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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In July 2014, MSF introduced and implemented a new compensation and benefits system for international field staff.
This new system, known as the International Remuneration Project 2 (IRP2) aimed to recruit, retain, and motivate staff,
with a focus on coordinators, medical specialists, and people with a humanitarian motivation.

The goal of this evaluation is to better understand to what extent the system is relevant, appropriate, effective, and
connected, and to make recommendations for adjustments to the system if and when appropriate.

Findings Recommendations

Relevance

The profiles mentioned in the objectives largely align with the
current needs of the organisation (competent coordinators,
medical specialists, and people with a humanitarian motivation),
though this is not complete and the required profiles are changing.

The overall objectives of MSF’s compensation and benefits system
(to attract, motivate, and retain international staff) are
disconnected from the system in its current state as it is not
relevant to attract and motivate staff through compensation and
benefits.

Effectiveness & Appropriateness
There are currently no indicators which can prove or disprove the
effectiveness of the system.

Compensation and benefits are not a significant factor in attracting
individuals to join MSF nor motivating staff while on mission.
However, C&B may discourage staff from joining and demotivate
staff while on mission.

IRP2 is not appropriate in contributing to retaining staff. The salary
appears to contribute to staff attrition. However, the benefits are
generally perceived as adequate.

Different staff groups (profiles and demographics) have different
expectations and needs regarding the compensation and benefits
system, and the system impacts staff differently.

The system is not flexible and adaptable enough to meet MSF’s HR
needs.

Connectedness

The IRP2 system and its underlying principles suffer from a poor
perception mostly due to using domicile as a policy to determine
salaries, which is viewed as unfair, inequitable, and even
discriminatory. Additionally, the [IRP2 system is not well
understood.

Beyond IRP2
International staff compensation and benefits does not function in
isolation; they are part of a wider system.

Alter the objectives of the compensation and
benefits system, such as “MSF’s Total Rewards
Package aims to attract and retain a diverse
workforce with humanitarian values and the
necessary skills to best serve operations and
beneficiaries; to retain and reward current
staff; and to recognise the value staff bring to
the organisation”.

Set clear system objectives, define key
concepts, link key indicators of success,
establish targets, and develop a data collection
plan.

Conduct a thorough analysis and discussion
(including at the associative level) of what
salary means to the organisation in order to
align policies, practices, and processes.

Consider ways to further simplify the system to
make it easier to communicate, understand,
and implement.

Establish mechanisms for the system to
proactively adapt to changing needs,
specifically operational needs regarding
required profiles and the individual needs of
staff.

Focus on three areas to help improve the
climate of justice and equity within the
organisation; these are: decoding
organisational values; balancing employer and

employee  perspectives; and  measuring
effectiveness.
Have an  open discussion  regarding

compensation and benefits within MSF from a
global perspective, considering the possibility
of significantly changing the structure of the
system.
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Although there are many positive aspects to the C&B system, the evaluation reveals interesting findings in terms of how
the C&B system performs regarding attracting, motivating, and retaining human resources. The current system falls
short of meeting the needs of the organisation and proves inappropriate in some respects. The evaluation also finds
that the system suffers from a poor perception and a lack of understanding. However, now is an opportune time to
make substantive changes to the system in order to ensure it meets the needs of MSF as it changes and evolves.

In addition to the main findings and recommendations, which are summarized above, below are additional aspects of
the C&B system, which are helping or hindering it from reaching its objectives.

Helping

+ The C&B rests within a Total Rewards Package framework which provides an employee value proposition that
complements the compensation and benefits.

+ The recognition of increased responsibility for managers through salary scales may encourage some staff to
stay with MSF.

+ There have been efforts to simplify the system and address concerns, such as providing pension schemes to
all NCR staff and introducing the Global Grid.

+ Harmonisation has been achieved in some aspects of the C&B system.

+ The segmentation of contracts (vocationer, LTA, intermissioners) is a step towards better career stability for
some staff.

+ MSF International recently hired a communications specialist.

+ MSF has made a commitment to review the reward principles with wide participation from staff and the
associative.

Hindering

- The objectives of the IRP2 system are stated differently in different documents.

- Communication has focused on C&B while not emphasizing the intangible rewards of the Total Rewards
Package.

- The somewhat narrow objectives of the IRP2 that specify medical specialists and coordinators may not serve
the organisation well.

- Benchmarking exercises based on market data may not be appropriate in countries with lower-income
economies.

- The lack of health insurance for non-accompanying dependents is an issue for some staff.

- Vocationer and LTA contracts have been underutilised.

- The loyalty bonus and salary bands/levels do not appear to encourage retention.

- Inter-sectional decision-making makes the system slow to change.

- The complexity of the system makes it difficult to communicate, explain, and administer.

- The practical applications of the rewards principles (most notably regarding equity) are contentious.

The findings of the evaluation are the result of extensive data collection, including a survey of international staff (5,122
respondents), an in-depth questionnaire (35 respondents), interviews (75 key informants), data mining (through MSF
Luxembourg), and document review. Key documents reviewed included the MSF International report “MSF — External
market data for the IRP2 Evaluation” (prepared specifically to complement this report), End of Mission Survey reports,
“Improving retention of medical profiles and staffing of medical coordination positions,” and many others (as seen in
Annex 5.2). A main limitation of the evaluation is that some key data is missing, primarily information regarding
performance indicators and gaps in profiles.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

In 2014, MSF launched a new system for compensation and benefits (C&B) for international staff, known as IRP2. At the
time of implementation, MSF already planned to evaluate and review the system at various intervals. This evaluation
coincides with a motion approved at the International General Assembly (IGA) in 2016. The overall objectives of this
evaluation are to:
e Measure the impact of IRP2 on its original objectives (which were to contribute to attracting, motivating,
and retaining in MSF competent coordinators, medical specialists, and people with a humanitarian
motivation),
e Assess its capacity to respond to MSF’s current needs and highlight limitations and opportunities for the
future, and
e Recommend adjustments to IRP2 where appropriate.

The specific objectives are to:
1. Assess the relevance of IRP2’s objectives to MSF’s current needs.
2. Determine the appropriateness of IRP2 for meeting its original objectives and MSF’s current HR needs.
3. Measure the effectiveness of IRP2 in achieving its original objectives and MSF’s current HR needs.
4. Clarify international staff’'s understanding and perceptions of IRP2.

The results of this evaluation should help guide MSF in the evolution of the compensation and benefits system for
international staff.

1.2 EVALUATION SCOPE

After discussion during the inception phase, the Steering Committee (SC) decided to focus the evaluation predominantly
on the effects of the C&B system on the present and future. The scope was reduced from the initial inclination to
evaluate the system from its inception, design, and implementation to the present.

In addition, a brief review of the communication of the IRP2 system, independent of this evaluation, was conducted to
develop a comprehensive communication strategy. Because of this study, the Excom and IDRH opted to reduce the
attention on communication for this evaluation and focus on the principle objectives of assessing the relevance,
appropriateness, effectiveness, and connectedness of the system now and for the future.

1.3 METHODOLOGY

The data collection methods were designed to gather insight from a variety of stakeholders, including international
staff, non-HR specialists (e.g. operational, medical, logistics), HR staff, management teams, C&B specialists, decision-
makers, and representatives from the associations.

To limit bias, the evaluators reviewed the list of interviewees and designed the lists of participants in the survey and
guestionnaire to reflect a representative range of stakeholders. A balance was ensured between staff from different
OCs, partner sections, geographic locations, functional areas, time with MSF, types of missions, ages, genders, etc.

