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ABSTRACT

Concerns about accountability in NGOs have increaser the past two decades, due in part to
a series of highly publicized scandals that haveded public confidence in nonprofit
organizations, coupled with a rapid growth in NG&dsund the world. There was therefore the
need to come up with a mechanism for enhancinguentability in the work NGOs are doing
hence the genesis of Humanitarian Accountabilitytrféaship standard. The purpose of this
study was to establish the factors that affect @mgntation HAP of standard in Non-
Governmental Organizations. The study was guidedhbyfollowing objectives; to determine
the influence of organization staff competencymplementation of HAP standard; to assess the
influence of organization information sharing orplementation of HAP standard; to determine
organization feedback and complaints mechanismeéntte implementation of HAP standard; to
assess the influence of beneficiaries’ participatom implementation of HAP standard. The
study employed a descriptive survey research delsaged on a cross sectional descriptive
research and data was collected using questiosnaideninistered to 66 programme staff
members from Nairobi, Gedo, Mogadishu and Garovieed in the Norwegian Church Aid.
The response rate after administering the instrarmeas 86.7%. Data was analyzed using
Statistical Package for Social Sciences tool. Theirigs of the study based on the factors that
influence implementation of HAP standard that wameer investigations revealed that a total of
40.4% of the respondents noted that Staff compgtelays a big role in implementation of HAP
standard. On the same, 86.4% of the total respesademfirmed that their knowledge on HAP
makes it easier to implement HAP standard in tlgamization. On the other factor, a total of
45.6% of the respondents agreed that sharing obrrivdtion organization influence
implementation of HAP standard while 80.6% of thespondents stated that sharing of
information influence implementation of HAP stardigtrongly. On the next factor, a total of
70.2% of the respondents agreed that complaints fedlback mechanism influence
implementation of HAP. On the same also, a totah®5% of the respondents agreed that
organization complaints and feedback mechanisnuenfte implementation of HAP standard
strongly. Finally a total of 75.4% of the responideconfirmed that beneficiaries’ participation
contributes to the success of implementation of HA&hdard while a total of 54.4% of the
respondents stated that beneficiaries’ participaptays the biggest role in implementation of
HAP standard. On dependent variable, 43.9% ofeéspandents confirmed that implementation
of HAP standard is a very rigorous exercise for dhganization. The major recommendations
that was made from this study was that organizgiaisuing implementation of HAP standard
should strengthen systems and procedures that altmlvencourage beneficiaries participation
since this is the factor that was rated as influepanplementation of HAP standard strongly.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background to the Study

The Humanitarian Accountability Partnership (HARjeknational was established in 2003 to
promote accountability to people affected by hunzai@n crises and to acknowledge those
organizations that meet the HAP Principles of Actability. The history of establishing HAP
International has its roots from suggestion of iBhitRed Cross after doing evaluation on its
Rwanda programme in the year 2001. The British R¥dss suggested the idea of a
humanitarian ombudsman. The idea gained interratiosupport among many Non-
Governmental Organizations (NGOs) though with nestisn about its feasibility. The
Humanitarian Accountability Project was establisiveith three field trials in Sierra Leone,
Afghanistan and Cambodia. The report on thesestatommended an international self-
regulatory body focused on affected populationss frompted a move from the idea of an
ombudsman to a quality and accountability membprshganization. The HAP Standard, a
guality assurance system against which humanitaoiganizations can self-regulate, was
published in 2007 and revised in 20E@¢¥emang, Mariama, Jeffre2009).

The Humanitarian Accountability Partnership Inteéio@al is now a multi-agency initiative
working to improve the accountability of humanigariaction to people affected by crises.
Members of HAP are committed to meeting the higlsémtdards of accountability and quality
management. HAP is humanitarian sector’s firstrirggonal self-regulatory body and works
closely with complementary projects and initiativest share its vision of an accountability
framework, which is transparent and accessibldltmt@rested parties. By complying with the
six benchmark set in the 2010 HAP Standard, orgdioizs that assist or act on behalf of people
affected by or prone to disasters, conflict, poyent other crises to design, implement, assess,
improve and recognize accountable programmespiesents broad consensus on what matters
most when organizations engage in humanitariaroctHAP International has 86 member

organizations. The membership includes 67 full mensand 19 associate members ranging



from organizations with a mandate for emergencyefreand development activities to

institutional donors (Retrieved March 3, 2013 frbttp://www.hapinternational.orjy/

Humanitarian aid is material or logistical assis@rprovided for humanitarian purposes,
typically in response to humanitarian crises inglgdnatural disaster and man-made disaster.
The primary objective of humanitarian aid is to esdives, alleviate suffering, and maintain
human dignity. It may therefore be distinguishemirfrdevelopment aid, which seeks to address

the underlying socioeconomic factors which may Hadeo a crisis or emergency (Abby, 2009).

Accountability is the means through which poweused responsibly. It is means a process of
taking account of, and being held accountable Iiff§erdnt stakeholders, and primarily those
who are affected by the exercise of power (HAPrivdgonal, 2010). Beneficiary Accountability
is a key component for effective delivery of humanan aid. In the last few years, beneficiary
accountability has been viewed as a core elemeNGids humanitarian work. Humanitarian aid
is delivered in crisis situations where state cjgscare weak and therefore accountability rests
at beneficiaries, operational agency and donorllewéthin this context, agencies should
undertake to use their power more responsibly anchdre accountable to what they do. The
underlying rationale for this commitment has twameaements. First, there is a moral argument
informed by humanitarian principles and rights lblaspproach. Second most people believed
that improved accountability brings about bettauttes, performance and impact of humanitarian
aid (Knox-Clarke and John, 2011).

A non-governmental organization (NGO) is generalbnsidered to be a non-state, nonprofit,
voluntary organization. As a non-state entity, &ONis generally independent from government
influence and either not established by a govermmanintergovernmental agreement, or, if
established in such a manner, is not independesuaf influence. One of the most widely used
definitions is given by Operational Directive 14.@0the World Bank: “private organizations

that pursue activities to relieve suffering, proendhe interests of the poor, protect the
environment, provide basic social services, or ua#te community development” (World Bank,

2001).



When an agency is "HAP certified" it means thdtas been assessed for compliance with the
HAP Standard in Accountability and Quality Managemby an independent audit. Certified
agencies can display the HAP certification logo.phactical terms, getting a HAP certificate
means inviting auditors to take a tough look atrymission statement, your accounts and your
control systems—both at head office and in thelfiduditors' reports will be as open to the
public as company accounts are. HAP certificatisnai process that requires continuous
monitoring and improving, in particular in the aseahich are ranked ‘minor’ according to
where the HAP auditors register a ‘Minor Non-Canidy’, which the agency MUST improve
(‘majors’ result in certification not being granjedHAP certification is only valid for a period of

three years (HAP International, 2010).
1.1.1 Norwegian Church Aid (NCA) HAP certification.

Norwegian Church Aid is an ecumenical diakonal orgation for global justice. Norwegian
Church Aid began in 1947 as a small fundraisingedby churches. It became an independent
organization with its own statutes in 1953. NCA kgofor justice by empowering the poor and
fighting with them to hold those in power accoumgalNCA works with emergency response,
long-term development and advocacy, and is mandatezhurches and Christian organizations
in Norway. Its vision is "Together for a just wdlldTo ensure efficiency and create results,
Norwegian Church Aid is a member of the ACT Alliancone of the world's largest
humanitarian alliances. The alliance consists afdfbased organizations throughout the world
and cooperates with organizations across religfaites. Norwegian Church Aid has been in

Somalia since the first half of the 1990s, firstdado region and later in Mogadishu.

NCA undertook the HAP certification audit as pdrite continual work towards improving and

strengthening accountability, especially towards [gartners and beneficiary communities
involved in all its programmes. The audit providegublic means of verification to NCA and its
stakeholders of its commitment to the Principlefo€ountability and Humanitarian Action. It

also highlights its achievements in promoting goadcountability practices across the
organization and with its partners. NCA was auditghinst the 2010 HAP Standard in
Accountability and Quality Management in Oslo, NayMhead office) in August 2011 and in

Nairobi, Kenya (programme site) in September 20llie organization submitted country site
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summary reports to HAP International. It was awdrd¢AP International certification in
November 38 2011, the first agency to achieve certificatioraiagt the revised 2010 HAP
Standard in Accountability and Quality ManageméetAP certification is valid for a period of 3
years and NCA will need to apply for re-certificatibefore the certificate expires in November
2014 (Retrieved March 1®013http://www.kirkensnodhjelp.no/en/

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Non-government organizations exercise significamwgr in humanitarian crisis through their

control over essential goods and services, su¢baak medical aid and shelter. However, until

recently, the "helping power" of emergency religeacies has been fairly unregulated as few
organizations formalized procedures to allow deastirvivors to participate in decisions about
services or complain about poor practicd$e aid they deliver also presents unusual
accountability conundrums, since many of the likegnsparency-or accountability-seekers are
not those who are affected by aid or who can vdoctlits transparent or accountable use or

ultimate effectiveness. (Gibelman and Gelman, 2001)

There are two major reasons why NGOs have beenngeékAP certification. One is the

conditions that have been put by donors for NGObead1AP certified before they can access
funding. According to Global Funding Report relehge February 2013 by UNOCHA, 87% of

all call of proposal for the year 2011-2012, mudtional donors have putting a condition that
NGOs applying for the funds must be HAP certifi&tatistics from the same report by
UNOCHA also shows that 90% of the funding availdolethe year 2012 was secured by HAP
certified NGOs. In Somalia, the Consolidated Apd@acess (CAP) for the year 2012 attracted
proposals from 400 NGOs working in Somalia botternational and local based organization.
However during the ®1 standard allocation for year 2013, only organaai that were HAP

certified were considered to get this funding. Thés led to many NGOs globally and also in
Somalia rushing to adopt HAP standard to give tlaenedge over other NGOs when applying

for funds from different donors.

The other reasons for NGOs seeking HAP standatdication is that the standard is a practical

and measurable tool that represents a broad cars@fisvhat matters most in humanitarian
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action. The Standard helps organizations desigpleiment, assess, improve and recognize
accountable programmes. Being accountable to -@fsted communities helps organizations
to develop quality programmes that meet those pé&opleeds, and reduces the possibility of

mistakes, abuse and corruption.

Currently, there are 67 HAP certified NGOs globalhd this are mostly international NGOs and
40 of those NGOs have operations in Somalia. Howageording the 2012 HAP audit report,
142 NGOs had applied for HAP standard certificafiemthe period of the year 2011 and 2012.
Only 67 NGOs, which represent 47% of all total aailons, have been issued with HAP 2010
certification. HAP certification is a process tmatuires continuous monitoring and improving,
in particular in the areas which are ranked ‘miraartording to where the HAP auditors register
a ‘Minor Non-Conformity’, which the agency MUST imgve. Majors Non Conformities

according to HAP standard certification processiltesn certification not being granted. This
means that 53% of NGOs who had made applicatioth@rperiod of 2011-2012 had Majors
Non Conformities. Major Non Conformities arise frahe organization not meeting some of
requirements of 6 benchmarks of the HAP whichteela how organization share information,
the organization staff competency, beneficiariegi@pation in the programme, organization

complaints and feedback mechanism.

1.3 Purpose of the Study

The study aimed at establishing the factors thdécafimplementation of Humanitarian

Accountability Partnership (HAP) standard in Nonv@&mmental organizations.

1.4 Research Objectives

The study was guided by the following four objeesy

i). To determine how organization staff competencyuigrfiices implementation of HAP
standard.

i). To assess how organization sharing of informatidlueénces implementation of HAP
standard.



iii). To determine how organization complaints and feeklbaechanism influences
implementation of HAP standard.
iv). To assess how beneficiaries’ participation inflemncdmplementation of HAP

standard.
1.5 Research Questions
The study was guided by the following questions;

i). To what extent does organization staff competenfiyence implementation of HAP
standard?

il). To what extent does organization sharing of infdromeinfluence implementation of
HAP standard?

iii). To what extent does organization complaints aretiijack mechanism influence
implementation of HAP standard?

iv). To what extent participation of beneficiaries urhce implementation of HAP
standard?

1.6 Significance of the Study

The study was able to bring out the main areasoofcern in the implementation of HAP
standard. It was also assisted in bridging the kadge gap existing on the factors that influence
implementation of HAP standard. For NGOs who warivé HAP certified, it will inform them
on the best practices of implementing HAP standhedefore they will benefit a lot from the
findings of this study. To the HAP certified NGOhis study forms a basis of continual
improvement in the process of being accountabldifterent stakeholders. For researcher who
want to do further study on the area of HAP implatagon, this will be reference document in
their study.

1.7 Delimitation of the Study

The study was carried out in the NCA Nairobi copatiion office and NCA field offices in

Somalia which are located in Gedo, Garowe and Mispad The study location was convenient



to the researcher in terms of accessibility. Ibaisade it easier to reach the programme staffs

who formed the population from which researchenditee sample size.
1.8 Limitations of the Study

The research instrument gave varying data deperutirtge individual or the office where it was
used. The shortcoming was addressed by applyirty duodntitative and qualitative approaches
to research. Due to technological dynamism and gésin the administrative styles in NGOs,
approaches to HAP standard can change within a sinoe, rendering the research findings
obsolete. Also, the study was carried out in Naiestdl Somalia which has unique characteristics
and hostile environment, meaning that the resulty mot be generalized to other areas with

great precision.
1.9 Assumptions of the Study

It was assumed that the staffs at the Norwegiarré@haid offices who were the respondents
will be available for the research and that thegses relevant knowledge that will help the
researcher to make accurate conclusion. This wasilcconfirmed following the high rate of
return and the information they provided was adegaad it enabled the researcher to make
accurate, valid and reliable conclusions.

