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ABSTRACT

Declining levels of donor funding has heightenedsgevity to the issue of sustainability of
programs. As the future stream of financial resesirbecome less secure, pressures to ensure
effective results with lasting benefits increaséeTstudy has focused on factors influencing
sustainability of the Good Samaritan Program inyé&eia case of Nakuru County. The objectives of
this study were to establish the influence of fumgdmechanisms, partnership and advocacy on
sustainability of the Good Samaritan Program, a cadlakuru County. The study adopted a cross-
sectional descriptive research design. The pojulat this study was staff of the Good Samaritan
program in the Bible Society of Kenya and locatpars of the Good Samaritan Program in Nakuru
County. Primary data was used for this study. Sstrictured questionnaires were used to collect
data and drop and pick later method was used tinggter the questionnaires. Descriptive statistics
such as frequency distribution and percentages ugs@ in the analysis of data. From the findings,
majority (81.20%) of the local partners of the G&ainaritan program reported that the program
activities they had undertaken in their communigyevmnternally financed. The funding mechanism
used in this case is sustainable as it is not dkp@ron external sources. Funding mechanism was
therefore found to influence the continuation af hood Samaritan Program activities to a great
extent. It was also found that more than half efldtal partner respondents had not partnered with
any organization in HIV related activities. Despite general lack of partnership, various actisitie
were reported by local partners to have been uakkemtwithout the support of the Bible Society. It
is therefore noted that partnership marginallyuefices the continuity of the Good Samaritan
program activities at community level. It was fouhdt more than two thirds of the local partners of
Good Samaritan program were volunteers. These tedus are advocates of the program at
community level and reported to have engaged ifouarprogram activities through their own
initiative and without external support. Advocacgstherefore found to influence sustainability of
the Good Samaritan Program to a great extent. Barsélde findings, it is recommended that the
Bible Society should scale down the program tost effective program design that can be managed
and funded at community level by local partnerse Blible Society should also build capacity of
local partners in fundraising. This will ensuretttiee local partners have the capacity to explore
different funding opportunities beyond the suppdrthe Bible Society. To maintain the existing
crop of volunteers beyond Bible Society suppoere¢hs a need to include opportunities for
volunteers to increase their responsibilities ailiss
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of Study

The world fellowship of national Bible Societiesrjdogether for consultation, mutual support and
action in their common task of achieving the wiqestsible, effective and meaningful distribution

of the Holy Scriptures. There are 146 Bible Soegegjlobally. Through its World Assembly in 2000,

all Bible societies were encouraged to develop peaucts to address specific situations like HIV
and AIDS. In response to this, an outreach packatgted “Where is the Good Samaritan today?”
was developed. Today the Good Samaritan Prograeing implemented in 21 Bible Societies in

Africa at different level of activities.

The official launch of the Good Samaritan HIV pragrconcept and method in Africa took place in
2004 in Kampala, Uganda. Bible Societies in UganthCameroon implemented Good Samaritan
pilot projects in 2004 with the support of Swedisternational Development Agency (SIDA) and
Swedish Bible Society. The Program has experieraggd growth since 2004 and there are now 12
fully funded projects in 12 African countries andt@er African countries implementing the project
at various levels. The 12 fully funded projects: &enya, Uganda, Tanzania, Burundi, Malawi,
Zambia, Swaziland, Ethiopia, Cameroon, