with people… to allow the agencies 
and others to do their jobs”46 is part consensus-building technique, but also part 
indicative of the relationships between the HC and other organisations. 

 
The most notable element of this analysis is that there is no clear preferred 

leadership style.  Leadership, as shown in both Section 1 and Section 2 of this 
Annex, is clearly considered to be both a vital part of the rationale of the HC’s 
function and a quality that the HC should possess.  For all organisations, leadership 
in stressful situations appeared more frequently than consensus building in the 
profile of the HC.  But when combined with all references to leadership style, the 
consensus building approach to leadership shows at least as much to be in evidence 
within the views expressed on leadership overall.  Leadership style in with respect to 
attitudes to HC models is developed in Section 6.3.   

4. Views on discharging the HC function  

 
The modalities referenced in responses for discharging the HC function are 

summarised in Figure 10 below.   

                                                 
42

 Ref. 166 
43

 Ref. 339 
44

 Ref. 462  
45

 Ref. 844 
46

 Ref. 600 
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Figure 10: Modalities for discharging the HC function 

 
The modalities summarised include all those referenced in the interviews.  In 

this Annex, the alternative modalities are not further explored.  The interviewees 
much more frequently referred to issues concerning the main model types, for 
example, discussed in the following sections, rather than alternative modalities for 
discharging the function.  One difficulty is that some modalities received few 
citations.  This limits the extent to which data can be analysed at all beyond the 
summary provided above.   

5. Use of different HC models 

Interviewees provided examples of reasons why different models for 
discharging the HC function could be appropriate.   

5.1 Range of models discussed  

The interviews suggest a number of models of HC deployment.  The most 
frequently cited model types are as follows:  

 

• Joint model  

• Stand-alone model  

• Extant capacity model 
 
Two models figured most frequently in the data: the joint model and the stand-

alone model.  Few respondents put forward ideas regarding the extant capacity 
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model; those that did discuss this model felt strongly that this was an important 
option.  However, comment was sufficiently infrequent that the references to the 
model do not lend themselves well to statistical analysis.   

5.2 Range of rationales given for using different models  

Interviewees provided responses on different reasons or situations where the 
models would be useful.  Theses responses were not necessarily made as direct 
support for one model over another, but instead reflect the perceived need for each 
model given certain conditions.  As some of the interviewees did show explicit 
support for different models, a nuanced interpretation of preference for one model 
over another is reviewed in Section 6.   

5.2.1. …Stand-alone model  

The semi-structured interviews led to discussions of where a stand-alone HC 
model may be appropriate.  The methodology’s assessment of interview questions is 
important: very few interviewees felt that the stand-alone model would be a default 
model and some preferred not to use it at all; yet even interviewees who strongly 
supported a joint model referenced situations where a stand-alone model could be 
used, and these data are included here.  Therefore, it is necessary to distinguish 
between providing a rationale and stating a preference to which model is used.   

 
The interviews were reviewed for categories that incorporated the range of 

rationales given for a stand-alone model.  Table 4 below presents the results of this 
review.   

  
 

Table 4: Circumstances supporting a stand-alone Humanitarian Coordinator model 

 
Reason for stand-alone 
HC model  

Sample references derived from interviews, 
including  key words and statements 

 RC lacks relevant 
competencies 

Inadequate humanitarian training or support * Does not 
know humanitarian principles, * has no operational 
experience * too hierarchical * too developmental * 
overly process-oriented  

To emphasise neutrality, 
impartiality of humanitarian 
agenda and actors in 
complex emergency 
situations 

* Need for an independent voice * integrated missions 
too political * RC too close to government institutions * 
needs to communicate outside UN system * build up 
trust with opposition groups 

Dedicated humanitarian 
focal point regarded as 
most effective way to 
engage and  mobilise 
wider humanitarian sector 

* Non-UN humanitarian actors prefer dedicated 
humanitarian official * separate HC has time to work 
the constituency * more NGO friendly * normally willing 
to work with communities * accessibility * prefer to work 
away from the UN structure 

