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Appendix I: Glossary

This glossary defines and describes key terms used throughout the “Toolkit on Monitoring

and Evaluation of Environmental Peacebuilding.” For each term, the glossary synthesi-

zes and integrates commonly used definitions within fields of monitoring and evaluation

(M&E), development, environment, peacebuilding, and environmental peacebuilding.

o Activity: an action taken to achieve desired out-
comes, such as a community training, discussion

forum, or the building of an institution.

Activities describe actions that lead to the short- and
long-term results of a theory of change (Dolfing
2020). Activities are made possible with inputs and

are used to produce outputs.

o Adaptive management: an iterative approach to
making decisions and managing interventions in situa-
tions of uncertainty that relies on making provisional
decisions, implementation, monitoring, evaluation,

learning, and revision (Holling 1978).

Adaptive management emphasizes learning while
doing and can facilitate both the examination of and
adaptation to contextual changes in complex or un-
certain environments. It is a broad approach that can
include many different processes, tools, and initiatives
(Simister 2017). Adaptive management specifically
responds to change by adjusting the pathways used
to achieve goals rather than the goals themselves
(USAID 2018). It can be understood within a context
of structured decision making as an iterative learning
process used to produce enhanced understanding

and improved management over time (DOl 2009).



Adaptive management is widely used in environmen-
tal contexts (Lin 2011; Webb et al. 2018; Makate et
al. 2016; Gregory et al. 2006), peacebuilding (de
Coning 2020; Barnard-Webster &Jean 2017; Burnet
2021; Muto & Saraiva 2020), and development
(Mercy Corps 2015; ODI 2016; USAID 2020c;
Lonsdale & Pruden 2022). Adaptive management
is particularly useful in situations where there is im-
perfect information on the context, uncertainties
in the theories of change, and a dynamic, rapidly
changing context. It is even more imperative in the
context of environmental peacebuilding where those
uncertainties occur in each of the environmental,
peacebuilding, and development contexts and sy-

nergistically interact (Ide et al. 2021).

Within peacebuilding and development spheres,
adaptive management is understood as a necessary
tool for promoting flexibility and reducing stakeholder
tensions while operating in dynamic, insecure contexts
(Simister 2018; Forsyth, Queen et al. 2018). In the
context of natural resource management, adaptive
management is described as a process and approach
to generate policies and activities which are consi-

derate of variability within and between ecosystems

(UN-REDD 1992; DOI 2009).

e Conflict: a dispute among two or more groups
deriving from a real or perceived set of incompatible

interests and goals.

Conflicts come in a variety of forms, are not neces-
sarily violent, and are not necessarily bad (USAID
2014). Conflicts may or may not lead to outcomes that
impede societal security and well-being. Conflicts are
widely understood as a natural and inherent aspect
of all societies. They are rarely simple, each with its
own specific context, circumstances, and histories
contributing to its complexity. Some definitions of
conflict focus on the peace and security dimensions

and the negative impacts of conflict (Igarape 2018).

Conlflict does not necessarily involve armed groups
and is not interchangeable with violence (Herbert
2017), although conflict may lead to destruction
and destabilization. Conflict may result in violence
when societal mechanisms and institutions for conflict
management and resolution break down (UN Intera-

gency Framework Team for Preventive Action 2010).

o Conflict resources: natural resources whose ex-
traction, exploitation, and frade generates revenues

that finance and/or drive armed conflict.

Conlflict resources are frequently—and often ille-
gally—traded by insurgent groups in exchange for
weapons, extracted using forced labor, and their
revenues are used to pay combatants and buy equi-
pment and materials (European Commission 2017;
Bruch et al. 2019). Conflict resources can change
conflict dynamics, providing incentives to target the
underlying resources that are financing an opponent’s
operations, and to continue to undermine peace so
that parties can exploit the resources. Moreover, they

can inflate “tensions that can escalate into violent
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conflict, or feed into and exacerbate pre-existing
conflict dynamics” (UN DPA & UNEP 2015, p. 7). To
avoid financing armed conflict, many organizations
aim to control conflict resource trade and promote
“responsible” resource extraction and trade (Euro-

pean Commission 2017).

