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Executive summary
As the humanitarian sector grapples with increasingly complex challenges, the need to 
prioritise, value and integrate local expertise and knowledge has never been more critical. 
Decades of evidence have demonstrated the necessity to shift from top-down approaches 
to those that genuinely embrace the diversity of knowledge, skills, and insights found within 
communities affected by crises and amongst local actors. Whilst there have been efforts to 
address issues in the process of producing knowledge and evidence in the sector, leading 
to incremental changes such as increasing diversity in research teams, a gap remains 
in practical and tangible steps that can be taken at both policy and operational levels 
around how to better use knowledge and evidence from communities affected by crisis. 
Opportunities exist, but we need a clearer articulation of, and support for, the path forward 
to harness existing momentum.

THE VISION FOR A MORE EQUITABLE 
HUMANITARIAN KNOWLEDGE AND 
EVIDENCE LANDSCAPE
This vision paper articulates the overarching 
components of, and direction for, an aspirational 
knowledge and evidence landscape based on equity 
to support more effective humanitarian action. It 
seeks to facilitate more inclusive and equitable ways 
of generating knowledge by identifying practical 
actions for the humanitarian sector to strengthen 
its learning systems by valuing and integrating 
the knowledge and expertise of Global South and 
local actors.

By building on pockets of change and the decades-
long advocacy efforts by different researchers, 
organisations and networks seeking to challenge the 
status quo, this vision is based on the intention that 
the future of humanitarian action must be shaped 
by, and for, those who experience its impact most 
directly. This includes contributing to humanitarian 
action that meets needs, and where decisions and 
actions are fair and equitable, inclusive and also 
driven by the knowledge and capabilities of local 
actors. The approach includes an overarching 
vision statement followed by four key focus areas, 
each with detailed priority actions and ideas to 
measure progress.
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VISION: 
Humanitarian sector priorities, 
decisions and actions are led by and 
value the diversity of local expertise 
and knowledge in order to better 
address needs of affected populations.

Focus area 1
How the humanitarian 

knowledge agenda  
is set

Focus area 2 
How humanitarian 

knowledge is  
generated

Focus area 3 
How humanitarian 

knowledge is  
co-produced

Focus area 4
How humanitarian 

knowledge is shared 
and used

Objective
Local actors including 
crisis-affected commu-
nities shape decisions 

and priorities about 
knowledge and evidence 

direction and needs.

Objective
Humanitarian actors 

consistently demonstrate 
the value and use 

of different ways of 
knowing and different 
types of knowledge.

Objective
Humanitarian actors 

invest in respectful and 
equitable partnerships to 
ensure that knowledge is 
co-produced, co-owned 

and rooted in local 
priorities.

Objective
Humanitarian actors 

utilise and make acces-
sible the knowledge and 

evidence produced in 
ways that empower and 
benefit all stakeholders, 
particularly those most 

affected by crises.

How decisions are made 
about when knowledge 

outputs are needed, 
including scope of work, 
priorities, agendas and 
research questions to 

explore; and the factors 
shaping those decisions.

How diverse approaches, 
methodologies, types of 
knowledge and expertise 
and ways of sharing and 

analysing knowledge 
are used.

How collaborative 
relationships between 

partners are defined and 
created to facilitate the 
process of knowledge 

and evidence co-
production including 

mutual agreements on 
roles, resources, and 

recognition. 

How evidence 
and insights are 
communicated 

and shared 
including translation 

into actionable 
recommendations for 
humanitarian practice 

and findings for affected 
communities.

WHAT THIS INVOLVES
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USING THE VISION TO ACTION
We hope this vision is not merely aspirational but serves as a practical 
approach for transforming current inequitable practices into ways of 
working that genuinely value and integrate diverse local perspectives. The 
vision can be used in the following ways:

 � As a basis for advocacy: Use the vision as a tool for advocating policy 
and best practice changes at both organisational and international 
levels. This includes discussing with your team regarding potential 
challenges with implementing the vision, along with strategies to 
mitigate them. Utilise the vision to foster discussions about power 
dynamics and knowledge equity within humanitarian forums, 
conferences, and workshops. Emphasise the importance of local and 
indigenous expertise in all stages of knowledge and evidence generation 
processes and push for reforms that institutionalise these principles.

 � As a basis for planning and capacity strengthening: Integrate the 
vision into strategic planning processes by ensuring that preparedness, 
response, and evaluation frameworks are designed with Global South 
and local expertise at the forefront. Incorporate the vision into training 
programs for humanitarian practitioners to instill the values of equity and 
inclusivity. Develop policies and procedures that reflect the identified 
action areas outlined in this vision.

 � As a basis for tracking change: Develop monitoring and evaluation 
criteria based on the proposed ways to measure progress on the 
vision’s components. Create feedback mechanisms that allow local and 
indigenous communities to lead the identification of what success looks 
like, ensuring continuous improvement based on their insights.

By embedding this vision in advocacy, planning, and tracking progress, we 
hope it serves as a pathway to guide meaningful and responsive action that 
evolves with insights and leadership from local and Global South experts 
and communities. This vision is moving from aspiration to action, beginning 
to build momentum.
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INTRODUCTION
Generating and applying knowledge are critical to facilitating effective and sustainable 
humanitarian action. However, these processes are heavily influenced by power structures 
and politics. Critically reflecting on who gathers evidence and translates it into knowledge; 
whose knowledge is listened to and acted upon; how this plays out within humanitarian 
organisations; and how this reflects broader structural inequalities – have been recognised 
as fundamental to key localisation focus areas such as operational leadership and 
system reform.1

WHAT IS THIS VISION PAPER ABOUT?
This vision paper articulates the overarching components of, and direction for, an aspirational knowledge 
and evidence landscape based on equity to support more effective humanitarian action. It seeks to facilitate 
more inclusive ways of generating knowledge by identifying practical actions for the humanitarian sector to 
value and integrate the knowledge and expertise of Global South and local actors. It proposes an approach 
that includes four focus areas, each with detailed priority actions and ideas to measure progress. The vision 
is informed by evidence from existing literature, including research undertaken under the Power, People and 
Local Leadership research stream, and through a series of consultation with key actors from Global South 
and North research institutions, and commissioning agencies. It was guided by the following questions:

