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INTRODUCTION: 
In 2008, the National Women’s Machinery of Costa Rica, Instituto Nacional de las Mujeres (INAMU) commissioned an assessment of the factors explaining the low implementation of Gender Responsive Budgeting (GRB) in the country’s public institutions. The purpose of this assessment was to identify actions that INAMU could take to ensure that planning and budgeting in public institutions respond to women’s priorities in line with efforts of other countries in Latin America. Technical support was provided to this initiative by UNIFEM and UNDP in the context of a joint programme entitled “Women’s Economic Agenda”
 . The present brief describes the methodology used by the researcher, Margarita Ozonas, to assess the capacity of selected public institutions to initiate and sustain GRB work and develop an index that measures capacity. 

The methodology was developed based on a comprehensive definition of capacity that encompasses tangible and intangible elements of individual and institutional capacity.  These elements were then translated into a questionnaire and a scoring system that were used to calculate a GRB capacity index
. 
The value of this index
 lies in its adaptability to different purposes and to different contexts. It can be used to assess existing capacity for gender responsive planning and budgeting; to monitor change in capacity over time or to assess the sustainability of capacity development interventions. In practical terms, the index provides gender equality advocates and public sector institutions with an instrument that can serve as:
· A tool for measuring tangible and intangible elements of capacity and expressing them in quantitative terms; for summarizing highly aggregated information and for comparing data over time and across institutions 
· An instrument that provides information on factors and variables influencing capacity changes and distinguishes between internal capacities of institutions and their staff to initiate and sustain GRB initiatives.

The information obtained from the questionnaire reflects strengths and weaknesses in terms of capacities and is useful in setting priorities for corrective policies and actions.  For instance, variables that score very low in the index point to the need for immediate intervention to achieve the desired outcomes.
Specifically, in the context of Costa Rica, the assessment was useful in identifying capacity gaps at individual and institutional levels that need to be addressed in order to effectively implement gender-responsive planning and budgeting and maintain sustainability of GRB initiatives.  The assessment has provided INAMU with tools to ensure strategic leadership within the government of Costa Rica in mainstreaming gender in planning and budgeting.
I. DESIGN OF THE GENDER RESPONSIVE BUDGETING CAPACITY INDEX (GRBCI): 

In preparation for the design of the index in early 2008, the researcher undertook an extensive desk review on GRB and conducted interviews with five GRB experts in Costa Rica. These interviews were helpful in identifying the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats for supporting gender responsive planning and budgeting in the country. The desk review and interviews converged on the fact that successful GRB initiatives require a combination of technical materials, gender policies, gender-sensitive indicators, consultation and accountability mechanisms, individual competencies of planning and budgeting officers, and support of decision-makers within any given institution. Based on this analysis, GRB capacity was defined as having a tangible and an intangible dimensions each comprising a number of variables. 

The Tangible Dimension refers to the minimum technical means required for sustainable GRB initiatives: mechanisms, materials, procedures, indicators, etc. The variables of this dimension were identified as follows: 
1. Availability of materials and training courses on GRB: practical guides, books, GRB trainings.
2. Availability of specific data and indicators to enable GRB: e.g. gender-sensitive performance indicators (quantitative or qualitative indicators, expenditure related indicators, investment indicators, etc.)

3. Staff specialized in gender issues such as institutions’ gender focal point or expert.

4. Existence of policies and norms on gender equality implemented within the institution: e.g. policies that support the application of GRB, call circulars etc...

5. Access to technical support: Planning and budgeting departments have access to technical support for understanding or applying GRB: it could be a phone number to reach a GRB expert, a gender focal point, or a dedicated department inside or outside the public institution (partner women’s organizations, research institution specializing on gender issues or on GRB) 

6. Measures and mechanisms to support women’s presence and effective participation in planning and budgeting processes for instance quotas or training programmes 

7. Civil society-led accountability mechanisms (mechanisms that allow civil society to play a budget monitoring role and voice concerns about allocation of public resources.

8. Civil governance mechanism (mechanism for citizen’s participation in budget decision-making based on their needs and interests): it could be a box or department for citizens to make suggestions about the allocation of public resources following their needs and interests. 