Some definitions of conflict resources emphasize ad-
ditional dimensions of conflict resources. For example,
the Global Witness (2006) definition includes: the
systematic exploitation of resources that contributes
to, benefits from, or results in serious violations of
human rights, international humanitarian law, or

international criminal law.

o Conflict sensitivity: an approach whereby there
is “a sound understanding of the two-way interac-
tion between activities and context and acting to
minimize negative impacts and maximize positive
impacts of [an] intervention on conflict, within an
organization’s given priorities/objectives” (Conflict

Sensitivity Community Hub, n.d).

The concept of conflict sensitivity emerged from the
recognition that humanitarian and development
interventions do not inherently do good and may, in
fact, exacerbate conflict (Paffenholz 2005).

Conflict sensitivity can be applied to all contexts
or types of interventions and does necessarily not
require changing an intervention’s mandate or ob-
jectives; rather, conflict-sensitive interventions are
responsive to the context while seeking to achieve
their objectives, adapting to evolving conflicts and
maximizing opportunities for peace and stability
whenever possible (Global Affairs Canadan.d.). A
related concept is Do No Harm, which is a minimum
standard to avoid doing harm or making a situation
worse. However, conflict sensitivity is generally ac-
cepted to extend beyond this framework to include
the maximization of positive impacts, including for
conflict prevention and peacebuilding (Hammill et
al. 2009; Saferworld et al. 2004).

e Environmental change: describes a “systemic,
related cluster” of physical changes to the natural
environment, including an accelerating alteration
to the climate as well as “biodiversity loss, ocean
acidification, fertile soil loss, freshwater depletion
and contamination, ... compounded by disruption

to global elemental cycles” (Butler & McFarlane

2018, p. 453).



Environmental change derives from both natural and
human processes, where natural systems “transform
the sun’s energy into matter and cause changes by
cycling materials through geological, biological,
oceanic and atmospheric processes” and human
systems “transform materials and energy into products
and services o meet human needs and aspirations”
(EEA Task Force 1995). While human processes are
thought to have historically contributed to environ-
mental change in “relatively small” ways, human-in-
duced environmental change now alters the flows

of material and energy at “unprecedented scales”
(EEA Task Force 1995).

Physical environmental change is “accompanied
by, and will also precipitate, great social changes”
such as changes to food systems and human health
(Butler & McFarlane 2018, p. 453). Vulnerability
to environmental change is “socially differentia-
ted across gender, class, race, and age” (Barnett
2009, p. 555). Specifically, poor and marginalized
populations “tend to be more vulnerable to environ-
mental change” for a number of reasons, including
tendencies to be more heavily dependent on at-risk
resources and ecosystem services and a greater
likelihood to live in areas affected by environmental
degradation (p. 555).

© Environmental peacebuilding: a meta-framework
comprising multiple approaches and pathways by
which management of environmental issues is in-
tegrated in and can support conflict prevention,

mitigation, resolution, and recovery (lde et al. 2021).

Environmental peacebuilding is neither a distinct
school of thought nor a concrete set of activities,
but a broad umbrella term used by academics,
practitioners, and decision makers to describe the

relationships and pathways that emerge at the ne-

xus of environment, conflict, and peace (Dresse
et al. 2016). A common element of environmental
peacebuilding is the transboundary nature of en-
vironmental issues and the resulting cooperation
that emerges from within ecosystem borders, rather
than politico-territorial borders (Dresse et al. 2018).
In the post-conflict context, many environmental
peacebuilding interventions leverage and combine
peacebuilding and environmental approaches to
“build peace and advance post-conflict reconstruc-
tion through climate-related activities” (Kirby & Brady
2015, p. xii). It may involve cooperation over natural
resource management, disaster risk reduction, and
potentially climate adaptation (Conca & Dabelko
2002; Pieternal de Bruin 2022). Other framings of
environmental peacebuilding emphasize the role
of environment and natural resources in supporting
specific peacebuilding objectives around security,
livelihoods, economic recovery, basic services, and
good governance (Bruch, Muffett, & Nichols 2016).
And other framings focus on conflict-sensitive conser-
vation (Conservation International 2017). There are
several other related terminologies, such as “envi-
ronmental security,” “environmental peacemaking,”
“ecological peacemaking,” and “environmental
diplomacy” (Dresse et al. 2016; Conca & Dabelko
2002).