This evaluation used a combination of qualitative and quantitative data collection techniques, with an emphasis on
gualitative research methods to better gain an in-depth understanding of sensitive and complex perceptions and
behaviours.

The evaluators have conducted and coded 67 interviews with 75 key stakeholders. A survey was sent to 11,268
international staff; a total of 5,985 responses were received, of which 5,122 were useable.! An open-ended

1 Responses were deemed usable if respondents reported being on at least one mission and completed at least their country of
residency, role, and area of expertise.
8

MSF 10 Assessment of MSF International Remuneration System (IRP2) — Final Report Stockholm Evaluation Unit



guestionnaire was sent to 99 international staff members; 53 responses were received, 35 were useable. See Annex 5.3
for details on the demographics of survey respondents in comparison to MSF staff population.

Epicentre assisted with the cleaning and analysis of the IRP2 evaluation survey, while MSF Luxembourg provided
valuable HR indicators. MSF International conducted a benchmark study regarding external market data.

A document review was conducted which included strategic plans, HR strategies, previous years surveys, historical IRP2
documents, and external C&B research. A list of key documents and all referenced materials can be found in Annex 5.2.

1.4 LIMITATIONS

During the evaluation period, MSF made some changes to the C&B system. Although this proves the flexibility of the
system and the willingness of the organisation to fulfil its mandate as described in the principles underlying the C&B
system, it also created some challenges for this evaluation as some of the findings from the survey, questionnaire, and
interviews may no longer be completely representative of the current system due to these changes.

For example, a communication was released in May to all individuals on international staff contract as of May 1, 2017
detailing the reformulation of the salary structure to a “Global” Grid, which included an average salary increase of 8%
for staff previously on the Guaranteed Grid and 5% for all others (some exceptions apply) —this is a substantial increase.
The communication piece coincided with the launch of the survey to international staff, resulting in some respondents
having different information and perhaps responding based on different systems. In this case, the evaluators mitigated
the bias by asking an additional question in the survey as to whether the participant had received and/ or read any
communication about salary changes in May. Despite this mitigation effort the data will not be completely reliable or
timely.

To show the difficulty in assessing the relevance or usefulness of the data, below is an interesting graph derived from
the mitigation question revealing the potential impact of the change in salary of May 2017.

Salary satisfaction by staff receiving May
commuication

Not received /
not read; 52,66%

Not satisfied with salary

Received and
read; 43,28%

Not received /
not read; 25,66%

Satisfied with salary Received and

read; 32,16%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Graph 1: Salary satisfaction by staff receiving May 2017 communication

The change in salary may not be fully responsible for this divergence. Another plausible reason could be that the people
who received the May communication were on field assignment, whereas the IRP2 evaluation survey was sent to all
present and past MSF international staff who undertook at least one mission since July 2013. It may well be the staff on
mission who answered the survey are more satisfied with their salary, regardless of the increase. It is therefore difficult
to isolate why there is a difference.

A further limitation of the evaluation is the lack of some statistical data, which is required to assess the effectiveness
and relevance of IRP2 and trends to forecast HR’s future needs. Data such as gap analysis by mission and position,
retention figures, the number of “active” staff in each pool, and so on, were impossible to obtain, or unreliable at an
international level.

There are some identifiable causes for the lack of data. First, the difficulty in aggregating data collected independently
by OCs and partner sections. Second, the lack of knowledge as to which data should be collected for which purpose. For

9
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example, in the case of the IRP2 system, no quantifiable key performance indicators (KPIs)?> were established at the
onset to collect appropriate and relevant data that would enable a measurement of success. Third, there is a lack of
definitions of key terms used in the objectives of IRP2, making it difficult to obtain data. For example, there is no
guidance on what retention means for MSF as a movement. Fourth, IRP2 was implemented only three years ago, which
means its impact may not yet show up in certain indicators.

Responses from the IRP2 evaluation survey provided valuable information to complement missing data. It is worth
noting that survey responses are prone to a bias, as respondents are self-selected and typically more interested in the
topic than those who do not respond. Additionally, as the survey was framed as a “salary and benefits” survey,
respondents may have focused more on salary and benefits than they usually would, for example, when answering what
MSF’s greatest needs are or what factors are important to them. Also note the IRP2 survey respondents are quite well-
aligned with the 2016 MSF FTE group (see Annex 5.3).

Finally, there was difficulty in obtaining complete external data. One example is that it was difficult to draw conclusions
regarding INGO best practices. While a complementary report provided by MSF International® provided useful findings,
practices vary widely and not all contacted INGOs were willing or able to disclose all information. Additionally, MSF
chooses to operate differently than many INGOs and therefore it is not always relevant to make comparisons, though
MSF would benefit from better understanding best practices. Another external data point that was difficult to assess
was the cost of a “standard” of living for countries where social safety nets are not provided by their respective
governments (i.e.: the cost of primary and secondary schooling and health comparable to a country like Canada,
Germany, or Sweden where these services are provided through the state). Again, the MSF International report
provided interesting data points regarding the costs of education and health care, but was limited as it only focused on
a few countries and did not assess standard of living.

Additionally, regardless of the data that is provided, it is difficult to link causation to the C&B system due to the multitude
of other factors which could affect attraction, retention, and motivation of staff.

1.5 DEFINITIONS

There are several terms used in this report which require clarification.
IRP2 / IRFFG

e |RP2 is the remuneration system for international staff. IRP stands for the International Remuneration
Project. Remuneration refers to pay (compensation) and benefits for MSF international staff working in
the field. IRP2 was implemented in July 2014. The “2” is because MSF implemented the first IRP in 2006.

e The IRFFG is the International Reference Field Function Grid for MSF. It is a classification frame of all
current and future standard job profiles in the field. It is not a part of IRP2, but is used alongside IRP2 as
a guide for salary levels.

IDRH / ExCom / MSF International

e The IDRH (International Directors Platform for Human Resources) is made up of the HR Directors of the
five OCs plus two rotating members.

e The ExCom (Executive Committee) is made up of the General Directors of the five OCs plus two rotating
members.

e The IO (MSF International / International Office) provides coordination, information, and support to the
MSF movement, and implements international projects and initiatives as requested by the International
Board. The 10 are the coordinators of the IRP2 system.

HR Terminology

e Atotal rewards package refers to a package given to employees which includes both tangible rewards
(compensation and benefits), as well as intangible rewards (such as work culture and climate, leadership
and direction, career/growth opportunities, work/life balance, job enablement, and recognition).

2 KPIs can be defined as a measurable value that demonstrates how effectively an organisation is achieving key objectives.
3 Mariana Oliveira, “MSF — External market data for the IRP2 Evaluation.” 18 August 2017. This 10 report was commissioned by the
IRP2 evaluation Steering Committee to complement the evaluation.
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e Retention refers to the ability of an organisation to keep its employees, whereas attrition refers to the
loss of employees.

e Salary benchmark data allows MSF to compare their salary against similar positions in other
organisations. The data can provide a median salary which is the mid-value of salaries for similar
positions. It can also provide information for percentiles. For example, PS50 (50" percentile) of the
market is the median salary, whereas the P25 means that at that level, 25% of companies pay less for a
similar position.

e MSF has 7 salary levels for international staff, determined by the position held by the individual. Each of
the seven salary levels contains salary bands. Each band has three spot rates (Entry, Mid and Upper
point). Individuals are positioned at these various spot rates based on their level of competence, using
the proxy of previous years of experience in the job.

e Contract segmentation refers to different types of contracts/packages available to international field
staff, primarily intermissioner, LTA, vocationer, and emergency team packages.