Perceived separation from 
government interests 
provides greater 
opportunities to deal with 
marginalised and 
disenfranchised 

* Governments can’t be trusted when it comes to their 
own people * disaster relief is all about politics * RC 
can get too close to government * governments 
alienate *political sensitivity of situation * need to 
separate political and humanitarian  
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communities 
Situationally specific, 
including geographic 
distance, poor 
communications between 
headquarters and field 
locations 

* Local issues * need operationally flexibility * isolated 
incidents * can’t contact the capital * government didn’t 
want to acknowledge the crisis, but allowed us to treat 
situation locally 

Dimensions and dynamics 
of crises exceed 
government/humanitarian 
sector capability 

* Scale of a disaster * sudden natural disaster where 
government was overwhelmed * need to instantly gear 
up * crisis beyond anyone’s imagination * conventional 
capacities could not cope 

Lack of RC time and 
resources to deal with 
humanitarian agenda as 
well as other critical 
functions 

* RC might have competence, but has no time * 
competing priorities * no one could deal with the triple-
hatted responsibilities under the circumstances * No 
time to focus on humanitarian agenda plus workload of 
combined role 

 
 
These rationales are summarised for clarity in Figure 11 below.   
 
 

 
Figure 11: Range of rationales for the stand-alone model 
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5.2.2. …Joint model  

 
Respondents expressed a range of reasons for using the joint model.  In 

contrast to the perspectives given on the stand-alone model, the joint model was 
often perceived as the default or given model, and this may explain why fewer 
reasons for using it were given.  Many seemed to take the view that the joint model 
was the rule and, with this, specific instances were not as frequently provided.  
Nevertheless, sufficient reference to the model was made to allow an analysis of the 
categories of rationales for the joint model.  These are presented in Table 5 below.   

 
Table 5: Range of rationale for the joint humanitarian coordinator model 

Reason for an joint 
RC/HC model 

Sample references derived from interviews, 
including  key words and statements 

Access to government Without combined role, access to government can be 
an issue * HC not recognised by government * 
humanitarian work  goes beyond the Oxfam biscuit. It 
goes to recovery and development * Government deals 
with me separately, recognising my HC functions as 
separate from my RC functions * My access to 
government as RC means that I can help NGOs with 
issues of import duties and the like that speed up the 
humanitarian process * As RC government knows I 
have something to offer 

Protracted conflict 
situations 

The separate HC model assumes that opposition 
groups recognise or even care about traditional 
humanitarian principles * The military is an 800 lb 
guerrilla, and it needs to be used to protect civilians * 
opposition groups like governments want to deal with 
the person with clout *  

Factionalising UN team or 
wider network 

Who is in charge of the UNCT – the RC or the HC? 
Who is the DO – the RC or the HC? * The so-called 
lead-agency model will split the UNCT apart * It is 
difficult to reintroduce an RC if an HC has been in 
charge * separate HCs have no institutional weight or 
standing * a good RC/HC brings everyone together; a 
bad one tears the whole thing apart 

Dominant model  The joint model is the default model * the UN is going 
the way of integration *  * Dual role is a UN given * The 
UN is a political institution, and brings that value added 
to its humanitarian, human rights and development 
work * only in the rarest exceptions is a stand-alone 
justified 

Against divided RC/HC 
roles and responsibilities  

Against a split function * Should be no divisions, even 
in complex situations * Separate HC and RC will lead 
to civil war in countries where there are already civil 
wars *  

UN institutional coherence UN is moving towards greater coherence in general * 
use the totality of the UN to promote long-term visions * 
More and more RCs nowadays understand the need 
for advocacy and for promoting humanitarian principles 
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For clarity, these findings are summarised in Figure 12 below:  
 

 
Figure 12: Rationales for using the joint model 

  