e Evaluation: the systematic assess-

ment of an ongoing or completed

intervention’s design, implementa-
tion, and/or effects to determine its  EvaLuaTion
success, appropriateness, worth,
quality, value (including cost effec-

tiveness), and importance.
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Evaluations often utilize monitoring data in addition
to collecting more in-depth information that provides
answers for the “how” and “why” of an intervention
(IEG 2022). These assessments can take place at
various points during an intervention’s implemen-
tation, from beginning to end, and even some time
after (USAID 2020b). Decisions regarding when and
how to evaluate should be driven by the objectives

of the evaluation itself.

A good environmental peacebuilding evaluation
captures and links an intervention’s environmental
and peacebuilding dimensions. Evaluations should
also incorporate methods that explore unintended
effects and that are conflict sensitive to the context
to ensure that the evaluation is accepted by stake-

holders and does not exacerbate existing tensions
(Suckling et al. 2021).

When conducting an environmental peacebuil-
ding evaluation, it is also important to right-size an
approach to the needs and available resources,
incorporate methods that account for complexity and
interdisciplinarity, and aim to capture an interven-
tion’s contribution rather than focusing on attribution.
Good evaluations of environmental peacebuilding
will support the intervention’s objectives and be
conflict-sensitive. Relevant evaluation approaches
include: after action reviews, causal link monitoring,
contribution analysis, developmental, empowerment,
formative, rapid, most significant change, and out-

come harvesting.

o Fragility: describes “the combination of exposure
to risk and insufficient coping capacities of the state,
system and/or communities to manage, absorb or
mitigate those risks” (OECD 2022, p.107).

There is a broad range of fragile contexts, each with

multidimensional characteristics that can manifest

differently. Historically, fragility has been used to
characterize states. The IMF defines fragile states
as those with characteristics that “substantially im-
pair their economic and social performance” and
identifies fragile characteristics such as weak go-
vernance, limited administrative capacity, persistent
social tensions, and violence, among others (FSDR
& DEINVEST 2016, p. 1). Common attributes of a
fragile state may include: the loss of physical control
of its territory, the erosion of legitimate authority
to make collective decisions, and the inability to
provide reasonable public services (Fragile States
Index 2022).

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) notes that fragility “may occur
at a subnational level, making it hard to keep the
fragile states terminology” (FSDR & DEINVEST 2016,
p.1). Accordingly, the OECD utilizes a multidimen-
sional fragility framework to assess contexts’ varying
degrees of risk exposure and coping capacities across
six dimensions: economic, environmental, human,
political, security, and societal (OECD 2022). As
of fiscal year 2020, the World Bank revised its me-
thodology to better classify fragility at sub-national

levels, defining fragile situations as those with one



or more of the following: (1) the weakest institutional
and policy environment based on CPIA scores for
IDA countries; (2) the presence of a UN Department
of Peace Operation (DPO); and (3) flights across
borders of 2,000 or more per 100,000 population,
who are internationally regarded as refugees (World

Bank 2022).

e Gender: a social and cultural
construct that distinguishes the at-
tributes associated with women,

men, girls, boys, and non-binary

individuals.

Gender includes norms, behaviors, expectations,
and roles of women or men, girls or boys, and
non-binary people in addition to the relationships
between them (WHO 2022). Gender is learned
through socialization processes (UN Women 2022)
and is context- and time-specific so it can change
(WHO 2022; UN Women 2022; UNICEF 2017).
Gender identity describes an individual’s internal
experience of gender and may or may not corres-
pond to an individual’s sex (i.e., the biological and
physiological characteristics of females, males, and
intersex persons) (WHO 2022).

While some societies tend to recognize only two
genders, man and woman, otherwise known as a
gender binary, some people do not identify with
either gender and may instead identify with a blend
of man and woman, something else, or no gender
at all. People who do not fit within the gender binary

may describe themselves with terms like “non-binary,”
“genderqueer,” or “agender” (NCTE 2018).