NCRs / Guaranteed Grid / Global Grid / Income Level / Region

To ensure clarity for the evaluation and recommendations, the evaluators define below the terms used to describe
various groups. See Annex 5.4 for a complete list of which countries fall into each category.

e NCR (Non-contracting Country Residents) staff refers to international field staff whose country of
domicile does not have an MSF contracting entity, and who are contracted by the OC of their assigned
mission. Not all NCR staff come from countries with lower-income economies (e.g. Finland, Portugal,
Hong Kong). Their salary is partially determined by their country of domicile. A few benefits to which
they are entitled may be different according to their place of contract (OC locations). For example, not
all NCR staff had pension schemes until May 2017. The largest numbers of NCR staff reside respectively
in DRC, Kenya, Brazil, Ivory Coast, Philippines, Niger, Cameroon, Pakistan, India, Burkina Faso, Ethiopia,
Uganda, and Colombia.

e The Guaranteed Grid refers to the base salary grid for countries without their own salary grid. MSF
determines which countries use the Guaranteed Grid through benchmarking information provided by
external providers (Mercer for domicile component and Birches for the global component). For staff
resident of those countries whose benchmarking falls below a minimum level set by MSF, or for whom
no benchmarking data is available, MSF applies the Guaranteed Grid. Not all countries under the
Guaranteed Grid are low-income economies. The Guaranteed Grid is used only to determine the salary
level, it does not affect most benefits (except for loyalty and Home Child Allowance, which are defined
in percentage of the salary). The Guaranteed Grid was replaced by the Global Grid in May 2017. This
evaluation focuses on the Guaranteed Grid because the Global Grid was introduced after the start of
the evaluation. Examples of countries on the Guaranteed Grid include Greece, Portugal, India, DRC,
Kenya, Brazil, Jordan, and Lebanon.

e The income level of a country is not technically considered by MSF either to determine if it is a NCR
country or whether the Guaranteed Grid should apply. However, the evaluators used this stratification
to analyse the survey results as it sheds light on some interesting information. The evaluators used the
World Bank definitions of income-level groups.*

e The region of a country refers to the geographical region. It is not directly linked to any of the above
terms and although MSF sometimes uses this term, there is no standard. The evaluators used this
stratification to analyse the survey results as it provides some interesting information.

To demonstrate the importance of differentiating between these terms, we can take Greece as an example. Greece has
an affiliated MSF contracting section in the country (MSF Greece provides international staff with an employment
contract), and therefore international staff domiciled in Greece would not be NCR staff. Greece used to have its own
salary grid, but in 2016 moved onto the Guaranteed Grid as the GG was increased and consequently their salary
benchmarking fell below the threshold. Greece is a high-income economy in the World Bank classification, and is part
of the EU region.

FTEs / Staff

4 See https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups [Retrieved 2
September 2017]
11
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e An FTE (Full-Time Equivalent) is an HR term used to describe a unit of staff equivalent to one staff member
working full-time for the organisation for one year.
e A staff member refers to one employee of MSF, regardless of the length of their contract.

To illustrate the difference between these terms, let’s consider John Doe. In 2016, John completed one mission with
MSF. He worked full-time and completed a 3-month assignment. John is a staff member of MSF. He would be considered
.25 FTE as he only worked % of the year.

Generations
As there are no standard definitions for generations, the evaluators defined them as such:

e Generation Y (or millennials) refers to people born in/after 1983.
e Generation X refers to people born 1968-1982.

e Baby Boomers refers to people born 1948-1967.

e Other refers to people born before 1948.

12
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2 FINDINGS

2.1 RELEVANCE OF OBJECTIVES

Main Finding: The profiles mentioned in the objectives largely align with the current needs of the organisation (competent
coordinators, medical specialists, and people with a humanitarian motivation), though this is not complete and the
required profiles are changing. The overall objectives of MSF’s compensation and benefits system (to attract, motivate,
and retain international staff) are disconnected from the system in its current state as it is not relevant to attract and
motivate staff through compensation and benefits.

The objectives of the IRP2 system used for this evaluation, and in this report, are “to contribute to attracting, motivating,
and retaining in MSF competent coordinators, medical specialists, and people with a humanitarian motivation.” In
various communications, MSF has used different versions of the objectives of IRP2. For example, in the document “June
2016 Q&A IGA,” the objective stated is, “Attract, retain and develop people who are motivated, skilled, mobile and
committed to humanitarian action and MSF values.” Whereas the IRP2 expat website (OOPS) refers to the objectives
as, “to attract and motivate the right kinds of staff, and retain critical competencies, organisational knowledge and a
culture of volunteerism.”® This lack of consistency in messaging is problematic because it can be confusing for
stakeholders (leaders, administrators, and employees), and it sends a discordant message. A recommendation
described later is to review this objective, however, a consistent message is critical to ensuring legitimacy of the system.

2.1.1 Attract, Motivate, and Retain

The first part of the objectives of IRP2 is to “attract, motivate, and retain international staff.”

Because there is no data available from individuals who did not join MSF, it is very difficult to say whether compensation
and benefits attract or deter candidates from joining MSF. However, the IRP2 evaluation survey reveals the top three
reasons encouraging individuals to join MSF are: doing humanitarian work, MSF values and principles, and the job
content (tasks); whereas the top discouraging factor was salary and benefits. In keeping with the findings of the IRP2
evaluation survey, the top three motivators while on mission were: doing humanitarian work, MSF values and principles,
and operational relevance of project. The top three de-motivators were: salary and benefits, family considerations, and
job security.

This reflects Fredrick Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory,® which argues that the factors which motivate individuals
(i.e.: recognition, responsibility) — the motivation factors, are different than those factors that demotivate (i.e.: pay,
working conditions) — the hygiene factors. Herzberg’s research concluded compensation and benefits are hygiene
factors; while they are rarely the primary motivator, if perceived as insufficient, they can be a demotivator for staff.

A generous compensation and benefits package can attract individuals to join an organisation, but MSF has chosen as
part of their compensation philosophy the principle of volunteerism underlined by the policy of modest pay.” This
includes the indemnity period of one year where the compensation is below MSF’s first level salary. Once the indemnity
period is completed, MSF salaries for international staff are deliberately lower than similar jobs in many home markets®
and INGO comparators.® The benefits offered by MSF seem to be proportional to other organisations.*®

5 IRP Il Expats, May 2017, Update for international staff, http://oops.msf.org/irp2-Expat-site/#./english/latest-updates/may-
2017/index.html

® Herzberg, et.al., “The Motivation to Work” 2011

7 Note that MSF does not have a global definition of modest pay and that not every staff member receives a salary at the same
market / INGO comparator percentile (for example at P25 of these two markets). Some countries, especially those in the Guaranteed
Grid, such as Bangladesh, receive a salary at the P90 of their market.

8 As the Guaranteed Grid is static, the salary in some countries may be higher than the 50th percentile of that market. More on this
in the Appropriateness and Effectiveness section.

9 Mariana Oliveira, “MSF — External market data for the IRP2 Evaluation.” 18 August 2017.
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For these reasons, it is not relevant for MSF’s compensation and benefit system to have as objectives to attract and
motivate staff. One solution may be for MSF to shift from a Compensation and Benefits System discourse to one of Total
Rewards Package.