5.2.3. …extant capacity model  

 
Due in part to the support for other models, there is not sufficient data to 

provide a significant indicator of support for the extant capacity model.  The few 
responses given were from UN-linked organisations.  One, for example, suggested 
explicitly that “Where the terrain is the lead agency terrain, you don't need [a stand-
alone] HC”,47 whilst however maintaining that the joint model was preferred.  Another 
suggested that the extant capacity model is an alternative as “strength came” from 
association with the UN organisation rather than the HC role itself.48   

5.3 Most commonly cited reasons for model choice 

Taking the identified categories for the joint model and the stand-alone model, 
the interview data were analysed to understand the relative significance of the 
different rationales in relation to each model.  
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5.3.1. ….Stand-alone model  

While there was overwhelming recognition of the default usage of the joint 
model, the majority of respondents also looked to provide some example or situation 
in which the roles could be separated (again, Section 6 provides an analysis of 
preferences).  Figure 13 shows how frequently the different response categories 
described in Section 5.2.1 were cited.   
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Figure 13: rationale for the stand-alone model, all responses 

 
The principal justification of a separation of HC role from the RC included: 

political independence of the stand-alone HC through separation from national 
government; competencies of the RC in place at the time of a humanitarian crisis; 
and emphasis of the perceived independence of the humanitarian agenda in 
situations such as complex emergencies.   

 
The category of dimensions and dynamics of crises was also frequently cited, 

though not as frequently as those issues above.  
 
Figure 14, below, shows the difference between UN and NGO views on the 

rationale for the stand-alone model as a proportion of each organisations 
responses.49  The issue that was most frequently cited by the UN, relative to the 
number of NGO responses, was the category of dimensions and dynamics of crises.   

 
For NGOs, the most frequently cited category of responses relative to UN 

responses in that category was the issue of perceived separation from government 
interests, which is seen as providing greater opportunities to deal with marginalised 
and disenfranchised communities.  Political neutrality in relation to complex 
emergencies was also more frequently cited by NGOs than by members of the UN 
interview group.   

 

                                                 
49

 Ie, not in relation to total responses, which the UN dominates 
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Interestingly, it shows that a dedicated humanitarian focal point for engaging 
the wider humanitarian sector was more frequently cited by UN interviewees.   

 
The analysis shows that whilst the RC lacking relevant competencies was the 

most frequently cited rationale for the UN, the more concentrated range of views of 
the NGOs mean that this is in fact a more prominent issue for NGO members in 
relative terms.   
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Figure 14: Difference in views on the rationale for the stand-alone model 

 

5.3.2. … Joint model  

Results for the responses given concerning the rationale for the joint model 
were likely affected by the propensity of interviewees to see the joint model as the 
default or accepted model.  The interpretation of these responses may be aided by 
considering the discussion of prominence in the methodology (under Expression of 
opinion).  The issues cited by interviewees are not just the fundamental reasons for 
having a joint model, but are as much indications of the issues that are at the 
forefront of the interviewees’ concerns on the subject of model choice.   

 
Figure 15 below shows that access to government is the most commonly 

given reason for having the joint model. Dividing responsibilities was also frequently 
given as a concern, though not to the same degree as the joint model’s provision of 
access to government.   
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What is the rationale for the Joint humanitarian coordinator model?
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Figure 15: Rationale for the joint model 

 
This second-highest response group concerned out-and-out disagreement 

with a split in function.  The group were characterised by some saying it was wrong 
to separate the two functions, using phrases such as “the rule should be no split”,50 
and that it should not happen “even in Afghanistan”.51 Others suggested more simply 
that there was a “distinct disadvantage”52 to a split in function.   

 
Some response groups shared commonality in directly referencing the 

present and future strategic landscape: support for or acceptance of the joint model 
due to it being the dominant model (primarily an NGO response), and those who 
chose to see it as part of UN coherence, or the “strive for integration”53 (primarily a 
UN response).    

 
 

6. Attitudes towards the HC models  

 
With few exceptions, respondents that did express an opinion voiced either 

preference or acceptance of the joint model.  This was expressed as the joint model 
being either the preferred model, the default model or deemed it the accepted model. 
Under these descriptors, this acceptance accounted for over 90% of the interview 
group where an unambiguous opinion was put forward.   