As socially constructed, gender is often hierarchical,
producing inequalities between women, men, and
nonbinary peoples regarding responsibilities assig-
ned, activities undertaken, access to and control over
resources, and decision-making opportunities (UN
Women 2022; WHO 2022). Gender inequality
interacts with other socioeconomic factors including
race, class, disability, and ethnicity (UN Women
2022; WHO 2022).

o Inclusion: ensuring equal access
to opportunities “regardless of di-
fferences in personal characteristics
or identities” (USAID 2020aq, p.
1). Inclusion in M&E means both

including various stakeholder groups—particularly

traditionally marginalized groups such as women,
minorities, Indigenous people, youth, and people
with disabilities—in design, monitoring, evaluation,
and learning as well as ensuring M&E processes
capture the different effects of an intervention on
those various stakeholder groups (e.g., through di-
saggregated indicators) and including these groups
in the sharing or dissemination of information such

as evaluation results.

Genuine inclusion necessitates the empowerment
and authentic participation (see below) of various

stakeholder groups. It also enhances M&E proces-
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ses as different perspectives are brought to bear on
the design of theories of change, indicators, data
collection methods, analysis approaches, and eva-
luative processes. While practitioners should aim
for the highest level of inclusion possible, tradeoffs
may need to be made based on the conflict context,

resources, and other constraints.

o Indicator: in the context of M&E, a qualitative or
quantitative variable or piece of information, gene-
rally aligning with a theory of change, that helps to
measure activities, outputs, outcomes, assumptions,
and risks (Lamhauge, Lanzi, & Agrawala 2013;
Brooks 2014). Indicators provide the information
necessary to understand an intervention’s progress
and effects, as well as the broader context in which

an intervention takes place.

While indicators can capture processes or products
and can be qualitative (including perception-ba-
sed) or quantitative, it is often easiest to track indi-
cators that are unidimensional (UNICEF 2018). It
may be, however, that some qualitative indicators
are multidimensional, particularly as they relate to
the nexus conflict, environment, peace. Because
conflict-environment relations manifest differently in
different places and at different levels, indicators for
environmental peacebuilding M&E are not universally
applicable to all interventions. M&E of environmental
peacebuilding requires indicators and techniques
that link an intervention’s various environmental and
peace dimensions (Caroli et al. 2021). This linking
may entail a combination of: (1) environment-related
indicators; (2) peace/conflict-related indicators;
and (3) indicators that specifically link changes in
the environment and changes in the peace/conflict

context.

Indicators for environmental peacebuilding M&E
can support monitoring by indicating early warning
and adaptation needs, as well as learning by tes-
ting theories of change and determining success of

intervention design and implementation (Defontaine

2019).

o Input: the resources, contributions, and investments
necessary for delivering an intervention, including
funding, personnel, partnerships, and physical re-
sources such as infrastructure or technology (Harries
et al. 2014; Dolfing 2020).

o Intervention: an individual project or set of pro-
jects, programs, policies, instruments, and activities
that are intended to promote change in one or more

areas.

Interventions are distinct from change and can re-
present one of many factors that influence change
(Belcher & Palenberg 2018). Interventions typically

influence systems from the outside (Burgess 2004).

e Lagging indicator: an indicator that tracks chan-
ges that actually happened. They are important for
evaluation as they provide information about the
realized outcomes of past actions (Stevenson et al.
2021). Since the effects of an intervention can ma-
nifest over long time scales, lagging indicators are

complemented by leading indicators (see below;

Ota et al. 2021).

e Leading indicator: an indicator tracking certain
changes that are expected to lead to other changes.
They are useful for predicting or foreshadowing both
immediate and long-term changes, and are important
for early warning as well as for interventions with

long time scales (Ota et al. 2021).




e Learning: a systematic process

QD
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LEARNING

through which stakeholders reflect
on and intentionally use the infor-
mation generated through their
MA&E activities to better understand
the process and effects of an intervention and seek

opportunities for improvement.