The Total Rewards Package already exists in the MSF rewards strategy (see below).!* However, when communicating
internally, MSF appears to focus on compensation and benefits. For example, the May 2017 communication to staff,
although about a change in salary (the title was “Update on your compensation and benefits”), was an opportunity to
emphasise and remind staff of the very positive “intangibles” offered by MSF. Likewise, the IRP2 expat website (OOPS)
has a page describing its value proposition, which could be displayed more prominently and include the below graph.
By consistently presenting a comprehensive employee value proposition, it could help MSF to achieve the intended
effect of IRP2’s original objective.

Transactional (tangible)

PAY BENEFITS
Holidays
Pensions

Insurances

Field provisions

Fixed base pay
Long-term incentives

Individual
[eunwwo?

LEARNING & DEVELOPMENT Lol B R e
Organisational Culture
Leadership
Communications
Involvement
Work-life balance
Non-financial recognition

Training
On-the-job learning
Performance management
Career management
Succession planning

Relational (intangible)

Figure 1: MSF Total Reward Strategy

According to Jensen et.al., Total Rewards includes both tangible (pay and benefits) as well as those elements that are
intangible. Intangible rewards, while more difficult to see and touch, are real enough to affect the level of employee
engagement and satisfaction. In addition, these intangibles have a real impact on attracting and retaining new talent.!2

Some common examples of intangible rewards include the work culture and values (the tone set by the organisation),
work climate (the work environment created by individual managers), leadership and direction (confidence in top
management), career opportunities, job enablement (employees are given the means to do the job), and recognition
(ability to make a difference and be recognised for it).

MSF as an organisation is very strong in work culture and values — MSF’s reputation is arguably its greatest strength,
followed closely by its ability to “get the job done” due to its financial independence, creating high job enablement.
Employees have already expressed how much they value these intangibles. From the IRP2 evaluation survey, the graph
below represents the top six factors of what respondents found important for motivating them while on mission.

1 “MSF Reward Strategy.” IRP Il HR site. See: http://oops.msf.org/irp2-HR-site/#./english/about-irp-ii/total-reward-strategy-
definition-components/index.html [Retrieved 17 August 2017]
12 Jensen, Doug, Tom McMullen, and Mel Stark. The Manager's Guide to Rewards. New York: AMACON, 2007.
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Factors that are motivating while on mission

Doing MSF values Operational The job Team Management

humanitarian and principles relevance of content dynamics  at field level

work project (tasks) (project and
capital)

Graph 2: Factors that are motivating while on mission

Moreover, MSF is currently developing some very interesting initiatives to enhance the “leadership and direction” as
well as “work climate” components of Total Rewards. For example, OCA has recently developed a guideline for leaders
and managers called, “Leadership & People Management Framework” intended for all OCA staff who manage or lead
individuals or have the potential to do so.

Recommendation 1: Alter the objectives of the compensation and benefits system.

MSF should capitalise on the existing intangible rewards by shifting the discussion with potential and current
employees from compensation and benefits to providing them with an employee value proposition that includes
a dynamic and relevant Total Rewards Package.

In order to achieve this, MSF should review the original / current objective of IRP2 from:
To contribute to attracting, motivating, and retaining in MSF competent coordinators,
medical specialists, and people with a humanitarian motivation.

To, for example:
MSF’'s Total Rewards Package aims to attract and retain a diverse workforce with
humanitarian values and the necessary skills to best serve operations and beneficiaries; to
retain and reward current staff; and to recognise the value staff bring to the organisation.

In essence, MISF needs to change the focus of the C&B system. In addition to shifting the discourse about rewards
in MSF (by ensuring a consistent message) and changing the objectives of the C&B system, MSF should rename
the system since the term “IRP2” does not incorporate the intangible rewards, and has a negative connotation
among staff (as described in the Connectedness section).

2.1.2 Competent coordinators, medical specialists, and people with a humanitarian motivation

The second-half of the objectives of IRP2 focuses on the type of profiles MSF targets, and mentions a focus specifically
on “competent coordinators, medical specialists, and people with a humanitarian motivation.” While these needs are
still present, the needs are changing.

Operations and Human Resources

The somewhat narrow objectives of the IRP2 that specify medical specialists and coordinators may not serve the
organisation well. Some interviewees have suggested that the current HR management system is not aligned with
operational growth or objectives, describing an HR system that is inward-looking, conservative, valuing a “home-grown”
approach to filling management positions, and having a short-term view.

As the humanitarian contexts in which MSF works change and as the organization evolves, so does the nature, size, and
complexity of operations. The 2016 Typology Report states that projects characterised by conflict, instability, and
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displacement have seen the biggest increase as well as a surge in MSF “core activities” (such as hospitalization,
consultations, malaria treatment, post-natal care, and so on).*® In addition to advances in medical and non-medical
technology, these factors all have enormous repercussions on human resources. This means MSF has a need for
increasing numbers of specialists and professionals, both in medical and non-medical fields, and need of more
coordinators / managers / leaders.

Undeniably, there is still a continued requirement for medical specialists in the gynaecology, anaesthesiology, and
surgery (GAS) fields, but there is increasingly the need for medical doctors with knowledge of or specialisation in fields
such as psychiatry and non-communicable diseases such as diabetes and hypertension. Para-medical specialties now
include epidemiology, and infection control. In the non-medical arena, for example, it often no longer suffices to have
one “all-round” logistician for a project responsible for finance, admin, HR, technical matters, and so on. MSF now
requires more specialized logisticians, architects, administrators, and HR specialists. Even managers are required to be
more specialised, for example as the number, size, and complexity of secondary health care facilities increase,
operations now require hospital directors.

In addition, managers are still an important requirement for MSF. In the IRP2 evaluation survey, 40% of respondents
stated that more international staff with people management skills are needed, while in interviews, “management skills”
was the most cited need: it was mentioned in 42 out of 67 interviews.

There is a particular need for senior medical positions (Project Medical Referent and Medical Coordinators) and Project
Coordinators, especially for projects located in High Insecure Contexts (HIC).

While the needs for specific profiles are changing, the overall need for more staff is not. This is demonstrated in the
graph below showing full-time equivalent (FTE) projections to 2031, which are based on the correlation between
operational growth and FTE growth in the past, and projecting FTE numbers based on the projected operational financial
growth (as agreed by the ExCom).**

FTE projections until 2031
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Graph 3: FTE projections to 2031

There continues to be reported gaps for positions in most OCs as depicted in the table below.'® Although the IRP2
evaluation survey did not include “gaps in positions” as an option for what demotivates staff in the field, 16 respondents
felt strongly enough about this to write a comment in the survey regarding the negative effect of gaps on their
motivation or ability to do their work. In addition, in the 2016 EOMS report, an indication of “gaps” in positions is that
54% of respondents did not receive a handover from their predecessor and 45% responded there was a lack in continuity
of human resources.

13 Typology 2016: Description of MSF Activities, pg 4; Most current Strategic Plans have some reference to growth and increased
complexity of operations; International Board Bulletin #9
14 Data and calculation methodology provided by the International Finance Coordinator, 10 [Email correspondence]
151DRH, “2017_IDRH_Follow-up on Growth and HR_FINAL”, 2017
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Table 1: Average % of gaps per OC

Average % of gaps per OC— 2016
OCA OCB OCBA 0OCG OocCp
9% 8% 7% 5,6% 13%

Given this clear upward trend of increasing need for human resources and the continued gaps in positions, MSF may
need to consider strategies which will attract and retain significantly higher numbers of staff. As will be discussed in
greater detail in the Effectiveness and Appropriateness section, this may mean a system that is more flexible and
adaptable, which answers the needs of a more diverse workforce.