1. What does success look like in achieving a more equitable humanitarian knowledge and 
evidence landscape?

2. What key components need to be included?

3. How can we measure progress in achieving the vision?

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?
Many researchers and practitioners are putting a spotlight on the different ways inequities manifest in the 
knowledge production process across the humanitarian sector and how this needs to change. These analyses 
point to how the production and use of knowledge within the humanitarian sector — from assessments, 
implementation and reporting, monitoring and evaluation, to training and research — is problematic. It is 
not designed or assessed with diverse values, knowledge and experience that equally reflects Global South, 
local actor or community expertise and priorities, and it particularly disadvantages those who are already 
marginalised within the sector and in global power dynamics.2

In recent years, the sector has increased its efforts to reflect these issues in the process of knowledge 
production, including developing new methodologies to address the negative impacts of existing power 
dynamics within the humanitarian research.3 These efforts have contributed to incremental changes such 
as (some) strengthening of participation of communities or increasing the diversity within research and 
evaluation teams, including by engaging more Global South and local researchers.4

https://humanitarianadvisorygroup.org/humanitarian-horizons/people-power-and-local-leadership/
https://humanitarianadvisorygroup.org/humanitarian-horizons/people-power-and-local-leadership/
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In order to leverage these existing pockets of positive change, it is critical to understand what success looks 
like in achieving a more equitable landscape and to use this to galvanise support from different actors. 
This is important as there is a key gap in practical and tangible steps that can be taken at both policy and 
operational levels around how to better use knowledge and evidence from communities affected by crisis. 
Opportunities exist, but we need a clearer articulation of, and support for, the path forward to harness existing 
momentum.

VISION PAPER OUTLINE
This vision paper is divided into the following sections:

 � Section 1 provides an overview of the current knowledge and evidence landscape

 � Section 2 outlines the overall vision and the four focus areas

 � Section 3 concludes the paper and identifies pathways to use the vision in advocacy, planning, 
and discussions.

About the research
This vision paper is part of the Power, People and Local Leadership (PPLL) stream of the Humanitarian 
Horizons 2021-2024 research program. The PPLL stream has published a series of interlinked 
investigations of the politics of humanitarian knowledge and what changes can help bring about more 
inclusive and equitable approaches to research, analysis and decision-making. This vision paper extends 
this collaborative work and aims to leverage stakeholder engagements for increased support from diverse 
actors such as donors and Global North and South research organisations.

METHODS
The vision was developed in partnership with our institutional research partners (see the Acknowledgment 
section), and through consultation with key actors including Global North research institutions and donor 
agencies. The vision development process involved:

1. Scoping and mapping: This scoping process analysed and drew together common elements 
of success and potential components of a vision elaborated in the previous research papers, and 
other existing research in this area. It also draws on a literature review to support the work under 
the Power, People and Local Leadership (PPLL) research stream and insights from previous studies 
which HAG and partners led including, for example, the report, Stories for Change, which drew on 
the expertise and knowledge of Global South and local actors about the challenges to achieving a 
more equitable knowledge and evidence landscape.5 It identified key issues and questions which 
informed the components of the vision, and drew on some of the good practices identified as well 
as providing recommendations.

2. Vision development with partners: An initial workshop with institutional research partners 
including CoLAB (Fiji), GLOW Consultants (Pakistan), inSights (Bangladesh), Pacific Island 
Association of Non-Government Organizations (Fiji) and Pujiono Centre (Indonesia) was carried out 

http://sanmaythu@humanitarianadvisorygroup.org
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to interrogate the components emerging from the mapping process to identify gaps in the vision. 
This process also included examining if there were any components that needed to be refined in 
order to capture different elements of knowledge and evidence generation processes.

3. Consultation with key stakeholders: This process included engaging with Global North 
research institutions to explore the emerging vision components and understand how these 
resonated and where the gaps were. It also involved separate consultation process with key donor 
agencies to understand their perspectives on the proposed vision and prioritised key actions.

UNPACKING KEY TERMS
Global North and Global South: The terms ‘Global North’ and ‘Global South’ are polarising and 
contested. They depend on generalising labels such as ‘developed’ and ‘developing’, ‘high income’ and 
‘low income’. They do not capture the complexity and diversity within and between countries that can 
reinforce binaries of power, governance and dependence.

We use the terms Global North and Global South ‘to distinguish between countries with high 
income economies (Global North) that have historically dominated the provision of development and 
humanitarian aid, and countries with middle- or lower-income economies (Global South) … and have 
historically been recipients of aid’.8 We acknowledge the ongoing impact of colonialism that continue 
to shape power imbalances and inequities in the humanitarian sector, and this vision seeks to actively 
confront these legacies.

We acknowledge the flaws in using these terms, including the profound differences between countries 
in each category. They also imperfectly reflect our interest in how affected societies are contributing 
to localised decision-making through research, analysis and/or evaluation, because not all countries 
considered part of the Global South host humanitarian operations, and not all humanitarian operations 
take place in the Global South.

Additionally, we recognise that actors may not identify with these categories or may represent both Global 
South and North institutions.6 We believe, however, that these distinctions are important because of the 
structural inequalities and power differentials that affect knowledge production and access.

Local actor: We use the term ‘local actor’ where relevant to recognise that Global South partners are not 
always based in the research country context. By local actor, we mean institutions based and operating 
within the local context of reference, comprising citizens subject to local laws, and whose work is centred 
on local communities.7

Knowledge and evidence: Various definitions and understandings of knowledge have been proposed 
in relation to the humanitarian sector.8 In this vision paper, we take a broad view of defining knowledge 
and evidence in that it comprises of the aspects that ‘allow individuals and organisations to interpret crisis 
situations and respond according to the local needs and global humanitarian principles and experience.9 
We also refer to ‘knowledge and evidence outputs’ as shorthand to include diverse operational and 
research outputs such as needs assessments, planning documents, research reports, and evaluations 
among others.