Learning is one of the most common objectives of
M&E, especially for organizations incorporating a
system-based programming approach (Hunt 2014).
M&E for learning focuses on capturing information
regarding an intervention’s implementation process
and associated outcomes or effects. Learning encou-
rages practitioners to regularly reflect on progress
using either existing processes such as quarterly re-
ports or final evaluations (USAID 2021) or separate
learning-focused practices. Reflection on contextual
changes as well as implementation challenges, suc-
cesses, and failures using M&E information is a key
part of learning. When possible, reflection activities
should be participatory and include the voices of

stakeholders, such as local communities (USAID

2021).

When intentionally and continuously used to seek
opportunities for improvement, learning can support
adaptive management and directly improve interven-
tion implementation (Hunt 2014). Learning can also
be utilized to improve organization-wide efficiency,
strategic planning, and resource allocation while
better integrating environmental and peacebuilding
dimensions and informing future decision-making
(Hunt 2014). More broadly, learning can help build

the limited evidence base for the environmental pea-

cebuilding discipline.

e Monitoring: an ongoing and

systematic process of collecting, /\/[l

o000l
P===

LEARNING

analyzing, and using information
about an intervention’s activities,

effects, and context.

Monitoring is generally composed of indicators and
their associated targets and baselines, data collec-
tion methods, and regular reviews and reflection
on information generated (Lai 2012). While there is
often some overlap with evaluation, monitoring is
generally descriptive and relies on quantitative and
qualitative indicators. Monitoring information is used
continuously in the day-to-day management of an
intervention to track progress against initial plans,
functioning as evidence for strategic decision-ma-
king, learning, and results achievement (UNDAF
2017). Monitoring can reveal whether the theory of
change is still valid or needs to be adapted during
implementation or as the context changes (UNDAF
2017; INTRAC 2017). Monitoring is a crucial tool to
assess both the intended and unintended effects of
an intervention, and whether the intervention needs
to be reconsidered (Lemon & Pinet 2018).

Monitoring is particularly important when working
in insecure contexts, as it can support early warning
by providing indications that there may be problems
before they escalate further (UNDAF 2017). When
collecting and sharing monitoring information, prac-
titioners can utilize participatory ways of assessing
an intervention’s information environment and ad-
dress concerns around transparency and information
sensitivity (U.S. Global Development Lab 2019). If
done well, the monitoring process itself can support

the objectives of an environmental peacebuilding
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Glossary

intervention. To do so, it is essential that monitoring
be undertaken in a conflict-sensitive way and that
the safety and security of stakeholders is balanced

with participation and transparency.

o Negative peace: the absence of direct violence

and war.

Coined by Johan Galtung (1964), negative peace
describes the absence of a state of war, direct violen-
ce, or overt oppression; it may be achieved through
violent means. Examples of negative peace include
a ceasefire agreement during a war or the presence
of an armed force to dissuade unrest (Jakubowski
2021). The absence of direct violence and war does
not ensure the absence of psychological violence,
structural violence, injustice, repression, or rights
restrictions nor does it indicate how long-term peace
may be strengthened or maintained (COE 2022).

Contrast with “positive peace” (see below).

® Outcome: the results of an intervention. Outcomes
are often changes in knowledge, attitudes, awa-
reness, skills, behaviors, or the natural or physical
environment. In a theory of change, outcomes can be
defined as short-, medium-, or long-term (although

such designations are not inherently necessary).

While outputs can be measured immediately follow
an intervention’s activities, outcomes usually mani-
fest over a longer period of time (Dolfing 2020).
Measuring outcomes can help validate theory of
change assumptions about how and why change

occurs or can indicate when assumptions may need
to be adapted (FBK 2018).

e Output: the direct and immediate results of an
activity, limited to the scope of a project’s duration

(Dolfing 2020).



Outputs describe the result of an activity, including
who is affected—directly and indirectly—and what
is produced (Kolko 2012). For example, if an activity
entailed training women in Energy Management
Systems, the output would be that women are trained

in Energy Management Systems.

o Participation: the active invol-
vement of stakeholders, in this case
as part of the M&E process. Parti-

cipation exists along a continuum,

from informing and consulting to
collaborating and empowering, and can involve
different stakeholder groups, including intervention
staff, partners, country-based officials, and partici-
pants or beneficiaries (INTRAC 2020).