1.10 Definitions of Significant Terms

Staff competency -These are skills and experience that staffs shioale that enable them to

meet the organization’s commitments.

Sharing of information - This how organization ensures that the peopleniisatio assist and
other stakeholders have access to timely, releaadt clear information about the

organization and its activities

Beneficiaries participation- This is how the organization listens to the pedplems to assist,

incorporating their views and analysis in prograngaeisions.



Complaints and feedback mechanism -A specified series of actions through which an
organization deals with complaints and ensuresdbatplaints are reviewed and acted

upon.

HAP (Humanitarian Accountability Partnership) - HAP Standard is a practical and
measurable tool that represents a broad consehsusbmatters most in humanitarian
action. The Standard helps organizations desigmleiment, assess, improve and

recognize accountable programmes.

Accountability — The means through which power is used respgndibis means a process of
taking account of, and being held accountable Bferdnt stakeholders, and primarily

those who are affected by the exercise of power
1.11 Organization of the Study

The study encompasses five chapters. Chapter orexscthe background information to the
study, the statement of the problem, the resealtgkctives and questions, purpose and
significance of the study, assumptions, limitatiamsl delimitations of the study and definition
of significant terms. Chapter two is a review ¢édature on factors that affect implementation of
HAP standard. The overview of NGO accountabilitigbgl trend in NGO accountability and
accountability for NGOs working in Somalia literegus reviewed. Literature on the factors that
affect implementation of HAP standard is also sauph this chapter. Chapter three focuses on
the methods of carrying out the research studgovers the research design, target population,
sample and sampling techniques, methods of datactioh, research instruments, validity and
reliability of the instruments, operational defiait of variables, methods of data analysis and the
ethical considerations of the research. Chapter fmyers data presentation, analysis and
interpretation. Chapter five focuses on the sumnu@ryindings, discussion of the findings,

Conclusion, recommendations and lastly suggestmmfsirther studies.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction

This section examines the works done by other reBess and scholars on the factors that affect
implementation of HAP standard in NGOs. It begigddoking at an overview and the context
of accountability in Non Governmental OrganizatiMGOs). Global trends of accountability
and how it has evolved from focusing on tools terecess through HAP standard certification
especially for NGOs operating in Sub Saharan Aftfoaus on Somalia) is then discussed in the
sections that follow. The next sections look at Hgi&ndard; its principles and benchmarks. The
proceeding and final section is a detailed invesitogn and analysis of the factors identified that
affect implementation of HAP standard which ardime with the findings of other scholars.
These factors that affect implementation of HAPnd#&d include: organization staff
competency, sharing of information, complaints deddback mechanism and beneficiaries’
participation. These factors that affect the impatation of HAP are the main areas of interest

and form the subject of this study.
2.2 An Overview and Context of NGO Accountability

Concerns about accountability in non-governmentgawoizations (NGOs) have increased over
the past two decades, due to increasing visibditg increasing criticism, among other factors,
which have led to growing pressure on NGOs to beenamcountable, both from within and
outside of the sector (Gibelman and Gelman, 20@iyng, Bania, and Bailey, 1996). There is
also a huge growth of NGOs, especially in the Saba$, which has been fueled by a belief
among donors that NGOs are more cost-effective gfarernments in providing basic social
services, are better able to reach the poor, aackey players in democratization processes
(Edwards and Hulme, 1996; Mackintosh, 1992). Humaaian spending has risen significantly,
reaching almost $17 billion in 2010, and this agathe backdrop of the global economic crisis.
As always in humanitarian crisis, much of this mpie spent in chaotic circumstances where
financial infrastructure and systems of governntentl to be weak and levels of corruption high.
At the same time, the media has become more drdiwd its reach wider. It is not surprising
9



therefore that donors— both public and private e lolding humanitarian organizations to

account for using funds as efficiently and effeelyvas possible.

NGO accountability issues are complex primarilyswese of the ambiguous situation in which
NGOs exist. Essentially intermediary organizatidhsy engage with multiple stakeholders with
diverse demands (Jordan and van Tuijl, 2006; O’'DwW§607). Funding and other resources are
often provided for locally based service-deliveiMany international INGOs raise funds
primarily in developed nations and distribute thégseugh their local operations in developing
nations. Local NGOs and the local operations of @$QGherefore act as an interface between

international donors and local beneficiaries.

NGOs face the competing demands of multiple stakieln® more acutely and regularly than do
private firms in the issues of accountability. Nmjg1996) has observed that NGOs are
accountable to multiple actors: to donors, to d¢fienand to themselves. NGO-donor
accountability or “upward” accountability usuallyefers to relationships with donors,

foundations, and governments and is often focusethe “spending of designated moneys for
designated purposes” (Edwards and Hulme, 1996). MGcuntability to beneficiaries refers

primarily to relationships with “groups to whom NGQ@rovide services” although it may also
include communities or regions indirectly impactdNGO programs (Najam, 1996). This has
also been termed “downward” accountability (Edwaadd Hulme, 1996). The third category of
accountability articulated by Najam concerns NG@antselves. This internal accountability
includes an NGO'’s responsibility to its mission astdff, which includes decision-makers as
well as field-level implementers.

2.3 The Global Trend in NGO Accountability

As NGOs grow in importance on the internationaledlepment scene accountability has become
increasingly important topic. The growing influenoé NGOs requires that stakeholders in
humanitarian work start carefully examining trangpay and accountability issues to the
beneficiaries (Pareena and Sheila, 2009). In 18@syards and Hulme framed the debate on
NGO accountability in their book “NGOs -Performarared Accountability”. They concluded:

“Despite the complexities and uncertainties invdlvell agree that the current state of NGO
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accountability is unsatisfactory”. “Improving perfeance-assessment and accountability is not
an optional extra for NGOs: it is central to thaontinued existence as independent
organizations with a mission to pursue” (Edwardd Blulme, 1995).Jonathan, Fox and David
(1998) in the book “The Aid Chain” presents dethileesearch on the mechanisms of
accountability that are currently widespread in M@&O sector, and the effect they have on
development practice on the ground. She describdsmacure between the languages of
accountability upwards (e.g. to donors) — projdanping, indicators and impact assessment —
and the reality of fieldwork that is actually untien.

The debate on ‘downward accountability’ is rooted d different discourse, including in
particular the literature on participation. Themedownward accountability describes the extent
to which an NGO is accountable to those lower sdfd chain, generally to organizations that
receive funds or to intended beneficiaries. Itfteroused loosely, to describe the extent to which
the NGO is transparent about its actions, andnisstend responds to those lower down the aid
chain, involving them in decision-making (Jacobsd awilford, 2009). The purpose of
‘downward accountability’ is to release power todé further down the aid chain, for example
from an NGO to its intended beneficiaries. Withaegto the evolution of NGO accountability
practices and their implications on NGOs, Song@®{2 finds that the effort of creating a more
proactive environment for NGO accountability is dissect the different levels at which

accountability needs to be promoted.

Lloyd and de las Casas, (2005) investigate NGOrsgiilation and its impact on enforcing and
balancing accountability. They argue that incregsiisibility and increasing criticism, among
other factors, have led to growing pressure on N@&COse more accountable, both from within
and outside of the sector. It is safe to assuntentibat agencies do not answer to the people they
try to assist. Nonetheless, there were signs aw fitoe year 2000 that the humanitarian
community was beginning to face the problem of aotability more squarely. Several

important studies stressed the link between aetaffeness and accountability (Nicholas, 2005).
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2.4 The Somalia NGO Accountability

History has shown that outsiders engaged in Somdaliaot make themselves accountable, nor
are they held accountable by others. Ever since Glodd War, Somalia has been an
‘accountability-free zone’, with donors, businessasl agencies and freebooters playing out
their agendas, and with plenty of self-interestein&li gatekeepers willing to indulge them.
Unprincipled engagement with Somalia has contrithugggnificantly to the humanitarian
collapse we are now seeing. What are lacking atttine are transparent, consistent and even-
handed measures which can be applied to everyormeatke them accountable to the one
constituency that has to date been ignored — argiBamalis. In recent time Somalia NGOs
have tried to enhance accountability through puaguHAP certification (retrieved on
01/05/2013 fronwww.reliefweb.int/country/som

The evolution of NGO accountability practice in themalia follows practically the same pattern
as the global trend. It focuses on accountabilitydbnors and beneficiaries. Somalia has the
highest number of NGO providing the basic servicethe population and this happened after
the fall of Said Barre government in 1991. There tavo factors that led to this and the first
obvious factor is the collapse of the Somalia tngtn thus basic services were unavailable to
most Somalis. The second major factor is the déumds that flooded the country from donors
that wanted to provide assistance to avert hunraamtecrisis. Gonzalez (2011) states that
Official Development Assistance flows to the Somalbntinued to rise every year from US$
908 million in 1991, reaching a peak of US$ 2,728ion, the tenth largest recipient of official
humanitarian aid in 2010. Because of these tweessSNGOs became a choice channel of donor
funds to Somalia (Abella and Dimalanta, 2003). Templexity of the situation in which
Somalia NGOs have been operating in and inundatiaonor funding had a damaging impact
on NGO existence and operations. Donors are laitbeaccountability requirements because

their mandate is to “push” funds towards NGOs.

There is so much money to disburse that many doam@smore concerned about moving the
funds to meet disbursement targets than accoufarfgnds disbursed. On the other hand, most
NGOs do not bother about accountability becausg #me more predisposed to chasing after

funds. Also some donors were quite loose with actiog of funds during the Said Barre

12



regime, preferring not to know if their funds wedreing used to resist the dictator (Abella and
Dimalanta, 2003). Government did not bother withi&ccountability because the institution
responsible for pushing for accountability had &p#ed. One of the biggest consequences of the
weak environment for accountability during the efadonor funding abundance is the lack

beneficiaries’ accountability among Somalia NGOs.

However due to coordinated efforts by United Natmission in Somalia for NGOs to show
beneficiaries’ accountability and the need to stiesvimpact of humanitarian aid, most NGOs in
Somalia have been seeking HAP certification. Thss & as result of global trend of increased
NGOs accountability. Most agencies operating in 8l@anare international NGOs who have
been actively been seeking HAP certification aretdfore the need to apply HAP principles in
programme in different countries of operations rigged on 01/05/2013 from

www.reliefweb.int/country/som

2.5 HAP Standard Requirements

The Humanitarian Accountability Partnership intéio@al has developed standards for
accountability with HAP 2010 edition being the Etgersion. Humanitarian organizations can
apply for membership of HAP, which involves a cortmant to principles of accountability. For
those agencies wishing to confirm they are applying HAP Accountability and Quality
Management Standard, can request a quality assueanlit and if successful be certified. There
are six HAP benchmarks, measured through 19 regemés in the accountability and quality
management standard. The benchmarks cover accdiimtabmmitments to all stakeholders,
but are primarily focused on beneficiary accouriigbi HAP standard takes beneficiary
accountability to mean how an organization engaggsits ‘beneficiaries’, builds relationships,
and is accountable for results in ways that endddening and improvement towards the
achievement of its mission. The difference of HABn8ard and other initiative of addressing
accountability (e.g. accountability tools) is titadddresses the quality of humanitarian action, as
perceived by key stakeholders. It is also focugEsumission critical" elements of an agency's
humanitarian quality management system and it spamed in accordance with the ISO

guidelines for the development of internationallguananagement standards.
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The key instrument that HAP uses is the HAP stahdahe HAP standard consists of two
sections- The principles of HAP and BenchmarkgtierHAP standard. The HAP principles are:
Humanity which concern for human welfare and resgec the individual. Impartiality:
Providing humanitarian assistance in proportiomeed, and giving priority to the most urgent
needs, without discrimination (including that basembn gender, age, race, disability, ethnic
background, nationality or political, religious,ltwal or organisational affiliation). Neutrality
aiming only to meet human needs and refraining ftaking sides in hostilities or giving
material or political support to parties to an adneenflict. Independence: acting only under the
authority of the organisation’s governing body andline with the organisation’s purpose.
Participation and informed consent: listening aadponding to feedback from crisis-affected
people when planning, implementing, monitoring avdluating programmes, and making sure
that crisis-affected people understand and agrée twe proposed humanitarian action and are
aware of its implications. Duty of care: meetingagnised minimum standards for the well-
being of crisis-affected people, and paying prag@ntion to their safety and the safety of staff.
Witness: reporting when the actions of others hawnegative effect on the well-being of people
in need of humanitarian assistance or protectidfer@edress: enabling crisis-affected people
and staff to raise complaints, and responding efipropriate action. Transparency: being honest
and open in communications and sharing relevamrnmtion, in an appropriate form, with
crisis-affected people and other stakeholders. Qemmntarity, working as a responsible
member of the aid community, co-ordinating with e to promote accountability to, and

coherence for, crisis-affected people.

The HAP 2010 Standard in Accountability and Qualitgnagement indicates six benchmarks.
The first benchmark states about establishing afisleting of commitments. It is also a system
of coordination. The second one talks about thi# stenpetency. HAP believes that increasing
staff competencies also increases empowerment ofganization. The third benchmark is all
about sharing information. The fourth one spedi®utithe participation of the community at
different levels. Fifth is about complaint handlingast is the learning and continual

improvement.
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2.6 Factors Affecting the Implementation of HAP Stadard.