Power: We acknowledge the many forms and expressions of power present in humanitarian practice. 
Some are more visible or explicit than others, and the most useful way of conceptualising them can vary 
depending on the context and dynamics. For the purposes of this vision, we consider it to mean the 
power and control of decision-making or resources over those without.10
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THE CURRENT LANDSCAPE
This section provides a brief snapshot of some key inequities in the production and use 
of knowledge and evidence in the humanitarian sector to set the scene for the vision, and 
the rationale for why a shift in approach is needed. These inequities relate to the diversity 
of systemic issues and barriers that affect the inclusivity, quality and accessibility of 
knowledge and evidence generation process. These have been explored significantly in 
existing literature, including in several research reports under the Power, People and Local 
Leadership research stream.11

SITES OF INEQUITIES
Limited representation. Knowledge production is often dominated by organisations and researchers 
based in the Global North, leading to underrepresentation of perspectives from the Global South. This 
overrepresentation by Global North institutions12 has been criticised for limiting opportunities for Global South 
actors to shape agendas, terms and scope of knowledge and evidence outputs – particularly in research and 
evaluation, but also in producing humanitarian documents such as situation reports and response plans.13 
Evidence shows that this results in knowledge products that are not contextually relevant or do not reflect 
communities’ voices or priorities, and fail to build ownership and support uptake by the communities they 
were intended to serve.14

Certain types of knowledge are not equally valued. Another site of inequity lies in the privileging of 
certain research methodologies and knowledge frameworks,15 overlooking indigenous knowledge and 
culturally specific understandings.16 Local knowledge, including indigenous knowledge as well as other 
ways of knowing that don’t adhere to Northern knowledge frameworks or disciplines, is at risk of being 
treated as having little operational relevance,17 of not being fully trusted ‘as ‘valid and reliable’ by international 
humanitarian actors’,18 and of not being seen as transferable beyond its context of origin.19 Aside from 
humanitarian actors’ lack of ability to systematically explore and use other methodologies, there is also 
a privileging of quantitative data – that is, it is considered by key decision-makers, money-holders, and 
leaders to be more legitimate than other forms of information.20 This reliance on ‘quantification’ has become 
a way for organisations to justify and legitimise the operational choices they make, as well as core to 
planning, management, and evaluation in the sector, to the extent that it has been described as ‘an essential 
component of contemporary humanitarianism.’21

Power dynamics and hierarchies in partnerships. Partnerships are at the core of how knowledge 
and evidence is produced in the sector, and are frequently an area in which unequal power dynamics are 
observed between Global North and Global South actors. Global North organisations largely control what 
kinds of knowledge and evidence outputs are produced in partnerships with Global South actors, what 
evidence counts and whose voices are amplified, marginalising local researchers and affected communities.22 
This imbalance of power between Global North and Global South actors affect the unequal distribution 
of roles,23 resources,24 control of research agendas, and recognition, including intellectual property rights 
between Global North and South collaborators.25
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Extractive processes. Knowledge and evidence generation is often conducted in a way that extracts 
knowledge from affected communities without sharing the results in contextually appropriate ways. This 
relates to the ‘epistemic exploitation’ that occurs where members of marginalised groups are required to do 
the unpaid and often unacknowledged work of providing information, resources, and evidence of oppression 
to privileged persons who demand it – often at a great cost to their mental health and well-being.26

Barriers to knowledge use and sharing. Various researchers have also been interrogating the limitations 
of humanitarian actors in using evidence in decision-making. Some of the persistent concerns include 1) that 
decisions are not sufficiently evidence-based,27 2) that more data is collected or generated than is used,28 3) 
that there is a lack of high-quality and rigorous evidence for decision-making despite an increased volume 
of research.29 Others have noted that the emphasis on evidence has had the effect of leaving less space for 
consideration of how communities affected by crises can produce and use knowledge of their predicament.30 
For example, in humanitarian evaluations, despite the strong recognition of the humanitarian imperative and 
ethical responsibility to ensure that communities access, and benefit from, M&E knowledge, it is rarely a 
standard practice that humanitarian agencies, consultants, and research organisations inform communities 
about the results of their work and how their insights have been used.31

How inequities manifest in humanitarian action
Literature on humanitarian knowledge consistently identifies a hierarchical division of knowledge between 
‘local’ knowledge and ‘international’ knowledge and undervaluing of local knowledge in particular.32 This 
hierarchical division has significant operational implications, as the underutilisation of local knowledge 
often leads to less effective and less contextually appropriate humanitarian responses.33 Some of the 
examples include:

1. Lack of channels for recognising and using local knowledge in response: A lack of channels 
established for sharing ‘local’, community or contextual information during a disaster, as seen during 
the 2010 Haiti earthquake response, when international agencies assumed there was no data or 
knowledge locally available.34

2. Selective codification of knowledge: For example, ‘Sitreps [that] represent the “humanitarian 
consensus” as in the “consensus of the international humanitarian actors,” not the consensus of those 
affected by a crisis.’35

3. Exclusionary approaches to knowledge sharing and management: For example, ‘Cluster-
based websites to share information are largely tailored to international actors, written in complex 
English and communicated through text-intensive reports which risks excluding national and local 
community non-English speakers.’36

4. Neglect of indigenous knowledge in approaches to knowledge management.37

5. Unrepresentative research teams, for example, the lack of national researchers or experts in the 
Joint Evaluation of the response to genocide and displacement in Rwanda.38

6. The dominance of Global North institutions in producing key sector reform and planning 
documents: For example, response plans, evaluations, Grand Bargain documents, and in the written 
publications they draw upon.39

7. The lack of local and national actors’ participation and data in international data initiatives 
such as International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI), OECD’s Development Assistance Committee 
(DAC), and Financial Tracking Service (FTS).40
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WHAT ARE THE FLOW ON EFFECTS OF THESE INEQUITIES?
The denial of expertise and knowledge represents an injustice in its own right.41 However, it also has 
operational consequences. Outlined below is a brief overview of some of the impacts or follow on effects of 
unequal or biased humanitarian knowledge production.

Source: Stories for Change: Elevating Global South Experiences in Humanitarian Knowledge Production

For communities

The community can become fatigued – they can be interviewed by 
multiple actors without clear results or outputs that benefit them

Community members, in some instance, have to rely on contextually 
ill-informed, poor-quality or biased analysis

Decision-makers involved with communities (e.g. governments or 
implementing agencies) neglect opportunities to understand their 
views and fail to respond to community priorities

For researchers

Local actors are relegated to passive, transactional enumerators or 
respondents

Poor visibility in parts or all of the process can perpetuate negative 
assumptions about credibility

There are few opportunities to improve skills, knowledge and 
network development

For research outputs

Research outputs are not contextually relevant or do not reflect 
communities’ voices/priorities

Research outputs are not contextualised and risk not being utilised  

Outputs have little ownership and uptake by the communities they 
were intended to serve

Poor or no translation means people who do not understand English 
cannot access the research

Outputs are not returned to the local respondents and actors who 
provided data

For the sector

If the research questions, frameworks and instruments are not 
fit for purpose, then the outputs will be irrelevant, contributing to 
non-evidence based decision-making

There are few opportunities for good practice and innovation; 
research outputs become “dead documents” that are not used

Responses do not reach some sub-groups of the population, 
particularly those that are most vulnerable 

https://humanitarianadvisorygroup.org/insight/stories-for-change-elevating-global-south-experiences-in-humanitarian-knowledge-production/
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OUR SHARED VISION
As the humanitarian sector grapples with increasingly complex challenges, the need to 
prioritise, value and integrate local expertise and knowledge has never been more critical. 
As discussed in the previous section, decades of evidence have demonstrated the necessity 
to shift from top-down approaches to those that genuinely embrace the diversity of 
perspectives, skills, and insights found within communities affected by crises and amongst 
local actors.