When done well, participation enhances inclusion
(see above) by involving different stakeholder groups
(see below) in design, data collection, analysis, and
assessment processes. While there is wide agreement
that interventions and their M&E should be participa-
tory, the degree and nature of the participation may
be shaped by considerations of conflict sensitivity as

well as available time, staff, and other resources.

e Participatory process: a process that engages
stakeholders. Participatory processes range from
sharing information to consultation, codesign, and
collaborative implementation. These processes em-
phasize the inclusion and validation of diverse stake-
holder groups, especially marginalized or at-risk

groups, as well as local populations.

A highly participatory M&E approach entails the
active involvement of intervention participants, bene-
ficiaries, and other stakeholders from the beginning

to the end of the intervention cycle. Participatory

processes actively engage local populations and
empower them to participate in decision-making
processes that affect their lives (UN DESA 2017).
Participatory approaches emphasize process, rather
than results or products (WHO 2016). Through the
process of engaging diverse and underrepresented
groups, participatory approaches can enhance un-
derstanding of different perspectives that can form a
basis of mutualism and joint action (UN DESA 2017).

Participatory processes often emphasize “local con-
flict handling potential” and, as a result, generally
have high levels of legitimacy and credibility (Nas-
cimento et al. 2004, p. é). Local engagement can
also improve M&E outcomes by resolving data access
issues, enhancing dispute mechanisms, mitigating
implementation risks, and building long-term local
capacity (UN DESA 2017). Bottom-up participatory
M&E practices are not meant to replace top-down
M&E practices, but rather to enhance M&E by using
“local initiatives as a vehicle to create a greater im-
pact on peacebuilding interventions” (Chivasa 2019,
p. 198). Conflict-sensitive participatory approaches,
particularly those involving local people, require
transparency about M&E risks and activities to ensure
information accuracy and avoid increasing tension

or triggering violent expressions.
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o Peace: describes a relationship between two or
more parties that functions o manage conflict without
violence and advance a common vision of a life with

dignity, rights, and capacities for all (Berkowitz 2014).

Peace is not the absence of conflict, but the ability
to “manage conflict without violence” (USIP 2011).
That said, the absence of violence characterizes
only a narrow version of peace that is relatively
insecure, otherwise termed by John Galtung (1964)
as “negative peace” (see “negative peace,” above).
Broader definitions of peace often address structu-
ral violence within social, economic, and political
systems (Richmond 1997), as well as “fundamental
recognition of freedom and dignity of all people”
(Leckman et al. 2014, p.4).

The above quoted authors, define peace through four
components: (1) as an outcome, or the absence of
violence; (2) as a process, or “efforts to negotiate
freedom from violence through the creation of so-
cial bonds;” (3) as a human disposition, or a social
orientation to secure freedoms and foster capacities;
and (4) as a culture that “fosters a sense of global
citizenship” (2014, p.6).

Glossary

e Peace dividend: “timely and tangible delive-
rables, which in particular contexts can facilitate
social cohesion and stability, build trust in the peace
process, and support the state to earn legitimacy
under challenging conditions” (McCandless 2012,
p.16). Peace dividends tend to result from low-cost,
small-scale interventions that can be planned and
implemented over a short timeframe (UN Peace-

keeping, n.d.).

Historically, peace dividends have rested on the
assumption that “increased expenditures on social
spending”—and a resulting decrease on military
spending—promotes peace (McCandless 2012,
p. 16). The UN and other international actors now
understand the term more broadly, using it to des-
cribe public administration and social deliverables
that “reduce social tensions through the provision of
tangible, needed services, create incentives for non-
violent behavior and support state-building efforts at
critical junctures in the peace process” (McCandless

2012, p.2).