HAP standard is a practical and measurable todl rdgaresents a broad consensus of what
matters most in humanitarian action. The Standaelpshorganizations design, implement,

assess, improve and recognize accountable progranti#d® standard has 6 benchmarks that
organization should comply with for them to be sthdt they are accountable. The Global
Accountability Project framework unpacks accourigbinto four dimensions: transparency,

participation, evaluation, and complaint and resgomechanisms Monica, Lucy de Las Casas
and Robert, 2005). These enable an organizatigiveoan account to, take account of, and be
held to account by, stakeholders; and are a refledf an organization’s proactive or reactive

approach to accountability. To be accountable,rgarozation needs to integrate all dimensions
into its policies, procedures and practice, atlellels and stages of decision-making and

implementation, in relation to key stakeholders.
2.6.1 Staff competency

HAP standard benchmark 2 requires that the orgaoizansures that staffs have competencies
that enable them to meet the organization’s comemtmrhe major drivers of the benchmark on
competent staff are: Ensuring that people withappropriate skills, knowledge, and attitudes
work or the organization, providing optimal sengcd®r crisis-affected communities ensuring
that the people an organization seeks to assigiratected from further danger and exploitation
by aid workers (e.g. sexual exploitation) and eimguthat staff work in an environment where
skill sets are continually improved in order totbeimeet the commitments of the organization
(HAP, 2010).

No matter how good an organization’s managemeriesys or how good their intentions are,
an organization is only as good as its staff. Tommetency of staff will greatly affect the

implementation of HAP standard and by extensiorityuaf services received by crisis-affected
people and determines to what extent the intentdrite organization are reflected in practice.
Good people-management processes are critical godélivery of quality and accountable
services. Competent staffs are essential for amk Wt an organization does. All staff should

have a current job description before they startkwand training should be provided on an
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ongoing basis to ensure that staffs have the riégukills and knowledge. Regular performance

reviews are also important (Wallace, 2009).

HAP standard states that organization seeking tdA¥e certified should respect crisis-affected
communities as this is fundamental attributes irhuananitarian or development worker.
However these need to be matched with the knowleageskills necessary to perform a job
effectively and efficiently. In many circumstancestaff members’ skill sets need to be
developed in accordance with their roles and resipdiies and the commitments of the
organization. Adequate systems need to be in placeecruiting, training, supervising and
supporting staff. In addition, an organization laduty of care towards the people it employs.
HAP benchmark 2 requires organization to clearlfingethe responsibilities and boundaries
within which an employee is supposed to work. Thganization must provide guidance and
oversight so that individuals adhere to its codeconduct at all times and achieves their
professional objectives. If employees’ roles andpomsibilities are not clearly defined, the
organization is at risk of the employee behaving manner that is not consistent with the values
of the organization. It is paramount that the staffle of conduct is understood, signed, and
upheld, making it clear to employees what theie island how they will be held accountable for
their actions (Kilby, 2010).

According to Wield (2008), organizations requiretadie several steps to ensure staffs support
implementation of HAP standard. Step 1: Set upesys; an organization aiming to strengthen
its accountability and the quality of its servigd®uld have a personnel-management system that
takes these priorities into account, ensuring ati@mum to: Keep job descriptions and staff
competency statements up-to-date. Implement a ppesficce management system (i.e. ongoing
verification that staffs are fulfilling their rolprofessionally, effectively and efficiently) that
takes into account the context of the emergencyébipas and the timeframe of the projects.
Appraisal schedules must be flexible enough to cpugects that only last a few months as well
as those that last for years. Develop and impleraérdining plan that covers key general topics
including the organization’s accountability framewoas well as job-specific training needs.
Monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of thesequores. Ensure that its recruitment policy
provides guidance on equal opportunities and neordnination. Step 2: Define staff

Competencies; Organizations should define a coteoSecompetencies that applies to all
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positions within the organization, as well as sfieaets of competencies for different functions
frequently found across the organization, such @sject manager, administrator, finance
officer, logistician, sector specialist, programaifécer and so on. Creating a standardized set of
competencies for each role will facilitate the thpreation of context-specific job descriptions
that take into account variations in these rolgsedding on levels of authority, the nature of the
work, and the project goals and objectives. Stattegrequired competencies necessary for any
role will give a clear indication of the combinatiof skills and experience necessary to perform
a specific function. Competencies are often bradkann into the following categories: Required

knowledge, Professional skills and Personal qeslifiWield, 2008)

Step 3 that organization needs to take according/itdd, 2008, is: Manage performance and
development performance management. This is cetotnaleeting the HAP Standard as well as
Principle 3 of the People in Aid Code. Yet trainingeds can often be overshadowed by busy
schedules, urgent deadlines, and a sense that axthieties are more immediately important.
Organizations should commit to and set up a sydtenapproach to staff development and
performance improvement. This may seem like a dagrnask, but many organizations already
have tools, which may simply need to be refined dadeloped into a coherent performance
support system. It is important to remember thaining can take many forms, for example:
coaching and mentoring — one of the most effectmethods internal training courses
(combination of classroom and practical) extermaining courses, self-teaching — reading

required material and familiarization with guidegand processes used by the organization.

Some ways to keep a performance management systaplesand feasible include the
following: Use the competencies set out in the ¢l@dscription to develop a self-assessment
checklist which staff members can complete. Thil alliow their supervisor or line manager to
ascertain how confident they feel about their raentify what training they require, and agree
on a plan for staff development. Ensure that marsalgeow how to use varied means to verify
people’s skills and knowledge, including by obsegvithem, reviewing their work output,
interviewing colleagues and the people the orgdéioizaassisted, and through formal and
informal appraisals. Make certain that managersatgpgderformance assessment lists with their
employees and deal with any gaps before the neptaegal. It is the responsibility of the

organization to monitor and evaluate that thesecgs®es are occurring and to ensure that
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managers are trained to carry out appraisals amgeaperformance. Step 4: Keep records. A
minimum amount of recording-keeping is essentihisTs to protect the people the organization
assists, staff, and the organization. Record-keepirsures continuity, improves communication,

and facilitates good planning (Wield, 2008).

There are weakness in staff capacity that have igesrified that affect implementation of HAP
Benchmarks. In a study done in Turkana Kenya, Sexe@md Thomas (2009) noted that staffs
feel unclear about information sharing with comntiesi Staff reported they rarely had clear
guidance on what information to provide to affectednmunities and how to provide it. Only
30% of respondents said they were aware of whatrnmdtion to share, and only 30% were
aware of what information was not supposed to laeesh Staffs also identified the challenges of
language barriers and access to communities, simast beneficiaries’ semi illiterate for
example the nomadic—pastoralist and move constamidking it difficult to share information
effectively. In addition, staff said they were mwbvided with clear guidance on how to use the
information and feedback received from affected wmmities. Concerning information
provision, staff respondents felt that agency pedi@and guidelines were inaccessible, sometimes
in a language they did not understand or ‘too texhn They requested clarification as to the
relevance of these policies and guidelines to twerk, and that the relevant polices should be

translated into local languages (Sweeney et ab9R0

Sweeney et a(2009), in the same study in Turkana Kenya notat staff perceives inadequate
understanding of needs approximately 70 percestadf respondents across both locations said
they had clear guidelines and processes for congultith the community during the project
cycle. However, they also felt that more effort wldobe invested in needs-based programming
instead of donor-driven projects that resulted a@asl impact or misdirected aid. They cited
instances of malnourished children being provideth wnaize, drought-affected communities
given dry foods to cook when they had no acceswdter, and food baskets that were not
appropriate to the context. They said that the mealds of affected communities had to be better
understood, and that aid should be delivered aswylsd They acknowledged challenges,
including a lack of commitment by some organizatiom achieve greater levels of participation
and a language barrier that prevented effective nonicate with communities. They also

observed that reports of ‘lessons learned’, momtpand evaluation, and the outcomes of non-
18



participation were rarely shared with staff to h#lpm learn and improve. They requested that
participation be prioritized, and that time be take identify the real needs of the community,
rather than programmes being undertaken based oceiped needs determined by the
organization. Staff also stressed the need for @gerto undertake joint programming with

communities if community projects are to be susthia (Sweeney et al., 2009).
2.6.2 Sharing of information.

HAP benchmark 2 which is related to the sharinghidrmation states: The agency shall make
the following information publicly available to mmded beneficiaries, disaster-affected
communities, agency staff and other specified $taklkers: (a) organisational background; (b)
humanitarian accountability framework; (c) humanéa plan; (d) progress reports; and (e)

complaints handling procedures (HAP, 2010).

The role and importance of effective communicatwith crisis-affected people have grown
significantly in recent years, driven by the pretdtion of accountability initiatives within the
humanitarian sector, the changing role of mediaebigment organisations as providers of
humanitarian information and the explosion in infiation and communication technology (ICT)
in crisis-affected countries. The growing recogmitiof the importance of communication in
disaster response has prompted an upsurge in gigngs publications and initiatives aimed at
better understanding the potential of broadcastianadd new technologies to improve how
agencies communicate with their beneficiaries aunlimately, enhance the quality and
accountability of humanitarian assistance (RetdeMey 13" 2013 fromhttp://www.ifrc.org.

In 2004, the international humanitarian responseh® Indian Ocean tsunami was widely
criticised for its failure to communicate adequateith affected people and national and local
actors. According to the Tsunami Evaluation Caatit(TEC), ‘poor information flow [was]
undoubtedly the biggest source of dissatisfactammger and frustration among affected people’
(Telford, Cosgrave and Houghto2006). Telford et al., (2006) notes that most orzmions
responding to Indian Ocean Tsunami were not HAHRfiegl and hence they did not have a clear
process of sharing information. Six years latee, ltaiti earthquake response marked the first

large-scale application of new technologies to ndlalogue between relief agencies and crisis-
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affected people, including crowd-sourcing and ptgecombining mobile phone, digital and
radio technologies, demanding new forms of collabon between the local media, technology
companies and international humanitarian orgamsat{Nelson Sigal, and Zambran®012).
According to Nelson et al, (2012) this is the sgmeod that HAP certification had picked up
and most NGOs responding to Haiti earthquake wek® Idertified or were in the process of
certification. Complying with HAP benchmark 1 wabketefore attributed to improving

communication with the beneficiaries.

Experience in past disaster responses has showeatmanunication with affected populations is
a critical aspect of operational delivery, imprayitransparency and accountability, ensuring
effective service delivery and achieving meaningatticipation and the delivery of information

as a form of assistance in its own right (Worldd3ier Report, 2005).

As research by the Humanitarian Accountability Renship (HAP) and others has identified,
few agencies communicate meaningfully with affectedmmunities, including sharing
information and listening to those they are seekioghelp Humanitarian (Humanitarian
Accountability Report, 2010). After each major diga of the modern era, humanitarian
organizations have reaffirmed a critical lessonodg@ommunication is essential to effective

coordination.

One case study done during response during Haiticgeake response some agencies succeeded
in developing effective camp-based communicatistiesys which indicates that this is possible
even in a complex operating environment like H&ime such model was developed at Annex de
la Marie, a camp in Port au Prince managed by nkerrdational Federation of Red Cross and
Red Crescent Societies (IFRC). Working specificaltythe issue of shelter, IFRC was only able
to provide transitional shelters for around 350tloé 800 families in the camp, and the
communications strategy aimed to explain to resgl@&rho would qualify for shelter, how the
process worked, how to complain if people felt tHegd been wrongly assessed and the
alternative assistance available for people whondidqualify. The agency used notice boards,
written information about the process, communityetitgys, a helpline run by a staffed call
centre (outsourced to a private company), commtinitdiaison staff, sound trucks and public

announcements to launch the shelter initiative. djygroach addressed the information needs of
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the affected community, met transparency and adebiity requirements and helped to
mitigate conflict and build trust through dialogu@Retrieved May 13, 2013 from

http://www.ifrc.org.

As a result of these efforts, camp residents — hdu initially accused IFRC of attempting to
deprive them of shelter and threatened to obstroastruction — became supportive of the
shelter initiative. During a visit by InfoasAID, taam formed by DFID to assist in improving
communication with crisis-affected communities,ideats expressed their satisfaction with the
level of information they had received and theigagement with IFRC. They were particularly
appreciative of the helpline; even people who haslen used it felt reassured that it was
available. IFRC staff working at the site also coemted that the communications support had
helped to improve relations with the community,léarust, mitigate against conflict and create
an environment in which project implementation &onction) was possible. IFRC call centre
data suggests that the communication process angptportunities for communication — not just
the information — were very important to camp resig. Satisfaction levels with the call centre
(ranging from 85% in one survey to 100% in anothveeye higher than with IFRC itself. An
independent evaluation of the IFRC beneficiary camications programme found that 85% of
those surveyed were happy with the service. IFR(T stterviewed also felt that the support
provided by the communications unit had been vadjaénd had helped create a conducive
environment for the project. In terms of operati@miag good communications, the experience
of IFRC and other agencies that used the same tapehstructure stands in contrast to those
organisations that tried to implement communicaiamrk without adequate technical expertise
or support. This includes organisations whose ngaimmunications objective was to improve
transparency and accountability (HAP 2010). Severglanisations in Haiti made laudable
efforts to introduce transparency and accountghdtita very early stage, hiring dedicated staff
and placing this work at the heart of their operai response.

Ebrahim (2003) in his study for Haiti earthquaksep@nse noted that NGOs that were HAP
certified established a camp-based humanitariaouatability system within five weeks of the

disaster, which included camp liaison staff anchpléor bulletin boards and complaints boxes.
Its approach, TearFund HAP certified NGO, was irapnge in many ways. To ensure that the

Haiti team developed and built on the agency’s wiorlother contexts, a staff member with
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relevant experience who had managed accountablBBwhere was recruited, and support was
provided by HAP. The team, initially known as Camaison and initially led by a Haitian staff
member who was a trained psychologist, started wonkid-February. It was specifically tasked
with talking to camp residents, implementing feeskband complaints systems and advocating

within the agency on the residents’ behalf.