Diversity

MSF is not alone in the growing diversity of its workforce: many organisations have seen a shift due to globalisation
(increased ease of mobility for some), social changes (individuals have many careers and move in and out of the
workforce more fluidly), and demographic changes (new generations). One difference, however, may be the active
pursuit of MSF to increase the diversity of its staff, managers, and leaders. In the five current Strategic Plans, each OC
refers to the need to increase staff diversification; although not always explicitly stated, this seems to mean regional
diversification. The rationale is to create acceptance amongst the population for which MSF works, to improve the
perception of MSF as an independent INGO, and to grow and expand the organisation’s world view.®

MSF should consider the definition of a diverse workforce, which should include, for example, individuals of varied
ethnic, cultural, and geographic backgrounds as well as a range of ages and gender.?” Additionally, MSF should consider
what diversity looks like practically. For example, does diversity mean that MSF wants to have staff originating from all
the countries where MSF works? Of those staff with diverse regional origin, gender, ages, what proportion should be in
managerial / leadership roles? Once decided, this would provide a quantifiable measurement and allow for the
development of targeted strategies to achieve these goals.

Regional diversity

The graph below shows that there is an increase in number of international staff from non-European, non-North
American countries year over year. The subsequent table demonstrates a trend in the increase of regional diversity
cumulating to 3.8% increase from 2013 to 2016. This increase is mostly linked to the increase of staff from sub-Saharan
Africa (3.7%), perhaps due to the efforts of the two recruitment offices in this region (Dakar since 2013 and Kenya since
2016).

16 A few examples include: 2017_11 Statement from the IGA; MSF OCA Strategic Plan 2015-2019; MSF OCBA Strategic Plan 2014-
2017; [MSF OCG] Strategic Plan 2016-2019; [MSF] OCP Strategic Plan 2017-2019; [MSF] OCB Strategic Orientations 2016-2019;
Motions presented and voted at the OCB GATHERING 2013 (Motion 3); International Human Resources Vision Endorsed by ExDir,
November 2009
7' MSF OCA recently concluded a report on diversity and inclusion where the definition used was: “Diversity may be divided into
observable and non-observable attributes. Examples of observable characteristics include gender, race, ethnicity, and age. Non-
observable characteristics include education, functional background, organisational tenure, socioeconomic background,
personality, religion, disabilities, and sexual orientation.” Reshma Adatia, “Diversity and Inclusion in MSF-OCA”, 2017
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Graph 4: International Staff by Region

Table 2: International Staff Regional Diversity from 2013 to 2016

Difference 2013
Region Staff 2013 Staff 2014  Staff 2015  Staff 2016 to 2016
EUROPE, NORTH AMERICA 68.0% 66.8% 65.7% 64.2% -3.8%
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA 16.0% 15.8% 16.9% 19.7% +3.7%
ASIA 7.2% 7.6% 7.8% 6.3% -0.9%
AMERICAS SOUTH & CENTRAL 4.4% 5.1% 5.1% 5.5% +1.1%
OCEANIA 2.3% 2.7% 2.6% 2.6% +0.3%
MIDDLE EAST AND NORTHERN AFRICA 2.0% 1.8% 1.9% 1.8% -0.2%

Age group

Not surprisingly, the bulk of staff in 2016 were in the 30 to 39 age range (49% males and 44% females). These individuals
are largely part of the millennial generation or Gen Y — those individuals born in the 1980s. Although not universal and
somewhat generalizing, millennials tend to have views about compensation that differ from other generations. For
instance, they value work-life balance more, they value transparency when it comes to compensation, rewards, and
decisions about their career, they value total rewards and strive on personal fulfilment.'® Arguably, a typical millennial
interested in joining MSF is likely to have slightly different views than the general millennial population, but nonetheless
these findings are relevant. See the Appropriateness and Effectiveness section for further details regarding generational

differences.

As the workforce grows and becomes more diverse, so do the needs and interests of employees. MSF will also need to
change and adapt to the shifting workforce. This is discussed in much detail in the Appropriateness and Effectiveness

section.

2.2 APPROPRIATENESS AND EFFECTIVENESS

This section aims to answer the following evaluation questions: “Is IRP2 appropriate for meeting its objectives (and
current HR needs) today?” and “Is IRP2 effective in realising its objectives?” While these questions were treated
separately during data collection, the two are highly interlinked. Further, there is limited data (and thus findings)

8 |conixx, “Surprising Attitudes Millennials have about Total Compensation”, 2014
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regarding effectiveness, as there were no indicators, definitions of key concepts, or data collection plan set at the
implementation of IRP2.%° For the purpose of the report, these two evaluation criteria are discussed together.

Main Finding: There are currently no indicators which can prove or disprove the effectiveness of the system.

Recommendation 2: Set clear system objectives, define key concepts, link key indicators of success, establish targets,
and develop a data collection plan.

Setting clear system objectives is the first step towards being able to concretely measure the success of the system.
It is important that MSF also has a clear definition of key concepts to best inform how to measure them, such as
retention, diversity, gaps, specialists, and so on. Linking key indicators of success to the objectives will allow the
organisation to determine which data to collect and be able to concretely measure the impact of their compensation
and benefits system. According to People in Aid, “the absence of even a simple list of success criteria increases the
likelihood of inherent inconsistencies in the objectives of the pay system.”?® The indicators should be clear,
transparent, measurable, time-bound, and related to the data collected. These will provide a sound basis for MSF to
conduct a comprehensive review that will determine the success or needs for improvement of the system and allow
MSF to make data-driven decisions. Indicators could include, for example, the change in retention statistics or gaps
over a set period.

Aligned with these indicators, MSF should set short-, medium-, and long-term targets for the indicators. This could
include, for example:
e Inthe next year, increase the number of vocationer contracts by 1% per OC.
e Inthe next three years, decrease the percentage of staff who report salary discouraged them from staying with
MSF from 46% to 35%.
e In the next three years, decrease the percentage of staff who reported salary and benefits were discouraging
to joining the organisation from 39% to 30%.
e Inthe next five years, decrease the number of position gaps by 1% per OC.
Note that these are only examples and MSF would need to discuss indicators thoroughly.

Ideally, data for these indicators would be collected by the OCs and PSs on a movement-wide level with the
specifications and guidance centralised through MSF Luxembourg in order to ensure consistency, reliability, and
validity. This data may include, for example, retention statistics, statistics about when and why applicants drop out
of the recruitment process, entry surveys to show why people join MSF, etc. Once indicators are established, baseline
indicators should be collected immediately to provide a comparator for future system evaluations.

2.2.1 Attraction and Motivation

Main Finding: Compensation and benefits are not a significant factor in attracting individuals to join MSF nor motivating
staff while on mission. However, C&B may discourage staff from joining and demotivate staff while on mission.