To be recognized, peace dividends should be: (1)
tangible, including services like economic incenti-
ves, health services, and improved food security;
and (2) timely, or attributed to political milestones
and national governments (Laughton & Crawford
2010). A significant and growing body of evidence
demonstrates the potential of peace dividends to both
address a conflict’s underlying grievances and (re)
build a state’s legitimacy and systems of accounta-
bility to society (McCandless 2012, p. 2). That said,

peace dividends are not automatic (Hoeffler 2012).

e Positive peace: the absence of violence (direct
and indirect, including structural violence) and war in

addition to the presence of attitudes, institutions, and



structures that enable and sustain peaceful growth

and change.

John Galtung coined the term “positive peace” in
1964 and expanded it in 1969 by adding that positi-
ve peace has, in addition to the absence of violence,
positive components such as social justice and the
absence of structural violence. He later refined the
typology of positive peace into direct positive peace
flowing from verbal and physical kindness, structural
positive peace based on freedom and equity, and
cultural positive peace legitimizing peace (Galtung
1996, p. 32). Positive peace creates an environment
of harmony in which “human potential can flourish”
(IEP 2020, p. 2). Positive peace emphasizes that
peace can exist in many forms and is more than simply
the absence of violence. To endure, positive peace
is a process that must be continuously sustained and

cultivated over time.

@ Resource curse: the observed negative correlation
between one country’s wealth in terms of natural

resources and its “economic, social, or political we-

l-being” (Ross 2015, p. 240).

Coined by Richard Auty (1994) to describe how
natural resources can distort the economies of de-
veloping countries, he has subsequently attributed it
to economic, institutional, and political causes (Auty
2017). The concept of “resource curse” has been
used in reference to countries such as Sierra Leone,
contrasted with examples such as Botswana (Ross
1999). It has been refined over the years to include
an examination of the type of natural resource and

enabling conditions (van der Ploeg 2011; Ross 2015).

e Right-sizing: a process for adjus-
ting an M&E framework to align its
approaches and methods with avai-

lable resources, needs, the stage of

the intervention’s implementation,

and context.

Right-sizing is founded on the notion that practitioners
cannot do it all and will never have the perfect M&E
framework because interventions have finite resources
and time, and operations may be bounded by other
constraints (GAO 2003; Wolf 2005). Specifically,
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right-sizing often consists of ascertaining available
data, funding, and staff, as well as the needs, time-
frame, and other considerations (such as security),
and then selecting the necessary and appropriate

M&E measures.

Right-sizing can be an ongoing process that occurs
throughout M&E design and implementation (Armada
etal. 2018). For example, practitioners can right-size
systems maps, theories of change, indicators, data
collection, and evaluations. When right-sizing an
M&E framework, transparency with partners about

priorities, constraints, and related actions is essential
(Rathinam et al. 2019).

o Stakeholder: an individual or group that is im-
pacted by and/or has an interest in a particular

decision, intervention, or context.

Recognized interests are diverse and include tangi-
ble and intangible interests such as those related to
livelihood, food security, financial needs, identity,
culture, religion, and the enjoyment of an area. There
may be differential interests within a community based
on gender, age, disability, and other characteristics.
These need to be taken into consideration when

identifying and mapping stakeholders.

Glossary

Stakeholder engagement is usually achieved through
participatory processes, including participatory M&E
(see “participatory process,” above). There can be
a wide range of stakeholders, and when time and
resources are finite, it can be challenging to decide
how many people to engage and from which stake-

holder groups (UN DESA & UNITAR 2020).

In some contexts, stakeholders are referred to by
other terms. For example, many First Nations com-
munities in Canada prefer the term “rightsholders”
(Resource Works 2014). Itis important to be context-
and conflict-sensitive when defining and engaging

stakeholders.

e Sustaining peace: is a conceptual and operational

framework guiding UN actions.

According to the UN Security Council and UN Ge-
neral Assembly’s resolutions (S/RES/2282 2016
p.8 &A/RES/70/262 2016,p. 8), sustaining peace
“should be broadly understood as a goal and a pro-
cess to build a common vision of a society, ensuring
that the needs of all segments of the population are
taken into account, which encompasses activities
aimed at preventing the outbreak, escalation, con-

tinuation and recurrence of conflict, addressing root



causes, assisting parties to conflict to end hostilities,
ensuring national reconciliation, and moving towards
recovery, reconstruction and development, and
emphasizing that sustaining peace is a shared task
and responsibility that needs to be fulfilled by the
Government and all other national stakeholders,
and should flow through all three pillars of the United
Nations engagement at all stages of conflict, and in
all its dimensions, and needs sustained international

attention and assistance.”