The Haiti experience confirms that effective comiations can enhance all aspects of
humanitarian work, including transparency and aotaility, public education and information
and service delivery. The best way to achieve ithi® establish a well-resourced, dedicated
communications capacity, including technical spests to ensure that communications work is
well designed and implemented, and to train andpeudpoperational staff across the
organisation. Key to this is the recognition théiéeive communication with communities is a
specific and important technical area of work, safgafrom PR or external relations. In Haiti,
this tended to involve recruitment of internationammunications experts, but in other contexts
there may be opportunities to source such expddely. Because communications is a social

and cultural process international expertise alsnumlikely to be sufficient (Ebrahim, 2003).
2.6.3 Complaints and feedback mechanism.

Benchmark 5 of HAP 2010 standard states that: Tdeney shall establish and implement
complaints-handling procedures that are effectoeessible and safe for intended beneficiaries,

disaster-affected communities, agency staff, hutagan partners and other specified bodies.

Offering beneficiaries a channel through which tieap provide feedback and raise complaints
about the assistance they receive is generallydedaby humanitarian agencies as an important
part of being accountable. In spite of this, a clamps mechanism (CM) understood as a
formalised system addressing grievances is a velgtinew concept within the general

humanitarian sphere.

Complaints are directly associated to the commitm@made by an organization, in terms of

what and how it promises to deliver assistancegwg support. People on the receiving end of

assistance and support have the right to complatandards are not being met, if assistance is

not appropriate to them or are not as promisedheémtby implementing organisations or there
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are serious breaches of codes of conduct. A forpahplaint demands a response and an
organisation receiving a complaint has a duty spoad to the complainant. People wishing to
make a complaint or raise a concern will only dofsbey have confidence that complaints will
be dealt with promptly, fairly and without risk tbemselves or others. The fear of retaliation
(getting back at a person for complaining) can eaingm a concern that they or their community
will be excluded from receiving aid by the orgatiiza, to the fear that they will be personally
persecuted for complaining. In some situations eamflict or volatile contexts, this may be
particularly acute and needs careful consideratidn.properly established Complaints
Mechanism provides a safe opportunity for the Iqgoapulation and the beneficiaries to raise
valid concerns and to have concerns addressedtivbjgagainst a standard set of rules, resting

in the values and commitments of the agency (Retdéay £'2013 fromwww.drc.dk/con).

In one study commissioned by CAFOD on complaintschmaism and beneficiaries’
accountability, staff also noted that, in practitke perceived focus of transparency and
accountability on feedback and complaints managémad also led to a strong emphasis on
collecting information from disaster survivors,hrat than on proactive information sharing with
affected communities (for example about the orgdias, its plans and what it is able and not
able to do). This was also felt to be an imbaladogestaff. As one international staff member
commented: ‘If we had proactively shared informatraore, we wouldn’t have got a lot of the
feedback that we did. A lot of the feedback wasdasestions about who we were and what we
were doing. If we had told them about areas of $oand selection criteria, for example, we
would have pre-empted a lot of that. We quicklyliseal this was a gap’ (Retrieved Maj'2

www.cafod.org.uk

2.6.4 Beneficiaries participation

Benchmark 3 states that the agency shall enablefibemies and their representatives to
participate in program decisions and seek theorméd consent. The participation measures of
populations assisted by humanitarian agencies stipgdhem is now widely accepted as crucial
to effective social targeting, resource utilisafi@ecountability, sustainability and impact. For
some participation is also a fundamental right gizenship, essential in the context of

humanitarian emergencies for survival, self-protect and self-actualisation. As such,
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beneficiaries participation has become a centrattef policy for a number of humanitarian
agencies globally, is incorporated into many missigtatements and in some cases is
constitutionally enshrined (HAP, 2010).

There is a major literature on beneficiaries’ gapttion in aid interventions invoking a wide
variety of interpretations and definitions. In tkisidy, beneficiaries’ participation is understood
as the engagement of affected populations in onemore phases of the project cycle:
assessment; design; implementation; monitoring; evaluation. This engagement can take a
variety of forms. The various facets of participatiinclude information sharing, consultation,
the contribution of manual labour and other skillsyolvement in decision-making and/or
resource control. These facets of participationcdien taken to represent increasing gradations

of engagement in humanitarian measures (Andre aima, 2003).

Two useful examples of how more meaningful paréitigm can be built into large and complex
development projects are provided by Howard-Grab(@800), who reviewed a pair of USAID-
funded projects carried out by Save the Children a8 Johns Hopkins University. Both
projects aimed to increase community participatrohealth care in Latin America by building
partnerships between service providers and clidifts. projects involved communities not only
in assessing services but, equally crucially, ivetlgping service goals and objectives in
collaboration with service providers. One projent,Bolivia, established a health information
system which utilizes simple forms, community magos] easy-to-understand graphics to assist
community members and service providers in joimigking decisions, setting priorities, and
monitoring progress. The second project, in Pegarned from previous findings that “a major
barrier to clients utilization of reproductive hitatare services is how health care providers treat
them.” As a result, the project emphasized diabdpetween clients and service providers in
order to identify priorities and strategies to gase community use and ownership of public
health services. While actual citizen control obath of these projects was limited, these
examples demonstrate that it is possible to devetdigborative arrangements between NGOs,
government agencies, and communities in a manrardilves citizens considerable leverage
over development interventions. Actual sharing @iver, however, would require both of these
projects to go even further - not only by requirgiglogue and open access to all project-related
information, but also by enabling communities targhin programmatic and financial decision-
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making through voting membership on key decisiodié® and even by recruiting community
members into management staff (Smith-Sreen, 2008).

Field research carried out as part of The Globaldyton the Participation of Affected
Populations by Andre et al. (2003), highlights teasons and motivations for NGOs engaging in
participatory processes with affected populatidfisst reason is moral duty: Participation is,
above all, about demonstrating respect for membieasfected populations, by recognising their
right to have a say in choices that impact on thees. For some, participation of affected
populations is defined as a right. In study doné€alombia, participation is considered to be
both a duty and a right of citizenship. Civil sdagie-via CBOs and NGOs, church organisations
and committees for internally displaced personsPé]) for instance—actively partakes in
humanitarian action, whether by instigating andigtésg its own interventions or by
participating in those of external actors. Locaimoaunities have been known to refuse to be
involved in the activities of international aid argsations in cases where they were not

consulted.

The other reason still according to Andre et &003) is for improving quality of programme:
Humanitarian action formulated with affected popiolas is often better adapted to the needs
and the local context. As a result, it is more vaid, efficient and effective. Involving the
affected population from the outset establishesvallof ownership that will help to increase the
intervention’s chance of success and its longente@onnectedness and/or sustainability.
Organisations involved in an IDP resettlement paiogne in Huambo Province, Angola, held
extensive consultations with people that had begplated. They discovered that their primary
criteria for resettlement included the ability twel alongside members of their original
community, in conditions that resembled those efrthome villages, and to have access to land
in order to produce food. They were even readywmih areas that were not completely safe—to
avoid living in camps. Humanitarian organisatioedpked these IDPs to negotiate access to land
so as to build ‘temporary villages’. This was judge be a successful experience, in relation to
the larger IDP camps, since the ‘new villages’ dad require external management, had fewer
social problems, and generated some food of their o
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Participation also gives a voice to traditionallanginalised groups and individuals: Engaging
marginalised groups can help to increase theiridente to speak out, to take decisions and to
act, as well as to reduce discrimination. Partiogmathat empowers individuals to represent
themselves can have a positive impact on theitysgkmowledge of individual and collective
rights and increased capacity to negotiate witlhaities, for example). However not everyone
agrees that participation of beneficiaries is inor to helping achieve beneficiaries
accountability. According to Kaiser and Simon (2010 a study commissioned by ALNAe
general belief is that there are some circumstancegich participation is not appropriate or
desirable, e.g. in the acute phase of the emergehey there are high rates of mortality and
morbidity and it is obvious what needs doing. Hoamr\even if the decision about what to
provide is not made in a participatory manner, éffective distribution requires some level of

participation by beneficiaries.

Another issue that deserves consideration is theneto which particular types of investigation,
participation and social learning might resultass of time and introduce inefficiencies into the
programme. It may also be that agencies are relutdause participatory approaches for fear of
generating unrealisable expectations. For exampl&outh Sudan, beneficiaries of tools and
seeds requested some agencies to give them tiseatoehd of the seeds so that they had enough
time to work in their fields. Invariably, the agéex stated that they were not prepared to do the
double distribution this request would involve. Almer issue is whether some forms of
participation are disruptive to community relationgderms of say, gender and the local political

economy (Kaiser et al., 2010).

2.7 Theoretical Framework

The research will be based on the principles ofb&lcAccountability Project (GAP) model
which considers accountability to have four dimensi These are transparency, participation,
evaluation, and complaint and response mechaniBhesmodel asserts that to be accountable,
an organization needs to integrate these four ddioam into its policies, procedures and
practices, at all levels and stages of decisioningaknd implementation, in relation to both
internal and external stakeholders (Monica, 2008 GAP model is also consistent with the 6

benchmarks as outlined in the HAP standard.
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2.8 Conceptual Framework

Conceptual framework is a hypothesized model ifi@gng the concepts under study and their
relationship (Mugenda and Mugenda 2003). It sholes relationship between the variables

under investigation and their interdependencies.

A conceptual framework developed for this studyvehidhe relationship of the factors which
affect the implementation of Humanitarian AccouiltabPartnership (HAP) Standard in Non-
Governmental Organizations. The dependent variablethis study is HAP standard
implementation. The independent variables in thig\ysare four which are the factors that affect
implementation of HAP standard. These are staffpmiency, information sharing, complaints
and feedback mechanism and beneficiaries’ partiopa Other factors that can affect
beneficiaries accountability include organizaticapability inform of structures, and systems
already in place in the organization and the acthility culture which is Attitudes, values and
beliefs system of the organization. These have lseemmarized in conceptual framework as

shown in Figure 1.
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Independent Variables

1. Staff competency.
» Knowledge and skills
» Experience

Moderating Variables

2. Sharing of information.
» Ease of access
* Availability of IEC
materials
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q------------------
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ideas
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Implementation of HAP
standard

A valid HAP
certificate
Beneficiaries
accountability
achieved

H

Accountability culture:
Attitudes, values and beliefs
system of the organization

Figure 1: Conceptual framework
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2.9 Knowledge Gap

A recurring lesson among those highlighted by HARited NGOs is that implementation of
the HAP Principles or the Standard leads to an ovgut relationship between the NGO and the
community and increases the likelihood that theggamme will be effective and achieve its
objective. Whilst these experiences do not protae'proof’ that improved accountability leads
to improved programme quality and outcomes, thé ttaat they are so frequently reported by
HAP members does point o the existence of someafdrtirtuous relationship’ (Eyben and
Ferguson, 2004). This study will contribute to ralreg the nature of this relationship and the
conditions under which is produces the optimum benein relation to beneficiary
accountability.

NGOs are operating in a very different politicaVieonment to the one that existed a decade
ago. Whereas in the past they have been able itm theat good intentions and moral values
provided a sufficient basis for accountability,iea@singly these claims are being questioned. The
issue of NGO accountability however, is complex.OEheed to be accountable to multiple sets
of stakeholders that each play an integral roleheir operations: donors provide the funds,
governments the legal legitimacy, supporters pmvittir money and time, and beneficiaries the
purpose and legitimacy. Yet, it would be unreatisti expect INGOs to be equally accountable
to each of these groups. There needs to priofitizaHow an INGO prioritizes its stakeholders
should be guided by its mission and values. Furstedy need to be done accountability in

relation to other stakeholders other than to berafes alone.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction

This chapter outlines the research methodologywiaat used in the study. It is discussed under
the following sub-topics; research design, targgiypation, sampling procedure, data collection
methods and procedures, instrumentation, relighalitd validity of data collection instruments,

operational definition of variables, methods ofedabalysis and ethical considerations.
3.2 Research Design

This study used descriptive survey design. A dpses survey describes the state of affairs of
an occurrence as it exists. A survey is an attémpbllect data from members of a population in
order to determine the current status of that petprt with respect to one or more variables
(Mugenda and Mugenda, 1999). It involves systematidt comprehensive study of a particular
community, group or organization with a view of Baag a social problem and presentation of

recommendations for its solution (Ahuja, 2001).

The study analyzed the key factors that influemsplémentation of HAP standard as found in
the benchmark of HAP 2010 standard. The researokestigated whether Norwegian Church
Aid is meeting these elements when implementing I8fdAdard. The elements of HAP standard
that were investigated are staff competency, in&tiom sharing, feedback and complaints

mechanism and participation of beneficiaries.
3.3 Target Population

Target population refers to the entire group ofivithbals or objects to which a researcher is
interested in generalizing the conclusions (Bedtkahn, 1989). A population can be defined as
an entire set of relevant units of analysis or diitean be referred to as the aggregate of all the

cases that conform to some designated set of ggmhs. Borg and Gall (1989) argues that the
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target population are all the members of a reahypothetical set of population, events or
objective to which a researcher wishes to generdlie results of the study. Target population is
considered as the population to which a reseamghgts to generalize the results of the study. In
this study, the target population was drawn fromgpamme staffs involved in HAP standard
implementation at NCA Nairobi office, NCA field ades at Gedo, Garowe and Mogadishu. The
80 programme staffs involved in implementation dhRHstandard at NCA in the mentioned

offices formed the target population.

3.4 Sample Size and Sampling Procedure

A sample is a finite part of a statistical popwatiwhose properties are studied to gain
information about the whole (Webster, 1985). laigroup in a research on which information is
obtained. When dealing with people, it can be @efias a set of respondents (people) selected
from a larger population for the purpose of a syun&ampling is the process of selecting the

sample of individuals who will participate as pafrthe study.