The vision below articulates the direction for, and components of, a more equitable knowledge and evidence 
landscape. It seeks to build on pockets of change and the decades-long advocacy efforts by different 
researchers, organisations and networks seeking to challenge the status quo. This vision is based on the 
intention that the future of humanitarian action must be shaped by, and for, those who experience its impact 
most directly. This includes contributing to humanitarian action that meets needs, and where decisions and 
actions are fair, equitable, inclusive and driven by the knowledge and capabilities of local actors.

OUR PROPOSED VISION FOR A MORE EQUITABLE KNOWLEDGE AND 
EVIDENCE LANDSCAPE:

Humanitarian sector priorities, decisions and 
actions are led by and value the diversity of 
local expertise and knowledge in order to better 
address the needs of affected populations.

Our vision
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The vision is underpinned by the following foundations:

ADDRESSING UNEQUAL POWER DYNAMICS. We recognise that a critical starting point to 
achieving the vision is putting a spotlight on and tackling unequal power dynamics. Power imbalances 
in humanitarian knowledge and evidence production between Global North and Global South actors 
need to be addressed in order to strengthen equity and inclusivity in producing knowledge and 
evidence that is relevant, and effectively influences decision-making and implementation.  

ENABLING LOCAL LEADERSHIP. Knowledge generation processes should be primarily driven 
by individuals and organisations within the affected communities. Recognising the diversity of local 
expertise and knowledge means valuing the rich array of skills, experiences, and insights that exist 
within affected communities. This includes traditional knowledge, local practices, and innovative 
approaches developed in response to unique challenges.

SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE HUMANITARIAN ACTION. We recognise that the production, 
recognition, and use of multiple types of knowledge and evidence are vital issues for supporting 
effective humanitarian action. These activities need to be critically interrogated as they help to 
determine and justify choices made in humanitarian settings in all phases of a humanitarian 
response.42

ABOUT THE FOCUS AREAS
The vision is broken into four focus areas. The four focus areas are intended to capture the interlinked and 
overlapping stages of the knowledge generation process, and can be used to inform the production of 
outputs to support humanitarian action including research, evaluation, needs assessments, response plans 
and reviews among others.

Focus area 1
How the humanitarian 

knowledge agenda  
is set

Focus area 2 
How humanitarian 

knowledge is  
generated

Focus area 3 
How humanitarian 

knowledge is  
co-produced

Focus area 4
How humanitarian 

knowledge is shared 
and used

The vision also includes strategies for tracking progress and ensuring accountability under each of the 
focus areas. It also provides a range of resources and tools tailored to support these efforts. Together, these 
components of the vision are designed to be practical and actionable, offering concrete steps to implement 
changes in real-time and adapt approaches whilst setting ambitious goals.
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VISION: 
Humanitarian sector priorities, 
decisions and actions are led by and 
value the diversity of local expertise 
and knowledge in order to better 
address needs of affected populations.

Focus area 1
How the humanitarian 

knowledge agenda  
is set

Focus area 2 
How humanitarian 

knowledge is  
generated

Focus area 3 
How humanitarian 

knowledge is  
co-produced

Focus area 4
How humanitarian 

knowledge is shared 
and used

Objective
Local actors including 
crisis-affected commu-
nities shape decisions 

and priorities about 
knowledge and evidence 

direction and needs.

Objective
Humanitarian actors 

consistently demonstrate 
the value and use 

of different ways of 
knowing and different 
types of knowledge.

Objective
Humanitarian actors 

invest in respectful and 
equitable partnerships to 
ensure that knowledge is 
co-produced, co-owned 

and rooted in local 
priorities.

Objective
Humanitarian actors 

utilise and make acces-
sible the knowledge and 

evidence produced in 
ways that empower and 
benefit all stakeholders, 
particularly those most 

affected by crises.

How decisions are made 
about when knowledge 

outputs are needed, 
including scope of work, 
priorities, agendas and 
research questions to 

explore; and the factors 
shaping those decisions.

How diverse approaches, 
methodologies, types of 
knowledge and expertise 
and ways of sharing and 

analysing knowledge 
are used.

How collaborative 
relationships between 

partners are defined and 
created to facilitate the 
process of knowledge 

and evidence co-
production including 

mutual agreements on 
roles, resources, and 

recognition. 

How evidence 
and insights are 
communicated 

and shared 
including translation 

into actionable 
recommendations for 
humanitarian practice 

and findings for affected 
communities.

WHAT THIS INVOLVES



18 Vision paper: Toward an equitable humanitarian knowledge and evidence landscape

FOCUS AREAS

Focus area 1: How the humanitarian knowledge agenda is set

KEY OBJECTIVE: Local actors including crisis-affected communities shape decisions and priorities about 
knowledge and evidence direction and needs to inform humanitarian responses.

WHAT THIS INVOLVES: This focus area encompasses the decision-making processes about when 
knowledge and evidence outputs are needed, including the scope of work and research questions to explore; 
and interrogates the factors shaping those decisions including the impacts of how agenda setting processes 
work in practice. This is particularly relevant during the initial design and planning phase and during the 
development of proposals, terms of reference (ToRs), and application approval criteria.43

WHAT SHIFTS NEED TO HAPPEN? Global North donors, operational agencies and research institutions 
currently dominate decision-making and planning about the needs for, and types of, knowledge and evidence, 
dictating what questions to answer, which topics to prioritise, and how to proceed. This needs to shift to a 
collaborative process where local experiences and co-identified knowledge gaps inform and guide priorities 
from the outset.

1. Key action: Prioritise locally identified knowledge and evidence needs and 
priorities.

Commissioning agencies and Global North

 � Create default processes, such as standard consultation frameworks and participatory design sessions 
in planning and design for meaningful collaboration with Global South and local actors, ensuring that 
knowledge and evidence outputs reflect affected community priorities and needs.