Compensation and benefits are not the main factors for attracting or motivating staff within MSF. This makes sense
given that salary and benefits are a “hygiene factor”,? meaning they are only impactful in a negative way when they
are not sufficient (see Relevance section for more info about hygiene factors). While this does have implications for the
objectives of IRP2, within MSF the staff interviewed generally perceived it as a good thing that salary and benefits does

not affect staff attraction or motivation as MSF puts a greater emphasis on humanitarian commitment.
Attraction

According to the IRP2 evaluation survey, the top factors for encouraging staff to join MSF were 1) doing humanitarian
work, 2) MSF values and principles, and 3) the job content (tasks). Salary and benefits scored the lowest of all possible
options for this question. This matches with perceptions from interviews, which also include the following factors for

19 MSF Luxembourg provides a yearly International HR Indicator report. This data was provided in an updated and tailored form to
evaluators and was utilised in this report where relevant. However, the data is not directly linked to any indicators showing the
effectiveness of IRP2 and therefore cannot prove or disprove IRP2’s effectiveness.
20 people in Aid, “Policy Guide and Template: Developing and Implementing a Reward Strategy and Policy” May 2005
21 Compensation and benefits can be understood by Fredrick Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory, which states that while some
factors can be motivators, others are simply “hygiene” meaning they are typically not motivators but can demotivate individuals if
they are not sufficient. Herzberg et. al., “The Motivation to Work” 2011.
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attracting staff: size, culture, brand, and reputation of MSF; travel/adventure and exploring diverse cultures; CV building;
and many others.

Encouraging Discouraging
Factors Factors

Figure 2: Top 3 Encouraging/Discouraging Factors for Staff to Join MSF

While the IRP2 evaluation survey showed that salary and benefits scored lowest for encouraging staff to join MSF, it
scores the highest among factors that discourage staff from joining. However, this information is of limited usefulness
as all survey respondents did join MSF. It is hard to assess the extent to which the C&B system may discourage potential
staff from joining MSF, as the reasons for recruits to not undergo a mission are not well-tracked within MSF, and
furthermore it is impossible to tell why qualified staff may not apply to MSF in the first place. Nonetheless, it appears
that MSF’'s C&B is not a “pull factor” for attracting individuals to join.

There are differences between staff groups regarding what attracts them to join MSF, which are important given the
needs to attract diverse profiles (See Relevance section). Overall, the main reasons for joining MSF remain the same
among all groups: doing humanitarian work, and MSF values and principles. We can see the following notable examples
of differences between staff:

Regional differences were present in the IRP2 evaluation survey: While only 7% of staff with domiciles
in the EU?2 were encouraged to join MSF based on salary and benefits, these numbers are much higher
in other regions (23% of African staff, 19% of Asian staff, and 15% of MENA staff). On the other hand,
the percent of staff that found salary and benefits discouraging from joining MSF were similar
throughout the regions (39%), though MENA is much higher (49%).

Interviewed stakeholders expressed that there are some staff who join MSF only planning to stay for
one or two missions, while others join hoping for a career with MSF. Salary and benefits are likely to be
less important for the former group, as for them it is only a “stepping stone” to something else. Salary
and benefits are also likely to be less important for people who join MSF to volunteer rather than as a
main career. According to a survey of medical professionals, about 1/3 of respondents were not
interested in making MSF their main career, though it is unclear if this number can also be extrapolated
to the non-medical MSF workforce.?

Generation Y (millennials)®* has some unique trends compared to other generations. In the IRP2
evaluation survey, compared to previous generations, they are more likely to have found
travel/adventure and career opportunities encouraging factors to join MSF, and more likely to find the
salary/benefits and family considerations discouraging.

Salary and benefits were more often reported to be encouraging factors to join MSF for staff in
Guaranteed Grid countries (21%) than for countries with their own salary grids (7%).?> However, they
were equally as likely to report salary and benefits as a discouraging factor (38% compared to 40%).

22 Including Norway and Switzerland. See Annex 5.4 for a complete breakdown of countries in each region.
23 “Improving retention of medical profiles and staffing of medical coordination positions.” Final Draft, 5 July 2017.
24 For the purposes of this report, Generation Y (or millennials) refers to people born in/after 1983; Generation X born 1968-1982;
Baby Boomers born 1948-1967; Other born before 1948.
% See the introduction for an explanation of the Guaranteed Grid.
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e While salary and benefits were reported to be discouraging factors to join MSF at similar rates among
the different income levels (around 39%), they were reported less likely to be encouraging for higher
income countries (8% for high income, 15% upper-middle income, 23% lower-middle income, and 24%
low income).

e Several interviewed stakeholders perceived that people with significant previous experience outside
MSF may be less attracted to join MSF, limiting horizontal entries. This is partially because MSF does not
consider external experience fully towards salary in order to ensure they are recruiting people with
humanitarian motivation. For indemnity, external experience is counted at 50%, and for the salary levels
it is counted at 50% up to midpoint and then not at all considered for moving into the upper range of
the salary.

Given these differences, it is important for MSF to consider the distinctive characteristics of different staff to propose
and design a Total Rewards Package, including compensation and benefits, in a way that attracts the individuals with
the skills and motivation needed by operations (See Recommendation 5).

Indemnity

The C&B system includes an indemnity period (</’année du desert>) in which staff, for the first 12 months of
employment, are on a decreased salary. Indemnity is rooted in tradition within MSF. Its intended objectives include to
“remove economic barriers for people to volunteer with MSF,” to differentiate between staff who want to volunteer
for a short time and those who wish to work with MSF as a career,?® and to ensure staff have a non-lucrative,
humanitarian motivation.?’” In 2016, 31% of all staff were on indemnity.?®

It is difficult to use data to assess the impact of indemnity on attraction since it is impossible to know who might not
have joined MSF because of indemnity.

There are very mixed views regarding the impact of indemnity. While some people think it is effective in ensuring MSF
hires people with a humanitarian motivation, others think it is an outdated system that is harmful to the organisation.
Some think its impact on attraction is limited as people mostly do not look at the salary when they first join and salary
only becomes important later in their MSF career.

Again, indemnity affects distinct groups in different ways. For example, some key stakeholders perceive that because
specialists tend to have higher salaries outside of MSF, it is more difficult for them to accept the low income they would
receive on indemnity. However, this does not appear to be supported by the IRP2 evaluation survey, which shows that
specialists and non-specialists tend to have similar feelings regarding indemnity.

Another group uniquely affected by indemnity is people who have considerable experience in other organisations. MSF
counts external humanitarian experience at 50% towards indemnity. Those who view indemnity as outdated expressed
it is based on the assumption that new staff are inexperienced, not specialists in their fields or coming from other,
comparable organisations. This is seen as particularly damaging for MSF as it makes it difficult to attract horizontal
entries who do not qualify to skip the indemnity period into management / coordination positions. While MSF has
traditionally focused on “home-grown” coordinators, the lack of skilled managers to take these roles creates a need and
willingness for filling these positions with external candidates as well. The indemnity period is reported to act as a barrier
for these profiles.

Additionally, some interviewed stakeholders perceive that indemnity may be a barrier for people from less wealthy
backgrounds, who may not be able to afford 12 months on a reduced salary. While there is no data to support or refute
this claim, the IRP2 evaluation survey shows that respondents from countries with lower-middle or low-income
economies are more likely to think indemnity should be eliminated (38.6%) than respondents from countries with high
or upper-middle income economies (27.5%).

Furthermore, for those staff with non-MSF humanitarian experience outside of their country of residence, the
indemnity period may be reduced, but MSF does not generally consider the experience acquired by individuals who
work for humanitarian organisations in their country of residence. MSF does count national staff experience with MSF
at 50% towards indemnity.