Krejcie and Morgan (1970) developed a table(Appeni) that guides the sample selection
process in research. This research adopted thel mogigested by the two researchers. From this
model, a sample size of 66 is adequate for a tagailation of 80. The researcher used the total
number of all programme staffs as the populationgi then used the model developed by the
two researchers to get the sample size (S). Tleareser then got the ratios of the staffs in each
project office, in comparison to the total of ssafforking for NCA Somalia programme so as to
get the number of staffs in each project site wioald participate in the research. The sample
size in this study was 66 as shown in appendixTiile sampling units were obtained through
simple random sampling technique where each sampie had an equal chance of being

selected.

3.5 Data collections procedures

This study utilized the questionnaires, as the rdaia collection method. Naremo (2002) argues

that the questionnaires condenses all the authéatécagainst the question in it and is free from
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distortion at the time of analysis. The sentimdijtdNaremo (2002) are supported by Mugenda
and Mugenda (1999) who emphasizes on the use sfigaeaires for survey designs.

The researcher visited all the four offices for NCGomalia programme collected both
guantitative and qualitative data from the staffSng questionnaires and observations. The
guestionnaires had both closed and open endediaue$bcusing on the four objectives under
study. The researcher also undertook a focusedpgdmcussions with key staffs who were

involved in implementation of HAP to add human dirsien to impersonal data.

3.6 Research Instruments

The research instruments that were used are gneatres, focused group discussions and
observations. The questionnaires contained bo#edland open ended questions. In open-ended
guestions the respondents were given room to explair answers in detail. Closed-ended
guestions were refined using Arbitrary and Likesales or made a choice of “Yes” or “No”
answers. Observation method was also used whereesearcher visited various project sites
where NCA is operational and checked the availgbdf documented procedure for dealing
with beneficiaries’ complaints, template for shgrinformation and presence of accountability
framework in the organization notice boards foumgroject sites. Observation was an important
guide to both quantitative and qualitative reseaFdtused group discussions were carried out
with key staffs who were involved in HAP standamgplementation. Information obtained from
observations and focused discussions were usetigiogthen the responses obtained from the

guestionnaires.

3.7 Validity of Data Collection Instruments

Validity refers to the appropriateness, meaningfsth and usefulness of the inferences a
researcher makes. It is the strength of our commgsinferences or propositions. More formally,
Cook and Campbell (1979) define it as the “bestlalvle approximation to the truth or falsity of
a given inference, proposition or conclusion. Adoog to Mugenda and Mugenda (1999),

validity is the degree to which a test measurestvithaurports to measure. It enables the
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researcher to remove irrelevant, biased and ambggoestions hence promoting validity.

Validity of instruments refers to the accuracy ritya soundness, suitability, meaningfulness or
technical soundness of the research instrumentidrstudy, validity was achieved through pilot
study where the irrelevant items were removed. &dlgothe instrument was given to a peer for

review and comments and lastly the supervisorddhér review and technical input.
3.8 Reliability of Data Collection Instruments

Reliability is the consistency of your measurementt,the degree to which an instrument
measures the same way each time it is used unelsathe condition with the same subjects. In
short, it is the repeatability of your measureménmeasure is considered reliable if a person’s
score on the same test given twice is similars iimportant to remember that reliability is not

measured; it is estimated (Mustonen and Vehkala8€7).

The split-half technique, according to Babbie (2010as used to test the reliability of the
instrument. Responses were divided using odd nwsrioerone set and even numbers for the
other set. The reliability coefficient was thenatdated using the Spearman-Brown prophecy

formula as indicated here below:

2 X reliability for 3 tests

Reliability of the overall test = —— i
1 + reliability for ; tests

The calculated reliability coefficient was 0.82 winiis within acceptable range according to
Babbie (2010).

3.9 Techniques of Data Analysis

This study generated both quantitative and qualéadata. The completed questionnaires were
edited to ensure that they were complete and tlgbrourhe qualitative data from open ended

guestions was coded to enable quantitative analysis coded data and the quantitative data
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was analyzed using descriptive statistics. StasistiPackage for Social Sciences (SPSS) was
used to analyze data in order to establish relglipnbetween the variables. The type of analysis
that the researcher used is descriptive statigiitte the level of analysis isroportions.Writing

was done using Microsoft word and findings presgimeables.
3.10 Ethical Considerations

Prior to embarking on the study, the researchegtgowritten permission from the concerned
authorities. The questionnaire was approved bystipervisor before being used in the research.
The participants were informed of the purpose ofigtand assured of confidentiality. No names

were required on the questionnaire and participatias voluntary.
3.11 Operational Definition of Variables

A variable is an empirical property that can take br more values. It is any property that can
change, either in quantity or quality (Mugenda &hdyenda, 1999).

A dependent variable is a variable whose outcomgemi#s on the manipulation of the
independent variables (Allen et all995). In this study the dependent variable was
implementation of HAP standard. Independent véian the other hand is a variable that is
manipulated to cause changes in the dependenblaria this study the independent variables
were staff competency, Sharing information, fee@#bamnd complaints mechanism and

beneficiaries participation

Moderating variables behaves like the independeaiable in that it has a significant
contributory or contingent effect on the relatioipshetween the dependent and the independent
variable (Allen et al., 1995). In this study the decating variable were Accountability
capabilities i.e. structures mechanisms, policiad aystems of accountability. Intervening
variable is a variable that might affect the relaship of the dependent and independent

variables but it is difficult to measure or to dbe nature of their influence. In this study the
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intervening variables were accountability cultur Attitudes, values and beliefs of staff that

support accountable behavior

An operational definition describes how the varasdhre measured and defined within the study.
It is a description of a variable, term or objetterms of the specific process or set of valigatio
tests used to determine its presence and qualttisygenerally designed to model a conceptual
definition. Nominal scales will used to investig#te various variables in the study (Allen et al.,
1995).
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Table 3.1: Operational definition of variables

RESEARCH VARIABLE TYPE OF INDICATORS MEASURES OF DATA COLLECTION LEVEL TYPE OF LEVEL OF
OBJECTIVES VARIABLE INDICATORS METHOD OF ANALYSIS ANALYSIS
SCALE

To determine how | Staff Independent |« Knowledge and skills » Personnel files » Questionnaire Nominal Descriptive Proportions
staff competency | competency variable « Experience « Signed staff code of « Observation statistics
affect » Documented personnel conduct and related | Records
implementation of files policies
HAP standard
To assess how Sharing of Independent |« Ease of access » Documents on process|s Questionnaire Nominal Descriptive Proportions
information information variable « Presence of IEC materials| of sharing information |« Records statistics
sharing affect in the project site « Number of IEC
implementation of « Documented process of | materials in circulation
HAP standard. sharing information in the project site

* Information sharing * Frequency of activities

activities held of sharing information
To assess how Complaints and| Independent |« Presence of complaints [» Documented complainte Questionnaire Nominal Descriptive Proportions
complaints and feedback variable handling procedure handling procedure |+ Observation statistics
feedback mechanism « Frequency of use » Number of complaints |« Records
mechanism affect « Confidentiality received from
implementation of stakeholders
HAP standard. - Ease of access of
organization
complaints box

To determine how | Beneficiaries Independent |« Frequency of consultation|» Attendance of * Questionnaire Nominal Descriptive Proportions
beneficiaries participation variable + Adoption of beneficiaries | beneficiaries in « Observation statistics

participation affect
the implementation
of HAP standard

ideas

Opportunities for
beneficiaries to participate
in activities
implementation

assessment meetings
* Number of beneficiaries
participated in
activities
implementation

* Records
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION
4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the data analysis, presemtaimd interpretation of research findings
obtained from the participants from all the fowatgins Nairobi, Gedo, Mogadishu and Garowe.
The findings of this study generated enough infdionawhich effectively answered the research
guestions. The survey focused on assessing thergacdhfluencing implementation of

Humanitarian Accountability Partnership standar8i®Os.
4.2 Response Rate

This study was conducted in four duty stationshef Norwegian Church Aid i.e. Nairobi, Gedo,
Mogadishu and Garowe. A total of 66 questionnaivese administered randomly to the staffs.
Out of these, 57 were successfully collected irttgaan 86.7% response rate. The response rate

per office is as shown in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Questionnaires return rate

Questionnaires Questionnaires Percentage

S/No.  Office Issued Returned (%)
1 Nairobi coordination office 26 25 96.2
2 Gedo field office 19 14 73.7
3 Garowe field office 14 12 85.7
4 Mogadishu liaison office 7 6 85.7
Total 66 S7 86.4
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4.3 Descriptive Characteristics of the Respondents

The general characteristics of the staffs who ggdted in the study are as cross-tabulated in
Table 4.2.

Table 4.2: General characteristics of the respondés

Gender Job Position
Duty Station Male Eemale Programme Project Programme Project Total
Manager  Coordinator Officer Officer
Nairobi Count 21 4 1 0 1 23 25
% of Total 36.8 7.0 1.8 0.0 1.8 40.4 43.9
Gedo Count 13 1 0 1 1 12 14
% of Total 22.8 1.8 0.0 1.8 1.8 21.1 24.6
Garowe Count 10 2 0 1 1 10 12
% of Total 17.5 3.5 0.0 1.8 1.8 175 21.1
Mogadishu  Count 5 1 0 1 1 4 6
% of Total 8.8 1.8 0.0 1.8 1.8 7.0 105
Count 49 8 1 3 4 49 57
Total
% of Total 86.0 14.0 1.8 5.3 7.0 86.0 100.0

The male population was higher among the parti¢gpancounting for 86.0% as compared to
14.0% of the female participants. Project Officaczounted for 86.0%, Programme Officers
were 7.0%, Project Coordinators were 5.3% and tivaeonly one Programme Manager (1.8%)

among the participants.

38



4.4 Factors Influencing Implementation of Humanitaian Accountability Partnership
(HAP) Standard.

The factors influencing implementation of human#ar accountability partnership (HAP)
standardwere measured using both closed and open endetiansedn open-ended questions
the respondents were given room to explain theswans in detail. In the closed questions, the
participants used Yes and No structure as well &seapoint Likert scale (i.e. 5= Strongly
Agree, 4= Agree, 3= Uncertain, 2= Disagree and frengly Disagree) to indicate degree of
agreement with the highlighted statement.

4.4.1 Staff Competency

On staff competency and how it influences impleragah of HAP standard, the respondents

gave varying responses and ratings. These havesbeamarized in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4.

Table 4.3 summarizes the respondents’ competena tae influence it has on the
implementation of HAP.
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Table 4.3: Respondents’ competency cross-tabulation

Academic Qualification

Have formal
training on

influence HAP

Org competency Extent to which organizations staff
competency influences

Years of Experience HAP standard implementation implementation of HAP standard Total
PHD Master Degree Diploma Yes No Yes No Very Strong Strong Weak

0-2 Count 0 0 11 0 3 8 6 5 0 2 4 11

% of Total 0.0 0.0 19.3 0.0 5.3 14.0 10.5 8.8 0.0 53 7.0 19.3
3-5 Count 0 0 14 7 18 3 19 2 0 11 8 21

% of Total 0.0 0.0 24.6 12.3 31.6 5.3 33.3 35 0.0 19.3 14.0 36.8
5-7 Count 0 1 4 10 14 1 14 1 1 6 7 15

% of Total 0.0 1.8 7.0 17.5 24.6 1.8 24.6 1.8 1.8 0.51 12. 26.3
8-10  Count 0 3 0 1 4 0 4 0 0 4 0 4

% of Total 0.0 5.3 0.0 1.8 7.0 0.0 7.0 0.0 0.0 70 0.0 7.0
Over 10 Count 0 4 1 1 6 0 6 0 4 2 0 6
years

% of Total 0.0 7.0 1.8 1.8 10.5 0.0 10.5 0.0 7.0 5 3. 0.0 10.5
Total Count 0 8 30 19 45 12 49 8 5 25 19 57

% of Total 0.0 14.0 52.6 33.3 78.9 211 86.0 14.0 0.2 51.0 38.8 100.0
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As it can be seen from Table 4.3, A total of 33.8Bthe respondents had up to diploma level of
education, 52.6% were first degree holders and%40the participants had a masters’ degree.
In addition, 78.9% of the participants admitted Have had some formal training on HAP

standard while 21.1% had not had any training. tHemmore, 86.0% of the participants agreed
that organization competency influenced the implatateon of HAP standard. Of these, 10.2%
felt that the influence was very strong while 51.8%d that the influence was strong. Only
38.8% were of the opinion that the influence offstampetency on the implementation of HAP

standard was weak.

The respondents’ ratings on indicators for stafhpetency is as summarized in Table 4.4

Table 4.4: Staff competency indicators’ ratings

Strongly Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly

Staff competency Disagree (%) (%) (%)  Agree
(%) o)
HAP standard is applicable in my 0 3.5 17.5 66.7 12.3

everyday’s work

HAP certification has helped improve 0 1.8 3.5 75.4 19.3
the quality and accountability of NCA
humanitarian work.

Training in HAP standards has greatly 0 211 61.4 12.3 5.3
influenced my work performance

HAP standard training for all 0 3.5 0 7.0 89.5
employees is essential for HAP
certification to be achieved

My knowledge on HAP makes it easier 0 1.8 3.5 8.8 86.0
to implement HAP standard in the
organization

Staff competency plays the biggestrole 0 0 40.4 40.4 19.3
in implementation of HAP standard.