 � Invest in funding modalities like earmarking funds for local knowledge and evidence outputs, creating 
exclusive grant schemes, and implementing flexible, adaptive funding mechanisms to swiftly address 
emerging local priorities.

Global South
 � Support and enable connections with affected communities or end users to ensure that knowledge 
agendas and proposed outputs are relevant to community and accurately portray their views.

 � Include processes or accountability requirements in partnerships with Global North or international 
partners to demonstrate how these outputs consider and meet these priorities (also see Focus Area 3 
on knowledge co-production).

All
 � Promote the importance of locally identified needs and knowledge systems within international and 
national forums and donor platforms.
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2. Key action: Strengthen access for community representatives and Global South 
actors to engage with and participate in knowledge and evidence decision 
making platforms (e.g. steering committees etc.).

Commissioning agencies and Global North
 � Ensure that governance structures and decision-making bodies overseeing knowledge and evidence 
outputs always include significant representation from local communities and Global South or local 
actors, and ensure their voices are heard within those structures.

 � Commit to co-creating knowledge and learning agendas, strategies, and policies with Global South or 
local actors.

 � Share resources, information, and opportunities with Global South and local partners to enhance 
their ability to participate and influence decisions on knowledge and evidence generation direction 
and process.

Global North
 � Advocate for and support commissioning agencies to contract and fund Global South or local actors 
directly as project leads.44

 � Ensure that Global South experts and practitioners are compensated for the time commitments they 
provide to support the knowledge and evidence agenda setting process.

Global South
 � Build communication and partnership review processes that enable concerns to be raised when 
the knowledge agenda does not adequately reflect Global South stakeholder leadership or joint 
consultation.45

 � Strengthen networks of Global South actors to collectively advocate for greater representation in 
decision-making spaces.

All
 � Ensure community representation in ways that are appropriate for communities in mechanisms such as 
consultative groups or advisory boards to enable contribution by different voices.46

3. Key action: Address institutional biases that preference knowledge produced by 
Global North actors, systems and processes.

Commissioning agencies and Global North
 � Build in default processes for always including Global South or local experts in knowledge and evidence 
work, including reviewing organisational processes to identify and address barriers such project design 
processes.

 � Assess recruitment biases and examine procurement frameworks for direct engagement with Global 
South researchers. Identify feasible changes and develop action plans to address them.

 � Share positive emerging practices in partnership with Global South actors in relevant forums to build 
momentum and provide evidence of change.

Global South
 � Support open discussions with Global North actors and in partnerships about how these biases 
manifest in practice, and build examples of emerging positive practice that can be shared.47
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Ideas for measuring progress:
 � Track the proportion of knowledge and evidence outputs (e.g. research, needs assessments, response 

plans, evaluations) that are initiated by, led by or meaningfully co-led with Global South and local actors.

 � Track the diversity and inclusivity of Global South and local stakeholders involved in setting research and 
evaluation agendas.

 � Assess the alignment of knowledge and evidence outputs with the identified needs and priorities of local 
communities.

Learning from others
Linda Tuhiwai Smith describes how Maori communities in New Zealand have sought to reclaim research 
by training their own researchers and implementing a community-based vetting process which allows 
the community to have control over what research is conducted, how it is conducted, and how the 
findings will be used. This ensures that research is not exploitative and that it benefits the community 
rather than just external researchers.

Additional tools and resources:

 � Power in Knowledge and Evidence Framework is designed as a tool to help organisations assess 
their evidence use and citation practices and subsequently start conversations around challenges and 
opportunities in amplifying Global South knowledge.

 � Read examples of research that show the impact of externally-driven agenda setting:

 f ‘Analysing famine: The politics of information and analysis in food security crises,” by D Maxwell 
and P Hailey. (2021). Journal of Humanitarian Affairs 3 (1): 16–27;

 f ‘How humanitarian assistance practices exacerbate vulnerability: Knowledges, authority and 
legitimacy in disaster interventions in Baltistan, Pakistan’ by A Arifeen and I Nyborg. (2021). 
International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction;

 f ‘Knowledge and power: A critique of an international relief operation’ by B Hendrie. (1997). 
Disasters 21 (1): 57–76.

 � Explore various resources that examine how Global South leadership in humanitarian research and 
evaluation can be achieved:

 f The Bukavu Series, hosted by the Governance in Conflict Network, featured a series of blogs 
authored by researchers sharing their experiences in producing research as well as navigating and 
challenging power dynamics in the process;

 f ALNAP’s scoping study outlines strategies for supporting locally-led monitoring and evaluation in 
humanitarian contexts by: 1) shaping evaluation culture and policy, 2) building know-how, and 3) 
fostering key relationships. It also provides actionable steps for planning, implementing, and using 
evaluations effectively.

https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/journals-and-magazines/social-policy-journal/spj17/decolonizing-methodologies-research-and-indigenous-peoples.html
https://www.gicnetwork.be/silent-voices-blog-bukavu-series-eng/
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Focus area 2: How humanitarian knowledge is generated

KEY OBJECTIVE: Humanitarian actors consistently demonstrate the value and use of different ways of 
knowing and different types of knowledge.

WHAT THIS INVOLVES: This focus area encompasses how diverse approaches, methodologies, types 
of knowledge and expertise and ways of knowing and analysis are used. This is particularly relevant when 
designing methodologies, data collection process, and analysis that supports the welfare of affected 
communities and draws on cross-sectoral expertise in order to have a comprehensive understanding of 
complex humanitarian situations.

WHAT SHIFTS NEED TO HAPPEN: A shift across the humanitarian system away from the dominance and 
privileging of particular types of knowledge that conform to Global North standards towards inclusive and 
equitable approaches that value different forms of expertise and knowledge.

1. Key action: Address the bias towards knowledge and methodologies from the 
Global North, leading to the devaluation of local knowledge and practices.

Commissioning agencies and Global North
 � Consistently co-design methodologies with Global South actors and community representatives. (also 
see Focus Area 3 below) to ensure a diversity of approaches and types of knowledge are used.