 
However, it was clear that support for different model types was more 

nuanced.  While support was frequently given as conditional on generic situations, 
the views appear to fit into a more nuanced categorisation of support for models, 
which is outlined in 6.1 below.  In other words, ‘supporters of the stand-alone model’ 
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must refer to these nuanced categories rather than the idea, generally, of support for 
that model and no other.   

6.1 Range of attitudes towards models  

Because supporting, or being prepared to accept, the joint model was such a 
large majority view, it tells us little about the diversity of attitudes to models.  It is 
clear that a significant part of the group felt that the stand-alone model had a number 
of rationales, which are given in 5.2.1 above.  Content analysis affords the 
opportunity to analyse comments for finer gradation of opinion, and the recorded 
statements can be re-examined for common attitudes that emerge during the course 
of the interviews.   

 
The interviews were therefore reviewed for a set of categories that would 

provide better distinction between viewpoints.  Interviewees’ support for the joint 
model and stand-alone model tended to have clear variations in relation to the way in 
which support was given.  Many felt that the stand-alone model or extant capacity 
model was appropriate for a number of typical crisis situations; others felt that 
extreme circumstances may occasionally warrant a stand-alone model, but that at 
other times the joint model was preferable; and others still felt that in all situations, a 
joint model would be better.54   

 
The group is summarised as follows:  
 

• Consistent conditionality (there is a consistent requirement for the stand-alone 
model depending on circumstance) 

• Joint model except in extremis  

• Joint model only  
 

6.2 Frequency of attitudes to deviation from the joint model  

Rather than a single most frequent bloc, the results suggest that there is 
effectively an equal weighting between the number of people who felt that models 
other than the joint model should be used only in rare situations, and those in the 
category of consistent conditionality who felt that an alternative model would be 
appropriate for a number of common crisis situations.  Added to this former group, 
however, is a significant minority who felt that the joint model should be the only 
model used.   

 

                                                 
54

 In the main body of this report, this is stated as support for the stand-alone model, support for the 
joint model and support for the extant capacity model for clarity and brevity.  As discussed in 
Section I: Rationale for Alternative Humanitarian Coordinator Models, the groups supporting joint 
model except in extremis and joint model only form ‘proponents of the joint model’.  The group 
favouring consistent conditionality of an alternative model forms ‘supporters of the stand-alone 
model’, with a minority of this group forming ‘supporters of the extant capacity model’.   
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Attitudes to deviating from the Joint Model
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Figure 16: Attitudes to deviating from the joint model 

6.3 Comparison of attitude to models with other factors  

 
Having established the different groups of respondents’ attitudes to the 

primary models, cross comparison can be made to responses in other areas.   
 
Figure 17 below shows how attitudes compare between respondents 

regarding the profile of the HC.  Proponents of the joint model emphasise knowledge 
of the UN system, including HQ contacts, more than the other groups.  With this, 
consensus building and engaging with a wide range of humanitarian actors is seen 
as a priority.   
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Figure 17:  Comparison of attitude to model with response on profile 
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Proponents of the joint model except in extremis prioritise the importance of 
political acumen and consensus building.  For those describing the stand-alone 
model as a consistent conditionality, a range of knowledge and skills is put forward, 
with an emphasis on the competencies of leadership in stressful situations and 
planning skills.   

 
A similar analysis can be made of the expressed or implied attitudes towards 

leadership style, described in Figure 18 below.  This suggests that the group defined 
as seeing the stand-alone model as a consistent conditionality are stronger 
proponents of a command and control leadership style.  This is most significant in 
relation to the joint model except in extremis group, and the corresponding support 
expressed for the consensual leadership is dominated by proponents of the joint 
model except in extremis group.  
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Figure 18: Comparison of attitude to model and leadership style  

 
 
 

7. Explanatory factors regarding attitudes to models  

Several perspectives were used to explore the reasons for the attitudes that 
interviewees took in describing model usage.  Where Section 6 examined the 
attitudes through direct pronouncements on preferences for model usage, this 
section seeks to examine the factors underlying such preferences.   