A total of 66.7% of the respondents agreed that lHraAdard was applicable in their everyday’'s
work with 12.3% strongly agreeing with that pogiti®Only 3.5% of the participants disagreed
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with that position with a further 17.5% having ngirdon. 75.4% of the respondents agreed that
HAP standard was useful in improving quality andcamtability with a further 19.3% strongly
agreeing with the same. It is only one participamto disagreed with that position. HAP
certification had helped improve the quality andamtability of NCA humanitarian work. This
was agreed upon by 75.4% of the participants withrther 19.3% strongly agreeing with that
position. 89.5% of the participants strongly agrehbdt training on HAP standard for all
employees was essential for HAP certification todohieved. Also a total of 94.8% of the
respondents admitted that the knowledge they hatlAR made it easier to implement HAP
standard in the organization. In summary, 19.3%hefrespondents strongly agreed that staff
competency played the biggest role in the impleateort of HAP. 40.3% were of the same
opinion. However, 40.3% were not certain that stafhhpetency played the biggest role in HAP
implementation meaning that other factors alsordautied to HAP implementation.

4.4.2 Information Sharing

To assess how organization sharing of informatidluénced implementation of HAP standard,
the researcher used both open and closed quesiibestespondents gave their opinions and

these have been summarized in Table 4.5, Tablanti@ able 4.7.
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Table 4.5: NCA information sharing

Variable Rating Count Percentage (%)
Is there a communication framework already YES 49 86.0
in place? NO 8 14.0
How often do you use it to guide N/A 8 14.0
communication to different stakeholders? Not Often 12 211

Often 29 50.9

Very Often 8 14.0
Does organization sharing of information YES 43 75.4
influence implementation of HAP standard NO 14 24.6
To what extent does organization sharing of Weak 16 37.2
information influence implementation of HAP Strong 19 44.2
standard

Very Strong 8 18.6

As is evident from Table 4.5, a total of 86.0% bé trespondents admitted that there was a

communication framework already in place at theaargation. However, 14.0% were of the

contrary opinion. 14.0% of the respondents also added that they used theblished

communication framework very often to guide comneation to different stakeholders. A

further 50.9% used it often. However 21.1% admitted not using the communication

framework quite often in their communications. Alg5.4% of the respondents agreed that the

sharing of information by the organization influedahe implementation of HAP standard. The

extent of influence of the sharing of informatiomswated as very strong by 18.6%, strong by

44.4% and weak by 37.2%.
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Table 4.6: Information sharing indicators’ ratings

Strongly Disagree Uncertain

Agree Strongly

Information sharing Disagree (%) (%) (%) Agree
(%) (%)

NCA hosts information sharing 0 15.8 61.4 19.3 3.5

meetings

NCA provides satisfactory information 0 3.5 15.8 66.7 14.0

about a project

Sharing information by NCA improves 1.8 7.0 10.5 68.4 12.3

accountability

Information sharing influences the 0 0 3.5 80.7 15.8

implementation of HAP

Sharing information contributes to 3.5 3.5 7.0 71.9 14.0

successful implementation of projects

Information sharing plays the biggest 0 0 24.6 45.6 29.8

role in implementation of HAP

standard.

As it can be seen from Table 4.6, a total of 19@%he respondents agreed that NCA host
information sharing meetings with a further 3.5%0sgly agreeing with the same. However,
15.8% of the respondents disagreed with that armthan 61.4% were not sure about that

position. 66.7% of the respondents were of the iopinthat NCA provided satisfactory

information about a project with a further 14.0%oBgly agreeing with that. However, 3.5% of

the respondents were of a contrary opinion. 68.4%he respondents admitted that sharing

information by NCA improved accountability with B2 strongly agreeing with that position.

Only 1.8% strongly disagreed with a further 7.0%adreeing with that position. Sharing

information contributed to successful implementatid projects according to a total of 85.5% of
the respondents. However, a total of 7.0% of tlspaadents were of the contrary opinion. On
whether information sharing played the biggest mlenplementation of HAP standard, 29.8%

strongly agreed, 45.6% agreed but a further 24.@¥&wot sure about that position.
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The respondents also rated the kind of informasioswred by the organization as summarized in
Table 4.7.

Table 4.7: Kind of information shared

Kind of Information Count Percentage (%)
The start and finish date 54 94.7
The geographical region to be covered 52 91.2
The budget and donor name 7 12.3
The number of beneficiaries to be assisted 46 80.7
The date and venue of consultation meeting 5 8.8
The identified needs the project is addressing 9 815
The desired change the project want to make 43 75.4

As it can be seen from the Table 4.7, the orgaimizahainly shared information on the start and
finish date (94.7%), the geographical region tacbeered (91.2%), the number of beneficiaries
to be assisted (80.7) and the desired change tjecpwanted to make (75.4). However, very
little information was shared on the date and vesfueonsultation meetings (8.8%), the budget
and donor name (12.3%) and the identified needprbject is addressing (15.8%).

4.4.3 Complaints Handling and Feedback Mechanism

To determine how organization complaints and feekllmaechanism influences implementation
of HAP standard, the respondents used both opewlagéed questions to express their opinions.
These have been summarized in Table 4.8 and Tdhle 4

Table 4.8 summarizes the opinions of the resposdamtthe organizations complaints handling

and feedback mechanism.
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Table 4.8: Complaints handling and feedback mechasm

Variable Rating Count Percentage (%)
Does NCA have a defined and YES 48 84.2
documented complaints procedure NO 9 15.8
How often is it used N/A 9 15.8
Not Often 5 8.8
Often 40 70.2
Very Often 3 5.3
Does organization complaints and YES 40 70.2
feedback mechanism influence NO 17 20.8
implementation of HAP standard
To what extent does organization Weak 16 40.0
complaints and feedback mechanism Strong 17 425
influence implementation of HAP
Very Strong 7 17.5
standard
At what stage of the project do you get Needs Assessment 5 8.8
most complaint Initiation 15 26.3
Implementation 35 61.4
Evaluation 2 3.5
What is the approximate response time One week 3 5.3
frame for a complaints or feedback Two weeks 20 351
More than a month 34 59.6
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As it can be seen from Table 4.8, a total of 84d%he respondents admitted that there is NCA
have a defined and documented complaints procedit®% however disagreed with that.
Additionally, 5.3% of the respondents said thatc¢beplaints procedure is used very often with
70.2% saying that the procedure is used often. Mewe.8% of the respondents said that the
complaints procedure is not used often. 70.2% efréspondents said that the organization’s
complaints and feedback mechanism influenced impleation of HAP standard while 29.8 %
disagreed with that. On the extent to which the mlamts and feedback mechanism influenced
implementation of HAP standard, 17.5% of the resigoits felt that it was very strong while
42.5% felt that it was strong. However, 40.0% o# tiespondents felt that the influence of
complaints and feedback mechanism was weak. Mogheotomplaints were received during
project implementation (61.4%) while during projestaluation few complaints were received
(3.5%).

Table 4.9: Complaints handling and feedback mechasim ratings

Complaints handling and feedback Strongly Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly

) Disagree (%) (%) (%) Agree
Mechanism (%) (%)
NCA complaints handling and feedback 0 5.3 10.5 75.4 8.8
mechanism process is confidential and
easy to access
There are steps taken to deal with 0 3.5 3.5 80.7 12.3
complaints
Beneficiaries and stakeholders do 0 3.5 12.3 75.4 8.8
understand the complaints procedure.

Handling of complaints by NCA 0 5.3 7.0 77.2 10.5

influences HAP standard implementation

Handling complaints plays the biggest 0 8.8 40.4 35.1 15.8
role in implementation of HAP standard.

From Table 4.9, a total of 75.4% of the respondagteed that the NCA complaints handling
and feedback mechanism process is confidentialeasy to access. 8.8% of the respondents
strongly agreed with the same. However, 5.3% desrwith that with a further 10.5%
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uncertain about the opinion. In addition, 75.4%hef respondents admitted that the beneficiaries
and stakeholders did understand the complaintsfeettback procedure. A further 8.8% of the
respondents strongly agreed witie same. On the same 3.5% disagreed while 12.3%eof
respondents were uncertain on the opinion to di0e% of the respondents also strongly agreed
that the complaint handling procedure influencepl@amentation of HAP standard and 77.2%
agreed with the same. In summary, 35.1% of theore$gnts said that handling complaints plays
the biggest role in implementation of HAP standaith a further 15.8% strongly agreeing with
the same. However, 8.8% of the respondents dishguid that while 40.4% were uncertain

about that opinion.

4.4.4 Beneficiaries Participation

Table 4.10 summarize the responses from the paatits on beneficiaries’ participation and its

influence on the implementation of HAP standard.

Table 4.10: Beneficiaries participation indicatorsratings

Strongly Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly

Beneficiaries participation Disagree (%) (%) (%) Agree
(%) (%)
NCA gives beneficiaries and 3.5 3.5 8.8 71.9 12.3

stakeholders a chance to make
contribution to projects being undertaken

NCA puts the suggestions of the 0.0 1.8 7.0 80.7 10.5
stakeholders into consideration

Participation in the project affects 0.0 1.8 12.3 77.2 8.8
implementation of HAP standard

Beneficiaries’ participation contributes to 0.0 0.0 8.8 75.4 15.8
the success of NCA projects.

Beneficiaries participation plays the 0.0 0.0 5.3 54.4 40.4
biggest role in implementation of HAP
standard
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As it can be seen from Table 4.10, a total of 12d8%e respondents strongly agreed that NCA
gave beneficiaries and stakeholders a chance toe ncakitribution to the projects being

undertaken with a further 71.7% agreed with the esakhowever, 3.5% of the respondents
strongly disagreed with that opinion and a similamber disagreeing. In addition, 10.5% of the
respondents strongly agreed that NCA puts the stliggs of the stakeholders into consideration
with a further 80.7% agreeing with that. 15.8% bt trespondents strongly agreed that
beneficiaries’ participation contributed to the sess of NCA projects with 75.4% agreeing with
that. On whether beneficiaries’ participation plélys biggest role in the implementation of HAP

standards 40.4% of the respondents strongly agteddbeneficiaries’ participation played the

biggest role with 54.4% agreeing with the same.y(GnB8% of the respondents were uncertain

about with that opinion.

Table 4.11: Beneficiaries participation

Variable Rating Count Percentage (%)
Does participation of beneficiaries YES 51 89.5
influence implementation of HAP NO 6 10.5
standard?
To what extent does patrticipation of Weak 4 7.8
beneficiaries influence implementation Strong o5 490
of HAP standard?

Very Strong 22 43.1
At what stage of the project do most Needs Assessment 5 8.8
beneficiaries and stakeholders make o

) o Initiation 12 21.1

most of their contribution?

Implementation 35 61.4

Evaluation 5 8.8

From Table 4.11, 89.5% of the respondents werkebpinion that participation of beneficiaries

influence implementation of HAP standard. Only 20.6f the respondents were of the contrary
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opinion. 43.1% of the respondents were of the opinthat the extent of influence of
beneficiaries’ participation was very strong anflidher 49.0% felt that the extent of influence
was strong. Only 7.8% felt that the extent of ieflae was weak. Also the beneficiaries and
stakeholders contributions varied with the stagéhefproject. According to the participants the
majority of the contributions were received duripgpject implementation (61.4%), project

initiation (21.1%), needs assessment (8.8%) anishglproject evaluation (8.8%).
4.4.5 HAP Implementation

The respondents also gave their opinion on theemphtation of HAP standard and the impact
of HAP certification in NCA and the successes # lgained over other NGOs. The results are

summarized in Table 4.12.

Table 4.12: HAP implementation

Strongly Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly

HAP implementation Disagree (%) (%) (%) Agree
(%) (%)

Adoption of HAP Standard has greatly 0.0 3.5 15.8 68.4 12.3

enhanced accountability in the operations

of NCA

Success of NCA in fundraising efforts in 3.5 10.5 40.4 29.8 15.8

Somalia can be attributed to HAP
Standard certification

NCA project beneficiaries are now 0.0 3.5 15.8 43.9 36.8
benefiting more from humanitarian Aid

delivered by NCA as result of HAP

certification

Implementation of HAP standard is a 0.0 3.5 15.8 43.9 36.8
very rigorous exercise for the
organization.

From Table 4.12, it can be seen that a total 08%20of the respondents strongly agreed that
adoption of HAP standard had greatly enhanced axtability in the operations of NCA with a
further 68.4% of the respondents agreeing withsdmae. Only 3.5% disagreed with that opinion
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and 15.8% were uncertain about it. A total of ¥%.8f the respondent strongly agreed that
success of NCA in fundraising efforts in Somaliauldo be attributed to HAP standard
certification. 29.8% of the respondents also agreéti that. In the contrary, 3.5% of the
respondents strongly disagreed with that opinioth arfurther 10.5% disagreed. 40.4% of the
respondents were uncertain about the opinion. Aer@6.8% of the respondents strongly agreed
that NCA projects beneficiaries were benefiting enbiom humanitarian aid as a result of HAP
certification. This position was also agreed upp8.9% of the respondents. Also 36.8% of the
respondents strongly agreed that the implementatiddAP standard wasx&emely thorough
and accurate. 43.9% of the respondents also agvébdhat. Only 3.5% of the respondents
disagreed with that opinion with 15.8% only beingertain about it.