 � Recognise the validity and importance of qualitative, experiential, and indigenous knowledge.
 � Identify any ‘methodology dependencies’ within your organisation and explore ways to disrupt this by 
including other less widely documented, creative and flexible methods of knowledge collection.48

Global South
 � Work with Global North partners to discuss and demonstrate the importance of indigenous knowledge 
use in research program or project design.49

 � Work with communities to draw on and highlight the role of indigenous knowledge in how they 
participate and lead in responses.50

All
 � Actively seek out, learn about and incorporate local methodologies and ways of knowing into 
knowledge and evidence output design and implementation.
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2. Key action: Engage local populations meaningfully by gathering only the most 
essential data, thus avoiding consultation fatigue.

Commissioning agencies and Global North
 � Work closely with Global South and local actors to identify if, and in what ways community engagement 
or data collection processes are needed and will benefit communities, and the most appropriate way to 
approach this.

 � Establish and enforce strict ethical guidelines that prioritise the welfare and autonomy of local 
communities. Include mechanisms for monitoring and enforcing these standards.

 � Thoroughly review existing data to determine if it can meet your needs before initiating new data 
collection. This can help reduce the frequency of consultations.

Global South
 � Provide guidance to Global North actors about appropriate ways to engage with communities in the 
development of knowledge and evidence outputs.

 � Work with other local researchers and institutions to create data-sharing agreements, or joint processes 
that reduce the need for repeated consultations.

All
 � Ensure communities have a say in when and how data collection occurs. This can include setting limits 
on the number of consultations or requiring that certain conditions be met before data is collected.

3. Key action: Foster cross-disciplinary collaboration among humanitarian actors to 
integrate diverse knowledge types, rather than working in isolated silos focused 
on specific sectors.

All
 � Support cross-sectoral studies that explore complex humanitarian issues from multiple perspectives.
 � Build partnerships with organisations and experts from different sectors and highlight the benefits and 
necessity of such approaches for addressing complex humanitarian challenges.

Ideas for measuring progress:
 � Track the diversity of methodologies and approaches co-developed with communities and Global South 
actors

 � Look for evidence of critical analysis and use of indigenous and other cultural forms of knowledge in 
humanitarian papers, assessments and evaluations including critical reflection

 � Document and promote examples of humanitarian actors drawing on cross-disciplinary expertise and 
knowledge in policy, programming and partnerships, and the practical benefits that result
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Learning from others
Indigenous Knowledge and Disaster Risk Reduction 
International Network, including researchers/faculty/
Indigenous persons in New Zealand, Brazil, South Africa, 
Nigeria, the US and China. Their website says it was ‘created 
to facilitate and guide disaster risk planning and development 
processes of communities by encouraging collaboration 
within and between Indigenous communities.’

Talanoa is a traditional Fijian process that involves bringing 
people together to talk. It is

 S ‘a personal encounter where people story their 
issues, their realities and aspirations,’ 51 ‘allows 
more mo’oni (pure, real, authentic) information to be 
available for Pacific research than data derived from 
other research methods.’ 52 

Talonoa has been used by the Pacific Island Association of 
NGOs (PIANGO) in their work exploring traditional coping 
mechanisms in Tropical Cyclone (TC) Gita and several 
humanitarian localisation baselines in the Pacific. It has also 
been used in the development of contextually and culturally 
appropriate monitoring, evaluation, research and learning in 
the Pacific.

Additional tools and resources:

 � Read: ‘Indigenous Knowledge: Learning and Sharing for 
the Humanitarian Industry,’ by Kirby-Reynolds, Alex, and 
Paul Gunaratnam

 � Read various resources on quantification of humanitarian 
needs: Humanitarianism and the Quantification of Human 
Needs: Minimal Humanity by Glasman, Joël. 2020; ‘The 
Power to Count and the Stakes of Counting: An Inquiry into 
the Quantified Production of Humanitarian Insecurity,’ by 
Beerli, Monique J. 2017.

 � Read various resources on participatory methodologies 
employed in humanitarian research: “Interactive Research 
and the Construction of Knowledge in Conflict-Affected 
Settings,’ by Haar, Gemma van der, Annelies Heijmans, and 
Dorothea Hilhorst. 2013; PhotoKwento: co-constructing 
women’s narratives of disaster recovery by K Zoe Alburo-
Cañete.

https://indigenousdrr.org/index.php/en/
https://indigenousdrr.org/index.php/en/
https://spccfpstore1.blob.core.windows.net/digitallibrary-docs/files/af/afa0a436876dbeb81d6b8661c4c3b42c.pdf?sv=2015-12-11&sr=b&sig=KZpcENXzgN7JOheEOzkt2BybIul1KKD47sXUtznJmO8%3D&se=2025-02-15T05%3A01%3A09Z&sp=r&rscc=public%2C%20max-age%3D864000%2C%20max-stale%3D86400&rsct=application%2Fpdf&rscd=inline%3B%20filename%3D%22Pacific_Monitoring_Evaluation_and_Learning_Capacity_Strengthening_Rebbilib.pdf%22
https://spccfpstore1.blob.core.windows.net/digitallibrary-docs/files/af/afa0a436876dbeb81d6b8661c4c3b42c.pdf?sv=2015-12-11&sr=b&sig=KZpcENXzgN7JOheEOzkt2BybIul1KKD47sXUtznJmO8%3D&se=2025-02-15T05%3A01%3A09Z&sp=r&rscc=public%2C%20max-age%3D864000%2C%20max-stale%3D86400&rsct=application%2Fpdf&rscd=inline%3B%20filename%3D%22Pacific_Monitoring_Evaluation_and_Learning_Capacity_Strengthening_Rebbilib.pdf%22
https://spccfpstore1.blob.core.windows.net/digitallibrary-docs/files/af/afa0a436876dbeb81d6b8661c4c3b42c.pdf?sv=2015-12-11&sr=b&sig=KZpcENXzgN7JOheEOzkt2BybIul1KKD47sXUtznJmO8%3D&se=2025-02-15T05%3A01%3A09Z&sp=r&rscc=public%2C%20max-age%3D864000%2C%20max-stale%3D86400&rsct=application%2Fpdf&rscd=inline%3B%20filename%3D%22Pacific_Monitoring_Evaluation_and_Learning_Capacity_Strengthening_Rebbilib.pdf%22
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/disa.12448
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/disa.12448
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Focus area 3: How humanitarian knowledge is co-produced

KEY OBJECTIVE: Humanitarian actors invest in respectful and equitable partnerships to ensure that 
knowledge generation processes are enabling and do not perpetuate power imbalances.

WHAT THIS INVOLVES: This focus area puts a spotlight on how collaborative relationships between two 
or more parties are defined and created to facilitate the process of knowledge and evidence generation 
including mutual agreements on roles, resources, and recognition.