26 International Remuneration Project Il HR Briefing Paper, November 2013
27 |IRP Il & Reward Principles Briefing Paper, January 2013.
28 According to statistics provided by MSF Luxembourg for this evaluation.
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It is important to note that the administration of indemnity has legal implications in some countries. For example,
some governments have special fiscal policies in place regarding volunteerism and/or individuals receiving
indemnity.?® Moreover, at least in one country, the level of the indemnity is so low that it fails to meet the required
minimum wage for a 40-hour work week, forcing the partner section to specify in their contract that the rate is for a
35-hour work week. Therefore, individuals may experience indemnity very differently based on their country of
domicile.

In summary, the impact of indemnity on attracting (and to some extent retaining) staff is unclear, but appears to
impact staff in different ways. Indemnity has been an integral part of MSF’s identity and understandably, many believe
it should be maintained, however an increasing number of individuals believe it is outdated. See the Connectedness
section for more information regarding staff perceptions on indemnity.

A rigorous debate was held during the conception of the IRP2 regarding the indemnity period. After a proposal from
the five OCs to reduce the indemnity period from 12 to 6 months (with OCB supporting its elimination) in early 2013,
the International Board refused to make the change, citing the need and importance to engage with committed staff
to fulfil its social mission.*®

To substantiate the value (or lack thereof) of the indemnity period to its intended objective (hiring staff with a
humanitarian commitment), MSF should undertake an analysis to weigh the actual impact of indemnity on this objective
against the disadvantages (discouraging qualified staff from joining, especially staff with needed profiles). This analysis
should also include an exploration of ways to ensure staff have humanitarian motivation other than through financial
sacrifices (perhaps through psychometric tests). After which, a debate could be undertaken with a large group of
stakeholders to determine the way forward for the indemnity period (See Recommendation 3).

Motivation

According to a study on the motivation of NGO workers, “The culture of an organisation, its structure, leadership, vision
and mission, and management processes have a direct influence on the motivation of the employee... The factors
responsible for low employee motivation... are low salary, restructuring and job insecurity, increased employment
opportunities elsewhere, issues of personal safety and security, lack of respect and appreciation, under employment,
lack of development opportunities, work culture within the workplace and non-alignment of values.”3!

This aligns with the findings of this evaluation. The top three factors reported to be motivating in the IRP2 evaluation
survey were 1) doing humanitarian work, 2) MSF values and principles, and 3) the operational relevance of the project.
Other factors for motivation mentioned in the interviews were team dynamics and the multiculturalism of colleagues,
ability to make decisions and be promoted quickly, and ability to make a difference. On the other hand, salary and
benefits was the factor most often reported to be demotivating in the survey (by 27.2% of respondents).

Motivating Demotivating
Factors Factors

Figure 3: Top 3 Motivating/Demotivating Factors

2 For fiscal conditions on indemnity provided for international volunteerism in France see: http://www.fiscalonline.com/Statut-
fiscal-des-volontaires,7341.html and http://bofip.impots.gouv.fr/bofip/6651-PGP [Retrieved 2 September 2017]
30 Sébastien Libert, « L’année du désert », Inside OCB, 2013
31 FRONTERA, “Motivating Staff and Volunteers Working in NGOs in the South” People in Aid, 2007
http://www.ngoconnect.net/documents/592341/749044/Motivating+Staff+and+Volunteers+Working+in+NGOs+in+the+South
[Retrieved 2 September 2017]
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In interviews, several reasons were given for why staff may be demotivated by salary and benefits. One reason is that
staff may not feel acknowledged and valued by MSF, whether it is due to the salary they receive or the feeling that the
organisation does not care about their personal circumstances due to the rigidity of the system (as will be discussed
later). Others may find themselves demotivated if they are worried about their families at home and feel they cannot
adequately provide for them while abroad, for example, if their family does not have health coverage and become ill.
International staff may also feel demotivated if they realise they can make significantly more money with other NGOs,
or working as a national staff for MSF, either at HQ or in a project (though for field assignments, there are only three
countries where national staff explicitly make more in the salary grids - Italy, Jordan, and Angola).3? Additionally, some
staff may be demotivated by the salary system if they perceive the system as unfair (discussed further in the
Connectedness section).

While salary and benefits are generally not a significant factor in motivating staff, they are more significant for some
groups than for others. For example, the IRP2 evaluation survey shows that staff from countries with lower-income
economies are more likely to have their motivation impacted by salary and benefits than staff from countries with
higher-income economies.

2.2.2 Retention

General

Main Finding: IRP2 is not appropriate in contributing to retaining staff. The salary appears to contribute to staff attrition.
However, the benefits are generally perceived as adequate.

Compensation and benefits are more influential in retention than in attraction and motivation, which is seen in the staff
surveys and interviews, and matches literature regarding the subject. For this reason, the evaluation focused heavily on
the objective of “to retain” compared to the objectives of “to attract and motivate.” While it is unlikely that staff will
stay with MSF just for the C&B, they may decide to leave because of it.

Retention is a serious issue in the humanitarian sector in general,*® and it is a significant issue for MSF as well: retention
and turnover are oft-mentioned issues in Strategic Plans; and in End of Mission surveys, international staff consistently
state that the continuity of human resources is unsatisfactory.

Unfortunately, statistics regarding MSF retention rates are lacking. The statistic that 50% of first missioners do not
return for a second mission is oft-cited by interviewed stakeholders, but data could not be found to support this claim,
and in fact one partner section report indicates 33% of staff do not return for a second
mission.3* An initial study from MSF Luxembourg seems to show that 35-50% of staff only I have 100 reasons
work for MSF for one year or less. Interestingly, these statistics do not match what staff | for leaving and 1,000

"

self-report in surveys. According to End of Mission Surveys, the rate of people stating reasons to stay.” —
they are willing to work again with MSF is very high (95% in 2016). According to the IRP2 HR professional
evaluation survey, 61.5% of respondents (those “active” with MSF at any point between quoting a staff
July 2013 and May 2017) reported they plan to go on another mission.3® member

There are many reasons why staff may choose to stay or leave MSF. According to the IRP2
evaluation survey, the three factors most reported to be encouraging for staff to undertake another mission are
demonstrated in the graph below, along with the three factors most reported to be discouraging.

32 Mariana Oliveira, “MSF — External market data for the IRP2 Evaluation.” 18 August 2017.
33 See for example: Visser, “Loyalty in Humanity” 2015; Korff, Valeska Pailin, “Between cause and control management in a
humanitarian organisation” 2012; Balbo, Mills, Heyse, and Wittek “The Impact of Humanitarian Aid Context and Individual Features
on Aid Worker Retention”; David Loquercio, “Turnover and retention”, People in Aid, 2006.
34 Sue Folinsby, “Retention and Engagement of ‘Médecins Sans Frontiéres (MSF) First Missioners’ Who Do Not Return to the Field
for a Second Mission”, 2016
35 This difference between the surveys and the statistics may be due to several issues: 1) survey respondents are naturally self-
selected to include people willing to answer the survey and who therefore may be more invested in MSF; 2) staff may feel
uncomfortable being negative in surveys; 3) EOM respondents may intend to re-enlist but are then lost while waiting for a next
mission; and/or 4) the retention statistics need to be further controlled in order to be reliable.
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Respondents Encouraged/Discouraged from
Undertaking Another Mission
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Figure 4: Top 3 Factors for Encouraging/Discouraging Retention

It is difficult to measure the overall impact of IRP2 on retention given the lack of statistics, along with the difficulty in
showing causation even if there were statistics. According to data from MSF Luxembourg, the average seniority of all
staff in 2013 was 7 missions / 48 months, with a very slight increase of 8 missions / 48 months in 2016.3° This seems to
show there was no significant difference between before IRP2 was implemented and after. Similarly, the median
seniority of coordinators was 5 missions / 37 months in 2013 and 7 missions / 37 months in 2016. This is particularly
important giving the emphasis of IRP2 on coordinators, but again shows no conclusive changes due to IRP2. Of the IRP2
evaluation survey respondents who said they were not planning on doing a field mission with MSF in the future or they
were unsure if they would, 34% (approximately 700 persons) reported the implementation of IRP2 had an influence or
partially influenced this decision. These statistics are not conclusive enough to state whether IRP2 impacted retention.