4.5 Descriptive Statistic

Using a five point Likert-type scale that rangednfr 5= Strongly Agree, 4= Agree, 3=

Uncertain, 2= Disagree and 1= Strongly Disagrepaedents quantified the responses to the
guestions provided. The critical value of the swedes defined as 3.0. A smaller value signifies a
divergent opinion or discontentment with the stagatrwhile a larger value signifies expressions

of concurrent opinion. The summarized aggregatsassts is as shown in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13: Descriptive statistics of the variables

S/No Variable N Mean Std Deviation ~ Variance
1  Staff competency 57 3.79 0.581 0.338
2 Information sharing 57 3.66 0.684 0.468
3  Complaints handling and 57 3.68 0.655 0.428

feedback mechanism
4  Beneficiaries participation 57 3.57 0.595 0.354
5 HAP implementation at NCA 57 3.90 0.817 0.667

As indicated in Table 4.13, all variables were dateoderately high. Staff competency was rated
relatively high (M=3.79, Std Deviation=0.581). Timeans that the staffs at NCA are competent

and have the required expertise to fulfill the migation’s mandate. Information sharing’s mean
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was 3.66 with a standard deviation of 0.684. Theans that adequate information was shared
and also its impact in HAP implementation was abawerage. Complaints handling and
feedback mechanism was also rated relatively higl3(66, Std Deviation=0.655). This
indicates that complaints were handled promptlhulteg) to successful implementation of
projects. Beneficiaries participation was ratedjdly lower (M=3.57, Std Deviation=0.595)
compared to the other variables. This indicates theneficiaries were not fully involved
although still the level of involvement above aygaHAP implantation at the organization was
rated highly (M=3.90, Std Deviation=0.817). Thispiies that HAP standard and benchmarks
are being implemented at the organization. Thedst@hdeviation and variance are also small

denoting less variability of scores in the disttibn.

4.6 Correlation of Variables

Correlation describes the degree of relationshijpwéen two variables. Pearson correlation
coefficient (r) is used to measure the strengthssiociation between variables of interest. 2-tail
test tests the possibility of a relationship inhbdirections. This is what has been used in this
study. Correlation of the variables was generatethfSPSS analysis and is as shown in Table
4.14.

Table 4.14: Correlation of variables

Dependent Variable

S/No Independent Variable )
P I (HAP Implementation)

1 Staff competency Pearson Correlation 576
Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 57
2 Sharing information Pearson Correlation 539"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 57
3 Complaints handling and feedbacRearson Correlation 661
mechanism Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 57
4 Beneficiaries participation Pearson Correlation 624"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 57

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
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As indicated in Table 4.14, a strong positive datren was found between staff competency
and the organization’s implementation of HAP stadd@576; p<.01). This implies that staff
competency does influence the implementation of HAPNCA. A positive significant
correlation was found between sharing of informatmd the implementation of HAP Standard
(.539; p<.01). This implies that there is a positimterdependence between the two variables.
When information is shared between stakeholdemeasanded by HAP standard, then project
implementation will be successful. This was theigms at NCA. Also a strong positive
correlation was found between complaints handling &edback mechanism (.661; p<.01)
implying that complaints handling procedures aneédfmck mechanism influenced the
implementation of HAP positively. Again a positisgnificant correlation was found between
beneficiaries’ participation and implementationHAP. What this means is that at NCA the
beneficiaries were being involved which resultedthe successful implementation of HAP

standard and successful projects.

In summary, a strong positive correlation was folnetween the identified factors of HAP
standard and the resulting implementation of HARer€ is a strong relationship between staff
competency, sharing information, complaints hamglibeneficiaries’ participation and the
resulting HAP standard implementation. The high mseshown in Table 4.13 also strengthens

the results of the correlation of variables in Badl14.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter consists of summary of the researodirfgs, discussions on the findings,

Conclusions made from the study and then the recamdations based on the research findings..

5.2 Summary of the findings

This research was guided by four objectives and rflesearch questions. The descriptive survey
research method was used and questionnaires wetk assthe data collection method. The

summary of the findings is as shown in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1: Summary of findings

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE MAJOR RESEARCH FINDINGS

To determine how organization86.0% of the participants agreed that organizattompetency
staff competency influences | influenced the implementation of HAP standard.

implementation of HAP 94.8% of the respondents admitted that the knoveleédgy had on
standard. HAP made it easier to implement HAP standard in |the
organization.
10.2% of the respondents felt that the influencstaff competenc)
on HAP implementation was very strong, 51.0% shislas strong
and 38.8% said it was weak.
19.3% of the respondents strongly agreed that staffipetency
played the biggest role in the implementation of R{A40.3%

agreed and a further 40.3% were uncertain.

To assess how organization | Sharing information contributed to successful impdatation of
sharing of information projects according to a total of 85.5% of the resj@mts but 7.09

=)
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influences implementation of
HAP standard.

disagreed with that.

The extent of influence of the sharing of information HAP
implementation was rated as very strong by 18.6&@ng by
44.4% and weak by 37.2%.

66.7% of the respondents were of the opinion th@aANrovided
satisfactory information about a project with atlfier 14.0%

strongly agreeing, 3.5% disagreed.

To determine how organizatign70.2% of the respondents said that the organiZatioomplaints

complaints and feedback
mechanism influences
implementation of HAP

standard

and feedback mechanism influenced implementation H&P
standard but 29.8 % disagreed with that.

Most of the complaints were received during pro]
implementation (61.4%) while during project evaioat few
complaints are received (3.5%).

17.5% of the respondents felt that influence of plants and
feedback mechanism on implementation of HAP stahdaas very
strong, 42.5% felt it was strong and 40.0% feltats weak.

ect

To assess how beneficiaries’
participation influences
implementation of HAP

standard.

89.5% of the respondents were of the opinion tlaatigpation of
beneficiaries influence implementation of HAP stamdbut10.5%
disagreed.

75.4% of the respondents agreed that beneficiapadicipation
contributed to the success of NCA projects with8%.strongly
agreeing.

40.4% strongly agreed that beneficiaries’ partitcgra plays the
biggest role in the implementation of HAP standabds4% agree
and only 5.3% were uncertain about with that opinio

The extent of influence of beneficiaries’ partidipa was rated a

very strong by 43.1%, strong by 49.0% and weak.B%6/

S
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5.3 Discussion of Findings

The researcher successfully investigated and ae@lyfour factors that affect HAP
implementation; staff competency, sharing of infation, complaints and feedback mechanism
and beneficiaries’ participation in the implemeimatof HAP standard in the Norwegian Church
Aid.

5.3.1 Staff competency and HAP implementation

An organization is only as good as its staff notarabow good an organization’s management
system is or how good their intentions are. The petency of staff will greatly affect the
implementation of HAP standard and by extensionlityuaf services received by the
beneficiaries. HAP standard benchmarks require ttitorganization ensures that staffs have
competencies like appropriate skills, knowledged attitudes work or the organization that
enable them to meet the organization’s commitmid AR, 2010).

Competencies are often broken down into requiremivM@dge, professional skills and personal
gualities (Wield, 2008)Staff members’ skill sets need to be developectooance with their
roles and responsibilities and the commitmentshef arganization. This study revealed that
14.0% of the Norwegian Church Aid staffs were mastdegree holders, 52.6% were first
degree holders and 14.0% had diploma. This is highmpetent team in terms of knowledge
and skills. In addition 78.9% have had formal tiagnin HAP standard. 89.5% of the
participants strongly agreed that training on HA&nhdard for all employees was essential for
HAP certification to be achieved. 94.8% of the magfents admitted that the knowledge they
had on HAP made it easier to implement HAP stanuhatide organization.

The competency of staff will also determine to wasient the intentions of the organization are

reflected in practice. Good people-management peaseare critical to the delivery of quality

and accountable services (Wallace, 2009). Accordinthis study 86.0% of the participants

agreed that organization competency influenced itmglementation of HAP standard. The

influence was strong according to a total of 61@%he participants. 19.3% of the respondents
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strongly agreed that staff competency played tlygdst role in the implementation of HAP,
40.3% agreed and a further 40.3% were uncertaia.slidy also revealed that HAP certification
had helped improve the quality and accountabilittGA humanitarian work. This is according

to a total of 94.7% of the participants.

5.3.2 Sharing of information and HAP implementation

NGOs can successfully implement HAP standard byawipg on how they share information.
Experience in past disaster responses has showeatmanunication with affected populations is
a critical aspect of operational delivery, imprayitransparency and accountability, ensuring
effective service delivery and the delivery of imf@tion as a form of assistance in its own right.
This study revealed that NCA shares informatiorhvii$ stakeholders. In this study, 86.0% of
the respondents said that there was an alreadplieeed communication framework at NCA.
14.0% of the respondents used the communicationefneork very often, 50.9% used it often

while 21.1% did not use the set communication fraor& quite often in their communications.

HAP benchmarks require that an organization awvaigortant information to the intended
beneficiaries, agency staff and other specifiellettalders. The important information includes
organization background, humanitarian accountgbitamework, humanitarian plan, progress
reports and complaints handling procedures (HARQRO0In this study a total of 22.8% of the
participants agreed that NCA hosted informationrisijameetings to deliberate on the issues
pertaining projects. However, 15.8% disagreed a@nd% were not sure about that position. The
organization mainly shared information on the startl finish date (94.7%), the geographical
region to be covered (91.2%), the number of beizefes to be assisted (80.7) and the desired
change the project wanted to make (75.4%). Howeaey little information was shared on the
date and venue of consultation meetings (8.8%)btidget and donor name (12.3%) and the
identified needs the project is addressing (15.8%6pd communication is essential to effective

coordination.

The growing recognition of the importance of commation in disaster response has prompted
an upsurge in discussions, publications and ingataimed at better understanding the potential

of broadcast media and new technologies to imptowe agencies communicate with their
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beneficiaries and, ultimately, enhance the quality accountability of humanitarian assistance.
In this study 85.5% of the participants agreed thladring information had contributed to
successful implementation of projects. Also 68.4#4he respondents admitted that sharing
information by NCA improved accountability with B2 strongly agreeing, 1.8% strongly
disagreed and 7.0% disagreed with that positiopeEgnce in past disaster responses has shown
that communication with affected populations is rétical aspect of operational delivery,
improving transparency and accountability, ensumfigctive service delivery and achieving
meaningful participation and the delivery of inf@aton as a form of assistance in its own right
(World Disaster Report, 2005).

Effective communications can enhance all aspectaiofanitarian work, including transparency
and accountability, public education and informat@nd service delivery. The best way to
achieve this is to establish a well-resourced, @ddd communications capacity, including
technical specialists, to ensure that communicatwork is well designed and implemented, and
to train and support operational staff across tigamsation. Key to this is the recognition that
effective communication with communities is a sfiecand important technical area of work,

separate from PR or external relations (Ebrahind32075.4% of the respondents in this study
agreed that the sharing of information by the oizmtion had influenced the implementation of
HAP standard. The extent of influence of the siwaaf information was rated as very strong by
18.6%, strong by 44.4% and weak by 37.2%.

5.3.3 Complaints and feedback mechanism and HAP ingmentation

A properly established complaints mechanism pravide safe opportunity for the local
population and the beneficiaries to raise valid ceons and to have concerns addressed
objectively against a standard set of rules, rgstm the values and commitments of the

organisation.

There is a well defined and documented complainbegulure at NCA. This is according to
84.2% of the respondents. A properly establishedhptaints mechanism provides a safe
opportunity for the local population and the betiafies to raise valid concerns and to have

concerns addressed objectively against standard KwRdard benchmark on complaints
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handling procedure (HAP 2010). A total of 70.2%tloé respondents said that the complaints
procedure was used often, 5.3% said it was usedoftan but 8.8% of the respondents said the

complaints procedure was not often used.

According to the HAP benchmarks an organisatiorukhestablish and implement complaints-
handling procedures that are effective, accessibtk safe for intended beneficiaries, disaster-
affected communities, agency staff, humanitariartngas and other specified bodies (HAP,
2010). In this study, 8.8% of the respondents sgfisoragreed that the beneficiaries and
stakeholders understood the complaints and feediradedure that was in place, a position that
was agreed by 75.4% of the respondents. HoweVe¥ 8isagreed while 12.3% were uncertain
about the opinion. According to this study a tahB4.2% of the participants agreed that NCA
complaints handling and feedback mechanism pragassconfidential and easy to access. Only

3.5% of the participants disagreed with that positi

Offering beneficiaries a channel through which tieap provide feedback and raise complaints
about the assistance they receive is generallydedaby humanitarian agencies as an important
part of being accountable. According to this study5% of the participants strongly agreed that
complaints handling procedure influenced the img@etation of HAP standard in the
organisation. 77.2% of the participants agreed wite same. In addition, 35.1% of the
respondents said that handling complaints playediggest role in the implementation of HAP
standard with a further 15.8% strongly agreeinghwihe same. However, 8.8% of the

participants disagreed with that while 40.4% wareauntain about that opinion.

Complaints are directly associated to the commits@made by an organization, in terms of
what and how it promises to deliver assistancegwg support. People on the receiving end of
assistance and support have the right to complatandards are not being met, if assistance is
not appropriate to them or are not as promisedheémtby implementing organisations or there
are serious breaches of codes of conduct. Thenfysdof this study show that at NCA most of
the complaints were received during project impletaton (61.4%) while during project
evaluation few complaints are received (3.5%). dditon, 17.5% of the respondents felt that
influence of complaints and feedback mechanisrmgriementation of HAP standard was very
strong, 42.5% felt it was strong and 40.0% felwdts weak. 35.1% of the respondents said that
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handling complaints plays the biggest role in immatation of HAP standard with a further
15.8% strongly agreeing, 8.8% disagreed while 40w¥e uncertain about that opinion.

A formal complaint demands a response and an asgioin receiving a complaint has a duty to
respond to the complainant. People wishing to neakemplaint or raise a concern will only do
so if they have confidence that complaints willdealt with promptly, fairly and without risk to
themselves or others.

5.3.4 Beneficiaries’ participation and HAP implemermation

Achieving meaningful participation of the benefigs also help NGOs in meeting HAP
benchmark on participation which is important in PIAmplementation. HAP benchmarks
demands that organizations should enable beneéisiand their representatives to participate in
program decisions and seek their informed cond¢AP( 2010). According to this study 12.3%
of the respondents strongly agreed that NCA gaveefimaries and stakeholders a chance to
make contribution to the projects, 71.9% agreeth Wie same but and a total of 7.0% disagreed.
Also 91.2% of the respondents agreed that NCA théssuggestions of the stakeholders into

consideration.