7.1 Three explanatory factors  

By reviewing the reasons given for using one model over another, a pattern 
emerged in the responses that suggested three main explanatory factors for model 
choice.  These categories are described in Table 6 below. These explanatory factors 
are summarised as follows:  
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• Factors of a structural nature  

• Factors of a situational nature  

• Factors relating to competence  
 
 

Table 6: Does model choice relate to systemic, situational, or competence issues? 

Explanatory 
factor 

Sample references derived from interviews, including  key 
words and statements 

Competencies  RC lacks relevant competencies * 
Systemic 
issues  

RC position always too close to government institutions * non-UN 
humanitarian actors prefer dedicated humanitarian official *  needs 
to communicate outside UN system * crises cause system overload 
* UN structure delays timely and appropriate response* UN turns 
disaster relief into politics * governments alienate * UN doesn’t 
work well with those outside the system * crises call for operational 
flexibility * can’t contact the capital * RC might have competence, 
but has no time * competing priorities * no one could deal with the 
triple-hatted responsibilities under the circumstances * No time to 
focus on humanitarian agenda plus workload of combined role 

Situational 
issues  

* Need for an independent voice * UN headquarters intervention to 
establish contact  with opposition groups * political sensitivity of 
situation * need to separate political and humanitarian * isolated 
incidents * Scale of a disaster * sudden natural disaster where 
government was overwhelmed * need to instantly gear up * crisis 
beyond anyone’s imagination * conventional capacities could not 
cope * protecting the integrity of the UN system in-country 

 

7.2 Explanatory factors for the stand-alone model 

The data was analysed with reference to the three categories described 
above.  All statements were analysed for relevance to model preferences, model 
rationale, and comments relating to any of the three issues.   

 
Figure 19, below, appears to show that although situational issues are slightly 

more dominant in the responses of the interviewees, the interpretation should be that 
these issues are in effect equally dominant in explaining stand-alone model choice.    
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Explanatory factors linked to rationale for the Stand-alone Model
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Figure 19: explanatory factors for model choice 

 
There is some crossover between categories of the constituent parts of the 

explanatory factors.  In this way, the rationale of the stand-alone model in 
emphasising neutrality in complex emergencies contributes both to structural and 
situational explanatory factors.  This is because some cited this requirement for 
neutrality, for example, as an effect of situation, and others as an effect of the 
existing structures.   

7.3 Explanatory factors for all models  

In evaluating the responses concerning rationales for the joint model in the 
same three explanatory factors of situational, structural, and competence issues, all 
were considered to be in the category of structural issues.   

 
It should be reiterated that the interviewees were less likely to provide detail 

on the perceived default model, and therefore there is less data.  The bias of the 
categorisation results, unlike the balance of the stand-alone model explanatory 
factors described above, suggests that the consistency of explanatory factor for the 
joint model is an equally significant finding.   

 
By combining the responses that relate to the three explanatory factors for 

model choice, independent of what model is being referred to, the determinant of 
rationale for a model is more clearly seen as a discussion of structure rather than 
situational or competence issues, driven by the joint model being exclusively chosen 
for structural reasons.  This is shown in Figure 20 below.   
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Explanatory factors relating to all model choices

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Competence Situation Structure

 
Figure 20: Explanatory factors all models 

 
This result sits in contrast to the explanatory factors when viewing the 

rationale for the stand-alone model only.  In this way, what appears in one case to be 
evenly weighted explanatory factors between situational and structural issues, may 
in fact be a predominantly structural issue when considering the choice of model in 
the group as a whole.   

8. Factors cited to improve the effectiveness of the HC function  

Interviewees were asked “what changes, if any, would you recommend to 
enhance the effectives of the Humanitarian Coordinator’s role and responsibilities”.  
During the interviews, respondents appear to have made statements that were 
relevant to this question, sometimes before the question itself was necessarily asked 
(and these statements are of course included in the data).   The interviews were 
analysed for response patterns, and four categories were identified.   