The Impact of Salary on Retention

Based on numerous surveys and interviews, a conclusion can be reached that the salary provided by MSF is an important
contributor to staff attrition. In the IRP2 evaluation survey, 45.75% of respondents reported the level of salary was
discouraging them from undertaking another mission, making it the most-reported reason for discouraging retention.
Additionally, almost half (49.2%) of respondents reported that they are not satisfied with their salaries. In the IRP2
evaluation survey, the second most reported need for MSF international field staff was “providing higher salaries to
international staff” (after better career management).

In EOM surveys, the salary level is consistently ranked 2" or 3™ for reasons why respondents declare they are unwilling
to work with MSF again (with poor management being the top reason). Though it is notable that since 2011 this
percentage decreases slightly every year.

These statistics match what was found in the questionnaire and interviews. Below are a few quotes from survey
respondents illustrating this impact:*’

o “I'loved working for MSF and was very sorry to stop. But due to financial pressures at home, | could not
continue. My plan is to reduce my debt and save up enough money so that | can one day return and go
on another mission.”

e  “The real reason | left MISF is because | could not have long term plans with the salary | was receiving. |
love MSF but | will not return unless the salary scale is fully reviewed.”

e  “lwould love to stay with MSF but the salary is simply not sustaining.”

MSF’s policy of paying below market rates is not new with IRP2. It is based on the reward policy of “modesty” to ensure
the organisation employs staff with a humanitarian commitment. However, “organisations that aim to pay below

36 Note that this statistic is slightly misleading because an “average” would be skewed by people who stay a very long time. A median
may be a better measurement, but is not available.
37 The survey was available in French and English, but all survey comments were translated into English for this report.
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average in the relevant labour market are likely to experience more difficulty in recruiting and retaining staff.”3®
Reportedly, this creates tension between two of MSF’s HR goals: to retain staff, and to employ staff with a humanitarian
commitment. Many question whether modesty in pay is the only way to ensure staff have a humanitarian motivation.
This is especially true considering that humanitarian work is increasingly perceived as a career, and not “voluntary” work
done aside from another job.

Another issue regarding the policy of modest pay is the lack of clarity in its definition. While older documents state that
“modesty will be a target market position against a common peer group”,* this target market position is unclear and
has resulted in some country salaries at very different market positions. Meaning not all countries receiving “modest”
salaries; for example, MSF salaries in Bangladesh are positioned above the 90 percentile of the market, DRC around
the 85™ percentile, and Lebanon and Greece at the 50" percentile. According to the definition used in the “MSF —
External market data for the IRP2 Evaluation” report, these are deemed competitive salaries.*® However, as will be
discussed later, these percentiles need to be taken with caution as the market comparisons may not be representative
of what is needed for a decent quality of life. This demonstrates how IRP2 is experienced differently by staff based on
their country of domicile.

Recommendation 3: Conduct a thorough analysis and discussion (including at the associative level) of what salary means to
the organisation in order to align policies, practices, and processes.

Should salary: ensure a standard quality of life for employees? be a means of showing appreciation to employees? retain
employees or ensure employees have a humanitarian commitment? invest in human resources or control costs? serve to
improve the world or to ensure equity? This discussion should include:

e The concept of modest pay. Assess the policy’s positive impacts on its goal of employing people with a
humanitarian commitment, as well as weighing the negative impacts, namely the (operational) impacts of
poor retention. Develop other means of ensuring individuals have a humanitarian motivation other than
through financial sacrifices. Finally, it would include the practical translation of modest pay: should MSF
aim to pay at the P25 of the market for all international staff?

e The principle of volunteerism and the policy of indemnity, along with its contribution towards the
objective of ensuring staff have a humanitarian commitment and any negative consequences regarding
attraction.

e HR’s standing in MSF’s overall strategy. Is it an investment, or is it a necessary cost that needs to be
controlled? What should C&B account for in the overall MSF budget?

e The concepts of professionalisation and volunteerism, specifically how much importance MSF gives to
these concepts, and how, or if, a balance should be struck between them.

e Should MSF ensure a minimum standard of living for staff?

e The policy of utilising domicile in determining salary.

While the discussion should focus on salary, it is important to acknowledge that benefits play an important part in
contributing to the overall Total Reward package, and therefore their contribution to, for example, staff standard of living
should not be ignored.

38 people in Aid, “Code of Good Practice in the Management and Support of Aid Personnel,” 2003.
3% MSF IRP Project Team, “IRP Il & Reward Principles,” January 2013.
40 “A salary is considered ‘competitive’ if it is positioned within or above the local market median”, Mariana Oliveira, “MSF — External
market data for the IRP2 Evaluation”, 18 August 2017
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Regarding the salary components/structure, the graph below depicts the factors that were selected by over 50% of
survey respondents as factors that should be considered in determining the salary of international staff.

Factors MISF should consider to determine salary
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Graph 5: Factors MSF should consider to determine salary

All these components are accounted for within IRP2 to some extent. However, the country of domicile is a significant
factor in determining staff salaries, while only 20% of staff felt that the salary of comparable positions in their country
of residence should be considered. This opinion was reflected in many of the interviews as well, with many staff feeling
that paying based on country of residence was discriminatory or even racist. This topic will be further explored in the
Connectedness section.

The idea of paying more for medical staff or staff with hard-to-find technical skills was brought up in several interviews,
but not supported by most survey respondents (10% and 21% respectively).

Interviewed stakeholders held mixed opinions regarding whether MSF should | «¢ 6, gre HoM [Head of Mission] in
pay based on the hardship/security and size/complexity of the contexts of | afghanistan, [you] have to put in more
missions. 45% of survey respondents agreed that hardship/security should be | effort, time thinking about, read

a determinant of salary and 28% that size and complexity should be | history than a context that is more
considered. To determine the level of responsibility (internal relativity), MSF | relaxed with less impact when making
uses the HayGroup Method of Evaluation™, which is recognised worldwide | decisions.” - HR Staff

and used by many organisations. This method has a criterion for evaluating

jobs that stipulates size matters; there is a clear difference between running a $200,000 business and a $2M business.
The same can be said for the various missions of MSF; some have smaller budgets, fewer staff, bigger hospitals, and so
on. MSF made a conscious decision not to include the complexity (magnitude) of the mission when evaluating their jobs.
Considering some of the most difficult contexts to recruit for are Yemen, Pakistan, Mali,*! it may be time for MSF to
revise this decision and allow for some differentiation in job size and provide greater compensation or benefits for
(especially) managers in larger projects or missions. MSF currently does not