The concept was coined by an advisory group of
experts that was appointed by the UN Secretary-Ge-
neral to perform the ten-year 2015 Review of the UN
Peacebuilding Architecture (UN 2015). In 2016, the
UN Security Council and General Assembly adop-
ted resolutions to mark the shift of priorities of the
UN peacebuilding agenda toward the concept of
“sustaining peace.” The emphasis has been, among
others, on inclusive decision-making and on “long-
term policies that address economic, social, and
political aspirations” to build institutional capacity
(United Nations & World Bank 2018, p. xix). During
the 2020 UN Peacebuilding Review, it was noted
that the main remaining challenge was the lack of
financing for sustaining peace (Dag Hammarskjéld
Foundation 2021).

o Systems approach: a conceptual and operational
way to understand and manage situations in which
there are multiple interacting actors, elements, and
dynamics, often characterized by feedback loops
and adaptive management (von Bertalanffy 1968;
Senge 1990; Richmond 1993; Sweeney & Sterman
2000).

A systems approach is “a way of seeing interconnec-
tions among structures, behaviors and relationships,
that can help us identify the underlying causes and
uncover opportunities for creating positive change”
(CDA 20160, p. 3). In practice, systems approaches
consist of a set of processes, methods, and practices
(such as systems mapping) that investigate elements
of a conlflict and their relationships from “various
dimensions (sectoral, levels of governance, spatial
scales, temporality)” and from different perspectives
(Fortier 2020, p. 2). Such approaches can supple-
ment the information provided by other models,
forming a basis for strategic discussion regarding
intervention entry points, opportunities, theories of
change, and methods for addressing conflict dy-
namics (CDA 2016q). They require working across
organizational boundaries and government levels

(Catalan 2018; Fortier 2020).

Because environmental peacebuilding often opera-
tes within complex, adaptive, and evolving systems
with multiple actors that are interconnected, systems
approaches can provide a useful framework for
monitoring and adapting to emergent and often
unpredictable outcomes. That said, it is key for or-
ganizations incorporating systems thinking to adopt
a complementary learning-focused M&E approach,
which will allow them to reflect on how internal and
external factors resulted in specific implementation
outcomes (Hunt 2016).
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o Theory of change: a description or depiction of
how and why an intervention is anticipated to con-
tribute to a desired change in a particular context
(Taplin & Clarke 2012; Brest 2010). It identifies the
desired long-term goals of an intervention as well
as the specific outcomes that must be achieved for
those goals to be realized—and how they are related
causally. It often also includes activities, outputs, and

risks, and/or assumptions.

Theories of change can take multiple formats, inclu-
ding narrative theories of change often characterized
by “if, then, because” statements (CDA 2016b, p.
50) as well as graphical representations involving

boxes for each activity, output, outcome, efc.

The theory of change is both a process and a product
that should be revisited regularly throughout M&E
design and implementation (Starr & Fornoff 2018).

Theories of changes complement results frameworks,

such as a logical framework or log frame (INTRAC

2017). The theory of change requires practitioners to
determine long-term goals and pathways to achieving
those goals; it also informs the development of other
M&E elements, such as indicators that track progress
through the intervention toward its objectives (Starr &
Fornoff 2018). A theory of change helps to identify
assumptions about a conflict’s underlying causes
and dynamics as well as the conditions necessary for

change that need to be tested within the monitoring

system (UNDAF 2017).

Theories of change “must be driven by sound analy-
ses, consultation with key stakeholders, and learning
on what works and what does not in diverse contexts
drawn from the experiences of the UN and its part-
ners” (UNDAF 2017, p. 4). Jones (2011) emphasizes
how theories of change can improve overarching po-
licies, enhance decision making, create accountability

for stakeholders, and guide future M&E activities.
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