The Intangible Dimension refers to intangible variables that determine organizations’ performance and culture. These include personal perceptions, attitudes and interests of the persons whose work is directly related to the planning and budgeting process within public institutions. The variables in this dimension pertain mostly to individual capacity except for the one on institutional culture. Variables 1-6 correspond to the expectation for change towards GRB and variable number 7 which is called the maneuvering margin corresponds to the decision-making authority to affect budgeting processes.  The variables under the intangible dimensions are identified as follows: 
1. Knowledge about GRB

2. Opinion about GRB: Preference for GRB or traditional ways of budgeting 

3. Opinion about the budgeting process: is it open and participatory, combined, closed?

4. Political will to implement GRB: There is real political commitment to implement GRB within public institutions. 
5. Institutional culture (openness or resistance to change): this item relates to an institution’s capacity to adapt to changes in budget making processes, this is ruled by the principle of flexibility, which is very common in the compendium of budget principles of several countries. It could happen that a determined municipality or institution has a culture averse to change

6. Incentive to implement GRB: the application of GRB is regarded as a priority in the short term, medium term, or long term. 

7. Maneuvering margin (MM) or leeway: defined as the constraints binding the capacity or power to introduce changes in the budgeting process. 
Based on the tangible and intangible variables, a questionnaire was developed to collect data with regard to institutional and individual capacity and a formula for the calculation of the GRB capacity index (GRBCI) was defined.  The questionnaire consisted of 20 questions in total: 5 questions relating to the profile of the respondent and 15 multiple-choice questions relating to institutional and individual capacity. Each possible survey response was assigned a code and a score.  An important step in this process was ensuring that the link between the survey and the index is clear. Once the step was completed, the weighting of the survey answers and the formula of the GRB capacity index were programmed on a spreadsheet, using Excel.

The formula for calculating the GRB capacity index is:

GRBCI = Tangible Dimension (TD) + Intangible Dimension (ID)
The two dimensions –tangible and intangible —have each been assigned a value that oscillates between 0 and 0.5) with (0) indicating the lowest value and (0.5) indicating the highest. The sum of both dimensions gives the value of the GRBCI. The total value of the GRB capacity index ranges between 0 and 1. The highest value 1 indicates that the optimal parameters needed to successfully and sustainably implement GRB are present in an institution. The following charts explain how the scores for tangible and intangible dimensions are calculated to determine the GRBCI (chart 1). An in-depth analysis of the different dimensions and variables provides more details on the institutional capacity and individual capacity of civil servants who work within the institution with regard to GRB.
	Chart 1: Formula used to determine the GRBCI


	Formula
	Ranges of values

	GRBCI = Tangible Dimension (TD) + Intangible Dimension (ID)
	GRBCI = (0-1)

TD= (0-0.5)

ID = (0-0.5)


	GRBCI = (ME) + 0.5 (EC x MM)

GRBCI  = (ME) +0.5 (CC)  

	GRBCI = (0-1)



	Tangible

Dimension
	ME = Σ ni 

Ni = 1...8
	ME = (0-0.5)

	Intangible

Dimension


	CC= (EC x MM) 
	CC= (0-1)

	
	EC = Σ ni 

Ni = 1...6
	EC = (0-1)



	
	MM = ni 
Ni=1
	MM = (0-1)

	· ME  or Minimum technical means required for GRB comprises the 8 variables listed under the tangible dimension on page 2 

· EC or expectation for change refers to the first 6 variables listed under the intangible dimension on page 3

· MM or Maneuvering Margin acts as a coefficient since decision-making power is a determining factor in changing or influencing the planning and budgeting process.  The product of the expectation to change (EC) and the maneuvering margin (MM) yields what is called the capacity to change (CC).