WHAT SHIFTS NEED TO HAPPEN: From ‘paternalistic’ or ‘hierarchical’ partnerships where decisions, 
resources, and control are dominated by one party, typically the one with more resources or authority, to co-
production which emphasises mutual learning, shared decision-making, and joint ownership of the knowledge 
and evidence process and outcomes.

1. Key action: Promote equitable partnerships by involving Global South partners 
throughout all phases of knowledge and evidence generation process

Commissioning agencies
 � Require or prioritise applications that show meaningful, equitable collaboration between Global North 
and Global South research partners.

 � Set parameters for equitable and ethical research partnerships and include partnership quality metrics 
as part of project design and reporting to ensure accountability.

Global North
 � Share decision-making power, resources, and credit equitably in all stages of the knowledge and 
evidence generation process.

 � Establish and support relationships beyond specific tasks or projects to allow diverse actors to build 
trust.53

Global South
 � Document successful models of equitable partnerships and collaborative work in producing 
humanitarian knowledge and evidence and share best practices with other organisations and partners.

 � Actively press for meaningful roles within partnerships with Global North actors, making a clearly 
articulated case that it would enhance the validity and utility of the outputs.
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2. Key action: Ensure Global South actors receive quality funding and resources to 
participate fully and effectively in co-production efforts.

Commissioning agencies
 � Ensure funding is distributed equitably, prioritising Global South partners’ leadership to enable their 
effective participation.54

 � Implement feedback mechanisms that allow Global South partners to provide input on funding 
processes and project outcomes.

 � Consider ‘staggered’ or flexible due diligence approaches as appropriate for size of organisation, or pre-
selected partner pools.

 � Develop shared due diligence processes with other funders to reduce the burden on Global South 
partners in particular.

Global North
 � Incorporate mutual/bidirectional learning and training opportunities to allow partners to value each 
other’s expertise.

 � Ensure risks don’t fall disproportionately on Global South partners, whilst sharing more donor-facing 
responsibilities in relation to project and finance reporting.

Global South
 � Develop long-term strategic plans to guide participation in international research collaborations, 
including taking the lead where appropriate. By setting clear goals, Global South partners can evaluate 
the partnership and the extent to which it aligns with their own priorities and values.

 � Identify the stakeholders and spaces that it would be helpful to have access to, and which partners 
could support you.55

3. Key action: Respect and integrate cultural norms and practices in knowledge and 
evidence generation processes, rather than impose external standards.

Commissioning agencies and Global North
 � Base partnerships on complimentary skillsets and explicit establishment of shared objectives and 
values.

 � Recognise and address biases in expectations about the roles of different actors i.e., instead of 
assuming that Global South actors should fill any gaps (such as lack of language skills), ask how 
Global North actors can improve their skill sets relevant to knowledge and learning processes in 
humanitarian settings.

 � Invest in cultural competency training for staff to better understand and respect local contexts, cultures, 
and practices.

Global South
 � Consider how local prejudices related to practices amongst more vulnerable sections of the population 
may mirror Global North/Global South inequalities at the local level.56
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4. Key action: Ensure that local actors are given due credit and profile for their work 
– according to their own assessment of where this is safe/appropriate

Commissioning agencies and Global North
 � Consider who represents and showcases the knowledge or evidence produced, and enable 
representation by all actors that showcases their complementary contributions to the product or 
process.

 � Provide support for the publishing and dissemination process (e.g. travel costs) to raise the visibility of 
Global South actors among international audiences.57

Global South
 � Identify effective and appropriate ways how to share your work including branding and visibility for 
events, outputs, publications, etc.

All
 � Evaluate the impact of inclusion of different types of partners and their unique value add and reflect 
their value in impact reports. 

Ways to measure progress:
 � Documentation of changes in knowledge and evidence outputs based on insights from local partners.

 � Feedback from Global South actors to Global North actors on the impact of public recognition on their 
work and visibility.

 � Track the number of platforms/initiatives created to showcase the work of Global South actors.

 � Assess the satisfaction level of local partners with the co-production process including tracking 
perceptions of equity through surveys and interviews with local partners to assess their perceptions of 
respect and equity in partnerships.

Learning from others
Recognising the inequities identified in previous research partnerships, the Humanitarian Policy Group of 
ODI, a UK-based global affairs research organisation, piloted an alternative model of co-production with 
partner organisation Neem Foundation in Nigeria. Unlike standard practice, this approach began with a 
‘blank slate,’ with researchers from both organisations co-designing the research from the beginning. The 
partnership, though longer than a standard HPG research project, yielded positive improvements for the 
research’s quality and relevance for a Nigerian audience.

Additional tools and resources:

 � Draw on guidance on ways to establish and build equitable research partnerships: M Lokot and 
C Wake (2021). The co-production of research between academics, NGOs and communities in 
humanitarian response: A practical guide; HAG, CoLAB, GLOW Consultants, inSights, PIANGO and 
Pujiono Centre (2024). Equitable research partnerships between Global North and Global South 
research collaborators: Making it happen; Four principles to strengthen international research-practice 
partnerships. UKCDR and Essence on Health Research (2022). Four approaches to supporting 
equitable research partnerships.

https://odi.org/en/publications/researching-local-humanitarian-action-through-partnerships-with-local-actors/
https://odi.org/en/publications/aid-beyond-politics-and-according-to-need-overcoming-disparities-in-humanitarian-responses-in-nigeria/
https://researchonline.lshtm.ac.uk/id/eprint/4660547/1/Lokot_Wake_2021_Co-production_Practice_Guide.pdf
https://researchonline.lshtm.ac.uk/id/eprint/4660547/1/Lokot_Wake_2021_Co-production_Practice_Guide.pdf
https://humanitarianadvisorygroup.org/insight/equitable-research-partnerships-between-global-north-and-global-south-research-collaborators-making-it-happen/
https://humanitarianadvisorygroup.org/insight/equitable-research-partnerships-between-global-north-and-global-south-research-collaborators-making-it-happen/
https://www.elrha.org/news-and-blogs/four-principles-to-strengthen-international-research-practice-partnerships/
https://www.elrha.org/news-and-blogs/four-principles-to-strengthen-international-research-practice-partnerships/
https://ukcdr.org.uk/publication/four-approaches-to-supporting-equitable-research-partnerships/
https://ukcdr.org.uk/publication/four-approaches-to-supporting-equitable-research-partnerships/
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Focus area 4: How humanitarian knowledge is shared and used

KEY OBJECTIVE: Humanitarian actors utilise and make accessible the knowledge and evidence produced 
in ways that empower and benefit all stakeholders, particularly those most affected by crises.

