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Characterised by their leading role and 
influence in terms of capacity to respond, 
field presence, and commitment to learning 
and improving performance in the sector 
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Diverse in terms of their size and capacities,  
but characterised by their focus on building 
strengths in specific “niche” areas, such as 
geographic regions or thematic areas, and their 
aspirations to take on a greater role in the sector
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Characterised by their generosity, strong 
commitment to humanitarian principles of 
neutrality, impartiality and independence, and 
flexible funding arrangements with partners
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 Classification

Pillar 1 	�Responding to needs
Pillar 2 	�Prevention, risk reduction and recovery
Pillar 3	�Working with humanitarian partners
Pillar 4 	�Protection and international law
Pillar 5	�Learning and accountability

All scores are on a scale of 0 to 10.  
Colors represent performance compared to 
OECD/DAC donors’ average performance rating:

 Good       Mid-range       Could improve 
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Gender is a low priority  
for many donors and actors,  
leaving gaps in responses

Politicisation of aid  
continues to deny  
millions access to aid

Prevention, preparedness  
and recovery are disregarded  
in aid efforts

The current aid reform  
agenda is insufficient to tackle  
current and future needs

Donor transparency  
and accountability  
is weak

1
2
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ASPIRING 
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HRI MAIN FINDINGS:
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INFORMATION ANALYSIS

Data processing by type

DATA COLLECTION

Data types Data Sources CONSOLIDATED DATA ANALYSIS  
AND INDEX CONSTRUCTION *

review and  
contextualisation of results

PILLAR AND  
FINAL INDEX 
SCORES 

CLASSIFICATION 
BY GROUP
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f UN OCHA FTS

f OECD.StatExtracts

f UN Treaty Collection 

f The World Bank

f Multi-partner trust fund office

f IHL database

f UN annual reports

f ICRC, IFRC

f UNFCC

f World Resources Institute

f ALNAP, Sphere Project, etc.

TREND AND 
CORRELATION 
ANALYSIS
· �Identification of realistic 
optimal donor behaviours 
based on GHD Principles

· �Selection of thresholds  
and rescaling methods 
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FIELD  
RESEARCH

· �Multiple correlation  
analysis of field perception 
scores on donor respect of 
GHD Principles

· �Identification of response 
patterns and adjustment  
for potential biases

SURVEY 
ANALYSIS

• �In-depth review of field 
interview comments

• �Consolidated analysis  
of donor performance

• �Drafting of preliminary 
conclusions

• �Testing and validation 
through 40 interviews 
with senior headquarter 
staff

• �Internal review and 
quality control by Peer 
Review Committee
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20 
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MEASUREMENTS OF 
DONOR RESPECT OF 
GHD PRINCIPLES

FIELD PERCEPTIONS OF 
DONOR RESPECT OF 
GHD PRINCIPLES

9CRISES 
VISITED

PERSONAL INTERVIEWS  
WITH HUMANITARIAN STAFF300

MEETINGS WITH DONOR 
REPRESENTATIVES40

QUESTIONNAIRES* 
ON DONOR 
PERFORMANCE1350

*Visit www.daraint.org for further information on the HRI methodology
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The Humanitarian Response 
Index (HRI) assesses donor 
governments’ humanitarian 
assistance and promotes 
greater transparency, 
accountability and impact 
of aid for people affected 
by disasters and conflicts

At UN Women we are delighted 
that the HRI is calling on 
humanitarian actors and donors 
to ensure humanitarian actions 
are adapted to address the 
specific and different needs of 
women, girls, men and boys.”
Michelle Bachelet,  
Executive Director of UN Women

I encourage donors to place 
gender concerns at the heart 
of humanitarian action. The 
findings and recommendations 
from the Humanitarian 
Response Index report deserve 
thoughtful consideration.”
Valerie Amos, 
Emergency Relief Coordinator