· TD: Tangible dimension

· ID: Intangible dimension

· ni: number of variables


Source: OZONAS MARCOS, Margarita. Índice de Procesos Presupuestarios con Enfoque de Género, (IPPEG). México: UNIFEM: AGEM: PNUD, 2010.
The results of the GRBCI allow a distinction between three levels of capacity according to the scores (chart 2).
	Chart 2: Analysis of the GRB capacity index 

	GRBCI 
	• High GRB capacity:        GRBCI ≥ 0.8
• Medium GRB capacity:   0.5 ≤ GRBCI < 0.8

• Low GRB capacity:       GRBCI < 0.5



	Tangible Dimension
	• High Tangible GRB Capacity:       TD ≥ 0.375

• Medium Tangible GRB Capacity:   0.25 ≤ TD < 0.375

• Low Tangible GRB Capacity:       TD < 0.25



	Intangible Dimension
	• High Intangible GRB Capacity:       ID ≥ 0.375

• Medium Intangible GRB Capacity:   0.25 ≤ ID < 0.375

• Low Intangible GRB Capacity:       ID < 0.25




II. VALIDATION OF THE METHODOLOGY:

The researcher undertook two types of validation. Firstly, a quantitative validation was conducted with a pilot sample of 89 interviews through a statistical regression analysis using SPSS software
. The results of the statistical validation indicated that all variables are significant and not correlated, that is, the dimensions comprising the index are representative and explain the final results. This statistical validation was carried out by the main researcher with the technical support of a statistician. Based on the results of the statistical regression analysis, the design of the GRBCI was considered statistically sound. Additional consultations were conducted with experts in applied research
 and statistics
 for advice on how the index could be perfected. These experts suggested performing a qualitative validation of the GRBCI. 

The qualitative validation of the index was carried out in May 2009 using the Delphi Method. Based on results obtained from the qualitative validation, new formulas were programmed and the composition of the index was slightly amended. 
III. DATA COLLECTION 

1) The survey 

A questionnaire was developed to collect information from civil servants and institutions regarding the availability and status of the elements identified under the tangible (8 questions) and the intangible dimensions of capacity (7 questions). The questionnaire consisted of 20 questions related to the profile of the interviewee and to institutional and individual capacity. Some questions required a “Yes” or “No” answer and other questions provided multiple choices out of which the respondent could choose only one answer. The chart below indicates how the survey questions were classified.
The women’s machinery, INAMU, selected the public institutions to be surveyed based on the following considerations:

· that these institutions are representative of the overall situation in the country; 
· that they cover a variety of fields and sectors
· that they have an important role in planning and budgeting process. 

INAMU also provided a list of 95 institutions including sectoral ministries, central government, departments within specific ministries and public agencies. To further facilitate the work of the researcher, they sent a letter informing authorities of the selected institutions and requesting their participation in the survey.  In total, two hundred (200) individuals were interviewed. The researcher identified the interviewees to be surveyed in each institution. Interviewees were part of a targeted sample rather than a randomly selected sample. The target group was identified based on a specific profile: 

· Staff in high-ranking positions and in managerial positions, 

· Staff with decision-making authority in planning and budgeting departments because these are the people with the power to influence the budgeting process.
	Chart 3: Cataloguing of survey questions

	Category
	Description
	Question number

	Basic questions on staff position, sex, age etc

	· Location

· Sector

· Sex

· Age

· Prior GRB initiatives
	· 1

· 2

· 3

· 4

· 5


	(ME) Minimum technical means needed for sustainability of gender-responsive budgeting initiatives

	· Policy, norms or directives on gender equality and equity

· Staff trained on gender analysis
· GRB consultation and support center

· Specific indicators for GRB

· Materials and training courses on GRB

· Participatory mechanisms  for women

· Mechanisms for accountability

· Mechanisms for civil governance
	· 6

· 7

· 8

· 9

· 10

· 11

· 12

· 13


	(MM) Maneuvering margin
	· Decision-making authority
	· 14


	(EC) Expectations for change toward budgets with a gender approach

	· Knowledge about GRB

· Opinion about GRB

· Opinion about budgeting process

· Institutional culture of change

· Political will to implement GRB

· Priority for GRB implementation
	· 15

· 16

· 17

· 18

· 19

· 20



2) Data entry: 

The survey results were transcribed on a spreadsheet where the GRBCI formula and the score for each answer were programmed. As the survey responses were entered in the excel spreadsheet, the GRB capacity index was automatically calculated. 

