Suggestions for INEE Minimum Standards update
Helge Brochmann, Norwegian Refugee Council

1. Change the name! INEE Standards for Education in Emergencies, Chronic Crises and Early Reconstruction. Short version: INEE Standards. (For one thing it will save us from having to answer at every training or orientation why on earth we are calling them “minimum”). An alternative could be to call them basic standards, but I prefer the shorter version.

2. Simplify the language, bearing in mind that most people who are going to read the handbook or not native English speakers, and many are not academics. Probably also a clear, simple and concise language will be easier to translate into the many languages where there are now translations of the handbook.

3. Layout: Make it more user friendly

a. Larger font

b. More/nicer colours? But be careful that pages can be copied in black and white. The present blue on blue is not good.

c. Use some sort of tabs for each section

4. Number the indicators! It makes it so much easier to reference them. Ref: Both the standards and GNs are numbered.

5. Community Participation
There is a need for a review of the parts about community participation, perhaps especially regarding the GNs and the explanation in the annex under Terminology. Although the intensions with this are good, and we are all for community participation, the text appears somewhat naïve and unrealistic. The text fails to describe different levels of participation and to raise some central problems related to community participation. The GNs are quite detailed and lengthy on some issues, e.g. formation of CECs. I believe some of the present text could be reduced, and instead we should include guidance notes on different levels of participation, from being informed or giving approval on the one side to active involvement in planning, implementation and monitoring on the other. There should also be GNs on more problematic issues such as: what to do in highly divided communities, what to do when you really need to act quickly, what to do when the community does not share your values e.g. girls don’t have to go to school, disabled should not be in schools, teachers and curriculum are promoting discrimination against certain groups. It is also nice to say that learners should have an influence over what they are learning, but in systems with a centrally given curriculum this influence may be very limited or theoretical. All in all I think there is a need for a revision of this part, to preserve the fact that community participation is very important, but not hiding the fact that this might also be problematic. This way it could be more in line with what people are facing in reality.

6. Shorten introduction chapter
And make it more clear and to the point. E.g. The definition of “emergency” is not clear, especially not the part on complex emergencies (page 7)

7. Drop the introduction to each category, or at least reduce it to a bare minimum e.g. 1-2 paragraphs.

8. Drop the reference and resource guide (Annex 2). Reference the website and the Toolkit which will be more updated.

9. Drop the list of participants in regional consultations (Annex 3). This should be left to the website.

10. Include an index. This might make it easier to see how cross-cutting issues are reflected in the standards and indicators (and GNs).

11. The category of Education Policy and Coordination needs improvement. It is hard to distinguish the two first standards, the first one dealing with policy formulation and enactment, the second with planning and implementation including policies. At least to me the content of these two are overlapping, and it would probably be better to consolidate them into one standard. If it is considered that there should be two separate standards, the separation should be clarified.
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