8.1 Range of issues relating to improvements in effectiveness of the HC function  

The analysis of interviews for issues relating to improvements in the 
effectiveness of the HC function is summarised in Table 7 below.   

 
Table 7: Process and principles to improve the effectiveness of the HC position 

Process / 
principle 

Sample references derived from interviews, including  key words 
and statements 

Authority  Lack of any formal authority means that I lead with one hand tied 
behind my back * Paradox that we’re dealing with peoples’ lives, but 
we have no way to enforce decisions to help them * UNCT members 
can assess me, but I cannot assess them * Reporting lines of the 
OCHA field office to headquarters undermines ways that I would want 
to use the office * The Designated Official function is the only authority 
an RC/HC has * I revert to agency headquarters when the field rep is 
proving uncooperative 

Incentive  Some additional financial reward should be made * No real career 
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path is a disincentive * lack of real authority makes position sometimes 
impossible * poor headquarters support affects one’s interest in the job 
* it’s not about money * too many pressures * headquarters never 
seems concerned about our agenda * no real training or mentoring, no 
system that really develops you 

Selection  Training for Humanitarian Coordinator * Lack of transparency in 
selection procedure * Training for Resident Coordinator * Issues with 
pool of candidates  * Openness to NGOs  * Process is opaque  * 
Succession planning * OCHA knows what the rotation cycles of 
coordinators are * have to accept that we chose from the small 
numbers who apply * criteria for selection skewed against non-UN 
types 

Support  Inadequate support from UNOCHA * In adequate support from UNDP 
* Weakness of OCHA * Abdication of responsibility by organisations  * 
Coordination mechanisms  * UN System support * need for special 
envoys or headquarters people who can absorb the political heat on 
the ground * OCHA offices provide mixed quality staff * innovations 
good, but need more 

 
Included in the category of incentive are perceptions that there is no career 

path (“needs to be an agreed inter-agency career path”55, “There should be but is no 
career path”56), and that there is “no financial incentive”.57  Selection comprised both 
the process of appointment and training.   

 
Interviewee responses stating that the ability to perform the HC function was 

limited by issues of perceived or actual authority were also examined.  These 
included organisational issues (for example, the “question of RC/HC authority needs 
to be addressed.  Who is the lead when they are separate?)58 and issues of priority 
(“development agenda is prioritised over humanitarian one”).59  Issues of support 
included specific references to UN agencies to broader comments, such as “need to 
improve support”60).   

8.2 Frequency of responses on improving the effectiveness of the HC 
function  

The category defined as issues pertaining to selection includes the size of the 
pool from which HCs are drawn, who is in that pool, and training available to allow 
them to fulfil what interviewees see as the HC functions.  Of the four areas of 
improvement, more than half of the interview group referenced selection.   
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What factors do respondents feel would improve the effectiveness of the Humanitarian Coordinator function?
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Figure 21: Factors to improve the HC function  

 
 
The frequency of responses is summarised in Figure 21 above.  Although 

incentive issues represent a smaller number of responses, it is notable no responses 
from NGOs related to incentive.  By comparison, 81% of NGO responses regarding 
improvements related to selection.  Within the group of UN respondents, the same 
analysis sees 9% put forward issues of incentive, while 47% brought in issues 
relating to selection.  

 

Review of results 

 

• The interviews were examined using content analysis to understand more 
precisely the range and distribution of attitudes.  The results suggest 
consensus on the core rationale of the HC function: to provide advocacy, 
coordination and leadership for humanitarian crises.   
 

• Opinions on the profile of the HC differ, with members of UN organisations 
keen to highlight a political profile for the HC, while NGOs more frequently cite 
the importance of leadership and engagement with humanitarian actors.  
 

• Analysis suggests equal levels of preference between consensus building 
and a command and control leadership style.  This implies a possible 
discrepancy between preferred HC leadership style and desired levels of 
leadership in stressful situations described in the profile.     
 