	Q

1
	Q

2
	Q

3
	Q

4
	Q

5
	Q

6
	Q

7
	Q

8
	Q

9
	Q

10
	Q

11
	Q

12
	Q

13
	Q

14
	Q

15
	Q

16
	Q

17
	Q

18
	Q

19
	Q

20
	GRBCI



	1
	2
	4
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	1
	1
	2
	3
	2
	0,5

	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	9
	2
	9
	9
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	3
	1
	3
	9
	2
	1
	0,45


The chart below shows how survey responses were transcribed. Each row represents an interview and each score corresponds to a pre-assigned value.
IV. DATA ANALYSIS

This Excel spreadsheet provided the database that was analyzed for a diagnosis of the institution’s existing capacities for implementing GRB. The data analysis was done with a statistical analysis software SPSS which offers broad possibilities for cross tabulating the 15 variables listed under the tangible and intangible dimension and providing analysis on co-relation between the various elements. The analysis generated the following information:
a) General analysis of the GRBCI and its components: 
Tables and graphs are created to highlight results of the surveys with regard to the two dimensions of the GRBCI (tangible and intangible) and to specific variables under each dimension. The following charts are examples of this data: 
Chart 4: Analysis of the variables under the tangible dimension
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 Source: OZONAS MARCOS, Margarita. Índice de Procesos Presupuestarios con Enfoque de Género, (IPPEG). 
Chart 5: Opinion of interviewees regarding the budget process in Costa Rica
	Characteristic of the budget process
	Number of respondents 
	Percentage 

	a closed process
	11
	5,5

	a combined process
	53
	26,5

	an open/participatory process
	131
	65,5

	Don’t know
	5
	2,5

	Total
	200
	100,0


Source: OZONAS MARCOS, Margarita. Índice de Procesos Presupuestarios con Enfoque de Género, (IPPEG). 
b) Analysis of data according to respondents’ profile: 
The analysis provides information on the variations in results according to age, sex, number of years spent in the institution. The survey also allows identifying variation in results amongst staff according to seniority and decision-making authority (Maneuvering Margin (MM). 
In addition, the analysis cross-referenced basic information from respondents in relation to age, sex, number of years spent in the institution with data on elements of the Intangible Dimension (for instance; knowledge about GRB, opinion about GRB, opinion about budgeting process). Having data on the profile of respondents showing interest in GRB and their position within the institution was useful valuable in identifying areas for action. 

V.  KEY FINDINGS FROM THE EXPERIENCE IN COSTA RICA
The overall result of the exercise pointed to low scores for the GRB capacity index and within that for the tangible and intangible dimensions of GRB capacity. The scores were as follows: 

GRB capacity index = 0.34 out of 1

Tangible Dimension = 0.1 out of 0.5

Intangible Dimension = 0.228 out of 0.5

The immediate implications of these findings were that surveyed institutions needed to invest in building skills in gender sensitive planning and budgeting; that the gender focal point within each institution had to raise awareness about gender equality issues and be more involved in the planning and budgeting processes; that INAMU needed to advocate for interventions at the decision-making level either through directives and policies or through incentive systems to ensure gender-responsive institutional performance. 

Other results revealed by an in-depth analysis of the data include: 

· 85.5% of the persons surveyed said they had no previous experience with GRB. Only 15% of the persons interviewed had received GRB training and had access to manuals, guides or practical methods for implementing GRB. 
· 14.2% of interviewees were familiar with indicators that could support gender sensitive planning 

· 43% of persons surveyed said they did not like GRB, preferring gender-neutral budgeting. 
· 42% of those surveyed didn’t know what GRB meant, and could not give a definition of GRB. 
· Regarding the item referring to interest, most of the persons interviewed were indifferent (28.5%) with a trend toward some interest (27%). Only 15% of the persons interviewed considered implementation of GRB initiatives as a short-term priority. (42.5%) viewed it more as a medium term to long-term priority 
· 49% said that their institution have personnel trained in gender, but at the same time 61% of the persons interviewed said they would not know where to turn if they had questions about how to apply GRB.