WHAT THIS INVOLVES: This encompasses how evidence and insights are communicated and shared 
including translation into actionable recommendations for humanitarian practice. This covers two practices: 
1) ensuring that knowledge and evidence outputs are adapted to fit the specific cultural, social, and linguistic 
contexts of affected communities, and 2) engaging decision-makers to ensure evidence informs practice.

WHAT SHIFTS NEED TO HAPPEN: There needs to be a greater emphasis on making evidence accessible 
and actionable for relevant stakeholders, most especially those most affected by crises.

1. Key action: Ensure that all partners have adequate resources to identify information needs, 
develop, translate, and distribute knowledge and evidence effectively. 

Commissioning agencies
 � Fund knowledge translation and sharing of findings to communities as standard component of grants.
 � Require all partners to demonstrate how findings and data has been shared with communities or local 
actors in appropriate ways.

Global North
 � Build in default practices and processes to ensure Global South and local partners can access and 
prioritise resources needed for these activities (e.g. translation), and articulate how they can be 
supported by capacities and networks often housed in Global North actors.

 � Understand and respect sensitivities of sharing knowledge by local actors in difficult contexts and 
accommodate to their specific needs.

Global South
 � Advocate during funding bids for time/resource/training required to engage equitably in dissemination.

All
 � Consult communities to pinpoint any cultural sensitivities and determine the most effective method for 
making knowledge and evidence outputs accessible.

 � Establish mechanisms to receive feedback from affected communities to ensure that the information 
and evidence provided are meeting their needs and to make necessary adjustments.
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2. Key action: Engage decision-makers to ensure evidence informs practice 

Commissioning agencies
 � Seek out and create opportunities for dialogue with knowledge producers  and local operational actors 
and partners who may use the knowledge and evidence product.

Global North and Global South
 � Maximise opportunities for researchers to establish relationships with operational actors whereby they 
can better understand decision-making processes.

 � Help decision-makers understand and appraise what evidence is already available.
 � Provide evidence and data to support advocates who can influence decision-makers and political 
debate.

All
 � Develop agreed advocacy key messages for different groups of targeted audience and agree on how 
these will be shared to leverage partner networks and relationships.58

Ways to measure progress:
 � Document case studies where Global South-led or affected population-informed knowledge and evidence 

have directly influenced decision-making processes or improved program outcomes.59

 � Track the number of knowledge products tailored to specific needs and contexts of affected populations.

 � Measure the extent to which the knowledge and evidence outputs produced address the specific needs of 
different target demographic and social groups.

 � Map the number of learning opportunities (e.g., workshops, seminars) created for affected communities 
and humanitarian practitioners to enhance their use of knowledge and evidence.

 � Assess long-term outcomes and impacts on communities resulting from the use of knowledge and 
evidence.

Learning from others
Canada’s International Development Research Centre (IDRC) has ‘position for use’” criteria in their 
assessments which ‘considers whether research is designed, implemented, and disseminated in a way 
that enhances its potential for use in countries in the Global Sout.h’.60

Elrha’s R2HC Ethics Framework 2.0, intended to support their role as a funder of research in humanitarian 
settings, affirms that ‘tThe community in which research is conducted should be actively consulted 
with and listened to at all stages.’61 The accompanying Research Ethics Tool proposes questions that 
researchers can use to reflect on and plan their communication of findings to participants. Also see 
Elrha’s resources to support research uptake including: ‘The Research Impact Framework, and ‘5 things 
we learned from evaluating the impact of research’.

The guidelines on making research inclusive of people with disabilities stress that sharing research with 
people with disabilities should involve accessible formats and inclusive practices, ensuring everyone is 
represented and informed.62 Inclusive presentation of findings includes producing materials of different 
formats and lengths; using an accessible font and colour contrasts in printed publications; offering large-
print, audio, or braille versions; and including alt-text to accompany visual images.

https://www.elrha.org/researchdatabase/r2hc-ethics-framework-2-0/
https://www.elrha.org/researchdatabase/r2hc-research-ethics-tool/
https://www.elrha.org/researchdatabase/research-impact-framework/
https://www.elrha.org/news-and-blogs/5-things-we-learned-from-evaluating-the-impact-of-research/
https://rdinetwork.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/RDI-Network-R4All-Accessible-PDF-1.pdf
https://reciteme.com/uploads/articles/accessible_fonts_guide.pdf
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WHERE TO FROM HERE?  
PUTTING THE VISION INTO ACTION
In envisioning a more equitable approach to knowledge and evidence generation in the 
humanitarian sector, our goal is to support a paradigm shift where Global South knowledge 
and expertise is not only acknowledged but is the cornerstone of all knowledge and learning 
as well as evidence-based decision-making processes. By decentralising power and 
elevating the voices of those most affected by crises, we strive for a humanitarian landscape 
that reflects true inclusivity and justice. We hope this vision is not merely aspirational but 
serves as a practical framework for transforming current practices into ones that genuinely 
value and integrate diverse local perspectives.

Use the vision to change practice:

A BASIS FOR ADVOCACY: Use the vision as a tool for advocating policy and best practice changes 
at both organisational and international levels. This includes discussing with your team regarding 
potential challenges with implementing the vision, along with strategies to mitigate them. Utilise 
the vision to foster discussions about power dynamics and knowledge equity within humanitarian 
forums, conferences, and workshops. Emphasise the importance of local and indigenous expertise in 
all stages of knowledge and evidence generation processes and push for reforms that institutionalise 
these principles.

A BASIS FOR PLANNING AND CAPACITY STRENGTHENING: Integrate the vision into strategic 
planning processes by ensuring that preparedness, response, and evaluation frameworks are 
designed with Global South and local expertise at the forefront. Incorporate the vision into training 
programs for humanitarian practitioners to instill the values of equity and inclusivity. Develop policies 
and procedures that reflect the identified action areas outlined in this vision.

A BASIS FOR TRACKING CHANGE: Develop monitoring and evaluation criteria based on the 
proposed ways to measure progress on the vision’s components. Create feedback mechanisms that 
allow local and indigenous communities to lead the identification of what success looks like, ensuring 
continuous improvement based on their insights.
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