The participation measures of populations assisyedumanitarian agencies supporting them is
now widely accepted as crucial to effective sotaajeting, resource utilisation, accountability,
sustainability and impact. For some participatisnalso a fundamental right of citizenship,
essential in the context of humanitarian emergenéoe survival, self-protection and self-

actualisation. As such, beneficiaries participatias become a central tenet of policy for a
number of humanitarian agencies globally, is inoogjped into many mission statements and in

some cases is constitutionally enshrined (HAP, 2010

In this study, 15.8% of the respondents stronghgad and 75.4% of the respondents agreed that
beneficiaries’ participation contributed to the cems of NCA projects. Also 40.4% of the
respondents strongly agreed that beneficiariestiggaation played the biggest role in the
implementation of HAP standards with 54.4% of tespondents agreeing with the same. In

addition 89.5% of the respondents were of the opinthat participation of beneficiaries
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influenced implementation of HAP standard but10.684he respondents disagreed with that

position.

Beneficiaries’ participation is the engagement fféced populations in one or more phases of
the project cycle: assessment; design; implememtatmonitoring; and evaluation. This
engagement can take a variety of forms. This stelealed that most contributions were
received during project implementation (61.4%),inlgiproject initiation (21.1%), during needs
assessment (8.8%) and during project evaluatioB24B. The various facets of participation
include information sharing, consultation, the cimition of manual labour and other skills,
involvement in decision-making and/or resource mniThese facets of participation are often
taken to represent increasing gradations of engagem humanitarian measures (Andre and
John, 2003).

Participation is about demonstrating respect fomimers of affected populations, by recognising
their right to have a say in choices that impacttair lives. Involving the affected population
from the outset establishes a level of ownershai thill help to increase the intervention’s
chance of success and its longer-term connecte@dmessr sustainability. It also empowers and
helps marginalised groups to increase their contiddo speak out, to take decisions and to act,

as well as to reduce discrimination.
5.4 Conclusion

NGOs face the competing demands of multiple stakieln® more acutely and regularly than do
private firms in the issues of accountability. Treg accountable to multiple actors: to donors
(upward accountability), to clients (downward aau@bility), and to themselves (internal

accountability).

Organization seeking HAP certification should eestinat staffs have competencies that enable

them to meet the organization’s commitment. Thighi®ugh ensuring that people have the

appropriate skills, knowledge and positive attitutiewvards work or the organization, providing

optimal services for crisis-affected communitiesweing that the people an organization seeks to

assist are protected from further danger and etgbion by aid workers and ensuring that staff

work in an environment where skill sets are cordllyuimproved in order to better meet the
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commitments of the organization. The competencstaif will greatly affect the implementation
of HAP standard and by extension quality of sewiadfered. No matter how good an
organization’s management system is or how goaoid ititentions are, an organization is only as

good as its staff.

Effective communications can enhance all aspecksiofanitarian work, including transparency
and accountability, public education and informatiand service delivery. An organisation

offering humanitarian services need to established-resourced, dedicated communications
capacity, including technical specialists, to eastimat communications work is well designed
and implemented, and to train and support operaltistaff across the organisation. Good
communication is essential to effective coordimatitt is important that organisations share
information pertaining organisational backgroundymianitarian accountability framework,

humanitarian plan, progress reports and complaiatsiling procedures to all its stakeholders as

demanded by the HAP standard and benchmarks.

Listening and responding to feedback from crisfeaéd people when planning, implementing,
monitoring and evaluating programmes, and making $wat crisis-affected people understand
and agree with the proposed humanitarian actionamadaware of its implications is key and
very crucial exercises in the operations of orgatios offering humanitarian services. This will
contribute to the success of such an organisatiah ies projects. Offering beneficiaries a
channel through which they can provide feedbackrars® complaints about the assistance they
receive is generally regarded by humanitarian agen@s an important part of being
accountable.

Organisations should enable beneficiaries and tiegiresentatives to participate in program
decisions and seek their informed consent. Thisinisline with the HAP benchmarks.

Beneficiaries’ participation is understood as tingagement of affected populations in one or
more phases of the project cycle: assessment; njesigplementation; monitoring; and

evaluation. This engagement can take a varietyooh$. The various facets of participation
include information sharing, consultation, the cimition of manual labour and other skills,
involvement in decision-making and/or resource mntParticipation is about demonstrating

respect for members of affected populations, bpgeising their right to have a say in choices
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that impact on their lives. Involving the affecteopulation from the outset establishes a level of
ownership that will help to increase the intervent chance of success and its longer-term

connectedness and/or sustainability.
5.5 Recommendations
The study makes the following recommendations;

I.  The management should not only hire competentssiaft also continually develop the
staffs on accountability. A total of 89.5% of tresspondents agreed that that training on
HAP standard for all employees was essential foPHArtification. An organization is a
good as is staff. For successful implementatiotHAP standard, a team with the right

knowledge, skills and experience is required.

II.  In order to achieve beneficiaries’ accountabilibdaherefore implement HAP standard,
an organization dealing in humanitarian aid shoskdire put proper systems and
procedure for sharing information. This is confidngy 68.4% of the respondents who

admitted that sharing information has improved aotability to all the stakeholders.

lll.  Complaints and feedback mechanism should be corfaleand accessible to all
stakeholders if HAP implementation is to be achiev@rganizations should put more
effort in making all stakeholders to understandghecedure put in place. The complaint
and feedback mechanism should be strengthened gthwati the Project Cycle
Management since from the findings; majority of tieedback was received during

implementation as confirmed by 61.4% of the totatipipants.

IV.  An organization should always involve the benefiemat all stages of the Project Cycle.
Beneficiaries’ participation was rated very stramg 43.1% and strong by 49.0% of
respondents as influencing HAP implementation dredefore organization willing to
implement HAP should priorities efforts within trerganization and during project

implementation that enhance beneficiaries accoilityab

63



5.6 Suggestions for Further Studies

This study investigated factors that affect thelengentation of HAP standard in NGOs from the
organizations staff perspective. This study theeefeuggests a study to be done on the
implementation of HAP from the beneficiaries’ persfive.
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APPENDCIES

APPENDIX I: LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Dear staff,

RE: RESEARCH DATA COLLECTION

| am a Masters Student at the University of Nairad one of your colleague at NCA Nairobi
coordination office. | am carrying a research“tactors that affect implementation of HAP
standard.” | am carrying out this research as a requirementrp study, as well as availing

pertinent information on the best practices in ienpénting HAP.

The questionnaire attached has been designed hergatformation from respondents, which
will be treated as confidential and no names wallbentioned in the research. The report will
make recommendations for the improvement of HAPl@megntation in order to improve the

beneficiary accountability during delivery of huntanan aid.

Your assistance in facilitating a successful stadlyybe highly appreciated. A copy of research

report, upon completion can be availed at your esqu
Thanks in advance.
Yours sincerely,

Joseph Kungu Chege
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APPENDIX II: THE QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire is aimed at collecting inforrmaton factors influencing the implementation
of HAP standard in NGOs. The information that youll @ive will support the researcher in
achieving his academic goals. The information Wwdl treated with utmost confidentiality and

will only be utilized for the purposes of this syudfour participation is highly appreciated.
(Please tick as appropriate)

PART 1: GENERAL INFORMATION
I O ) 1 1o TR
2N o] ol 20 oY1 1 [0] o TR TR TR

3. Gender

a) Ma b) Femal

4. Number of years working in Norwegian Church Aid

Over 10
years

0-2 3-5 S5-7 8-10

PART 2: STAFF COMPETENCY

5. What is your current level of academic qualificafo

a) Diplom b) Deg c) Master PHD

6. How many years of experience do you have in huraaait field? .....................

Over 10
years

0-2 3-5 5-7 8-10
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7. Have you ever received formal training on HAP stadd
Yes( ) No ( )

8. State your level of agreement with the followingtstents

1 2 3 4 5
Staff competency Strongly | Disagree | Uncertain | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Agree

HAP standard is applicable in my
everyday’s work

HAP standard is useful in improving
accountability

HAP certification has helped improve
the quality and accountability of NCA
humanitarian work.

Training in HAP standards has greatly
influenced my work performance

HAP standard training for all
employees is essential for HAP
certification to achieved

My knowledge on HAP makes it easier
to implement HAP standard in the
organization

Staff competency plays the biggest rgle
in implementation of HAP standard.

9. Does organizations staff competency influence immgletation of HAP standard?

Yes( ) No ()

10.1f yes, to what extent does organizations staff petancy influence implementation of
HAP standard?

Weak Strong Very Strong
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PART 3: INFORMATION SHARING

11.1s there a communication framework already in pace

Yes( )

No

()

12.1f yes, how often do you use it to guide communarato different stakeholders?

Not often

Often

Very often

13.Tick to describe the kind of information containeadhe communication framework.

The start| The The The number| The date and The The
and geographical budget of venue of identified desired
finish region to be | and donor beneficiarieg consultation | needs the | change the
: S ) Other
date covered name to be meeting project is project
assisted addressing | want to
make
Description (if OTNEr). ...
14. State your level of agreement with the followingtsments
1 2 3 4 5
Information sharing Strongly | Disagree | Uncertain | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Agree

NCA hosts information sharing
meetings

NCA provides satisfactory information
about a project

Sharing information by NCA improves
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accountability

Information sharing influences the
implementation of HAP

Sharing information contributes to
successful implementation of projects

Information sharing plays the biggest
role in implementation of HAP
standard.

15. Does organization sharing of information influemo@lementation of HAP standard?

Yes () No ()

16.1f yes to what extent does organization sharinghffrmation influence implementation
of HAP standard?

Weak Strong Very Strong

PART 4: COMPLAINTS HANDLING AND FEEDBACK MECHANISM

17.Does NCA have a defined and documented complarotedure?

Yes( ) No( )

18.If so how often is used?

Very often Often Not Often
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19. State your level of agreement with the followingtsments

: : 1 2 3 4 5
Complal_nts handling and feedback Strongly | Disagree | Uncertain | Agree | Strongly
Mechanism .

Disagree Agree

NCA complaints handling and feedback
mechanism process is confidential and
easy to access

There are steps taken to deal with
complaints

Beneficiaries and stakeholders do
understand the complaints procedure.

Complaint handling procedure for a
project affects implementation of HAP
standard

Handling of complaints by NCA
influences HAP standard implementation

Handling complaints plays the biggest
role in implementation of HAP standard.

20.Does organization complaints and feedback mechamidlmence implementation of
HAP standard?

Yes( ) No ()

21.1f yes to what extent does organization complaand feedback mechanism influence

implementation of HAP standard?

Weak Strong Very Stron

©
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22. At what stage of the project do you get most comf?a

Needs
assessment

Project
initiation

During project
implementation

During evaluation
of the project

23.What is the approximate response time frame famaptaints or feedback?

One week

Two weeks

D

More than 4|
month

24.Please give a suggestion on how to improve handloigcomplaints project

implementation.

PART 5: BENEFICIARIES PARTICIPATION

25. State your level of agreement with the followingtstents

Beneficiaries participation

Uncertain

1 2 3
Strongly | Disagree
Disagree

Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

NCA gives beneficiaries and
stakeholders a chance to make
contribution to projects being undertake

D
=]

NCA puts the suggestions of the
stakeholders into consideration

Participation in the project affects
implementation of HAP standard

Beneficiaries’ participation contributes

[0

76




the success of NCA projects.

Beneficiaries participation plays the

biggest role in implementation of HAP
standard

26.Does participation of beneficiaries influence immpéntation of HAP standard?
Yes( ) No ()

27.1f yes to what extent does patrticipation of beriefies influence implementation of HAP
standard?

Weak Strong Very Stron

[(®)

28. At what stage of the project do most beneficiaded stakeholders make most of their

contribution?
Needs ﬁ‘t the . During project | During evaluation
eginning of
assessment

the project implementation of the project

29.How do beneficiaries participate in project impletagion?
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PART 6: HAP IMPLEMENTATION

30. State your level of agreement with the followingtetnents

HAP implementation

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Uncertain

Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

Adoption of HAP Standard has greatly
enhanced accountability in the operatig
of NCA

ns

Success of NCA in fundraising efforts i
Somalia can be attributed to HAP
Standard certification

NCA project beneficiaries are now
benefiting more from humanitarian Aid
delivered by NCA as result of HAP
certification

Implementation of HAP standard is a
very rigorous exercise for the
organization.

THE END

Thank you for spending your precious time on thismportant research. God bless you.
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APPENDIX Ill: DETERMINING SAMPLE SIZE

Table A10.1: Table for determining sample size filgiven population

N S N S N S N S N S
10 10 100 80 280 162 800 26( 2800 33
15 14 110 86 290 165 850 265 3000 34
20 19 120 92 300 169 900 269 3500 24
25 24 130 97 320 175 950 274 4000 35
30 28 140 103 340 181 1000 278 45(\)0 35
35 32 150 108 360 186 1100 28% 50({)0 35
40 36 160 113 380 181 1200 291 60?0 36
45 40 180 118 400 196 1300 297 70?0 36
50 44 190 123 420 201 1400 302 80?0 36
55 48 200 127 440 205 1500 306 9000 36
60 52 210 132 460 210 1600 31( 10000 371
65 56 220 136 480 214 1700 313 15000 371
70 59 230 140 500 217 1800 317 20000 371
75 63 240 144 550 225 1900 32( 30000 371
80 66 250 148 600 234 2000 322 40000 34
85 70 260 152 650 242 2200 327 50000 34
90 73 270 155 700 248 2400 331 75000 39
95 76 270 159 750 256 2600 33% 100000384

Note: “N”is population size

“S” is sample size.

Source: Krejcie and Morgan (1970)
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