· 65.5% of the persons interviewed are in favor of open, participatory budgeting processes. About 52% of the institutions have civil governance mechanisms and 56% have accountability mechanisms
. 
· Very few institutions have participatory mechanisms for women (16%). Given the percentage of persons interviewed who favor participatory budgeting and the result that civil governance mechanisms was high, it is recommended to design GRB initiatives in a participatory fahsion.

· Data were triangulated, to prepare profiles of the persons interviewed. These profiles are useful to propose policies for communication, sensitization, and to orient training courses. The data extracted (as mentioned above, in general there is reticence about GRB) show women more interested than men, but almost 50% of the women are hesitant about GRB, preferring gender-neutral budgets. Most males prefer gender-neutral budgets.

· People over age 45 with high maneuvering margin, both men and women, show little interest for GRB. The older the interviewee, the greater the reticence for GRB work and preference for gender-blind budgeting.
· Regarding interest in this issue, most people interviewed are indifferent, with some tendency toward interest, especially among women. People over age 36, in middle-management position, showed the greatest interest.
CONCLUSION AND LESSONS LEARNT:
The assessment carried out in Costa Rica has allowed INAMU to provide strategic orientation for policies and actions in the National Gender-Sensitive Budget Planning System which uses the GRBCI as the basic indicator of the System. INAMU also sought to identify measures to address specific issues emerging from the data analysis such as the lack of coordination between gender focal points and the planning and budgeting department of surveyed institutions. However, it is not clear to this date whether these efforts were successful and whether INAMU took ownership of the results and used them to further inform advocacy efforts and strategic decision-making. Change in leadership at the head of INAMU has meant that plans to upscale the application of the methodology were not implemented. Similarly, the AGEM programme’s plans to replicate the methodology in other countries in Central America fell through due to lack of funding.

From a technical perspective, some of the lessons learnt from this exercise relate to limitations in the approaches to data collection and analysis. The survey was anonymous which presented challenges in the data collection (and subsequently the data analysis) stages.  Furthermore, the results were aggregated across institutions and therefore provided a general view of collective institutional capacity in the country rather than disaggregated information by institution. Also, the assessment did not track the number of individuals taking the survey within each institution. Another constraint is that the researcher was the only person applying the survey and analyzing the results: INAMU provided logistical support but did not take part in the data collection calculation or data analysis.  Finally, there was no intentional effort to transfer skills to INAMU to use this methodology and replicate it in the future. In following years, INAMU received a request from municipalities in Costa Rica to apply the index to their municipalities but did not have the technical skills to respond to the request.
The methodology developed to assess GRB capacities in Costa Rica has the potential to be adapted and used in many different ways within and across institutions, within and across countries or to monitor capacity changes over time. In fact, by changing the survey questionnaire or the interview sample, it is possible to collect a very different set of information which can be analyzed to draw out needed corrective policy or capacity development interventions. 








































































� UNIFEM/UNDP Joint Programme funded by Swedish International Development Agency (SIDA) 2003-2010.


� The Spanish term is Índice de Procesos Presupuestarios con Enfoque de Género (IPPEG)” which is translated in this summary paper as Gender Responsive Budgeting Capacity Index (GRBCI). 


� For further details please refer to the published book documenting this experience: Ozonas Marcos, M., Índice de Procesos Presupuestarios con Enfoque de Género, (IPPEG). México: ONU Mujeres): AGEM: PNUD, 2010 � HYPERLINK "http://www.americalatinagenera.org/es/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=905&pub_id=1977" �http://www.americalatinagenera.org/es/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=905&pub_id=1977�  


� This process cleans up the variables, eliminating those that are not significant or correlated. Tests include R2, correlations, significance and normalcy.


� Jon Landeta, Professor of the doctoral program at the University of the Basque Country, Department of Economics and Finance.


� Gerald Mora, Responsible for the UNDP Human development Report in Costa Rica


� These results may be under-valued, since a high percentage answered “don’t know”.
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