• The results suggest that the key rationale for the stand-alone model is a 
solution to political neutrality and issues of RC competence.  The 
dimensions and dynamics of crises was also important to the group, but not to 
the same extent.   
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• The results show a consensus that the joint model is widely accepted; 
many respondents identified situations where an alternative may be 
appropriate, though opinions on the extremity of such a situation differed 
significantly.   
 

• There was an even split in attitudes towards the frequency of use of 
alternatives to the joint model.   Some want the stand-alone model or 
alternative used only in extremis; others see alternatives as a consistent 
conditional requirement for a range of crises.  A third, smaller though 
nonetheless substantial group support use of the joint model in all situations.  
 

• A factor analysis concluded that competence, situational, and structural 
issues underlie model choice.   
 

• Including rationales and support for all model types, the same explanatory 
factors for all models showed structural issues to be most significant in 
the viewpoints of the interview group.   
 

• In applying these categories to statements of rationale and support, 
explanatory factors for stand-alone model choice were evenly split 
between issues of structure and situation.  Competence as a single block 
constituted a minority, but significant, explanatory factor, covering over 20% of 
responses.   
 

• The interview group showed consensus on improvements to the HC 
function, with issues of selection constituting the most common 
category.  This outweighed issues of support, authority and incentive.   
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ANNEX III: LIST OF RESPONDENTS 

 
 

Daniel Lopez Acuna  - WHO 
Ameerah Haq  - UN DSRSG – Sudan 
Arnaud Akodgenou  - UNHCR 
Louis George Arsenault - UNICEF 
Bo Asplund   - UN DSRSG - Afghanistan 
Dan Baker   - UNFPA 
Mia Beers   - USAID 
Miguel Bermeo  - UNDP 
Guillermo Bettocchi  - UNHCR - Somalia 
Joel Boutroue  - UN DSRSG - Haiti    
Mark Bowden  - UN RC/HC – Somalia 
Dermis Carty   - UNICEF 
Georg Charpentier  - UN RC/HC – Cote d’Ivoire 
Kathleen Cravero  - UNDP 
Bernard Doyle  - UNHCR 
Kari Egge   - UNICEF 
Karina Gerbach  - UN DPA 
Michelle Griffin  - UN DPA 
David Gressly  - Deputy RC/HC - Sudan 
David Haeri   - UN DPKO 
Judith Cheng Hopkins -  UNHCR 
Fabrizio Hochschild  - UNHCHR 
John Holmes   - UN OCHA 
Inyang Ebong-Harstrup - UN DOCO 
Alan Jury   -  WFP 
David Kaatrud   - UN OCHA 
Pierre Kraehenbuehl  -  ICRC 
Debby Landy   - UN DOCO 
Paul Larsen   - WFP 
Mikael Lindvall  - Swedish MFA 
Louise Mellor   - UK DFID 
Robert Mister  - IFRC/RC 
Ross Mountain  - UN DSRSG - DRC 
George Okoth-Obbo - UNHCR 
Eva von Oelreich  - SCHR 
Robert Painter  - UN DSS 
Charles Petrie  - DSRSG - Somalia 
Robert Piper   - UN RC/HC – Nepal 
Mark Prasopa-Plaizier - UN OCHA 
Elisabeth Rasmusson  - Norwegian Refugee Council 
Kasidis Rochanakorn - Director – OCHA (Geneva) 
Jordan Ryan   - UN DSRSG – Liberia 
Tullio Santini   - UNDP 
Fidele Sarassaro  - UNRC/HC - Ethiopia 
David Shearer  - UN DSRSG - Iraq 
Manuel Aranda da Silva - WFP 
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Ramiro Lopes da Silva - WFP 
Ed Schenkenberg  - ICVA 
Tanja Sleeuwenhoek - WHO 
William Swing  - IOM 
Laurent Thomas  -  FAO 
Manisha Thomas  - ICVA 
David Vaness  - UN DSS 
Pierrette Vu Thi  - UNICEF 
Margareta Wahlstrom - UN ISDR 
John Webster  - UK DFID 
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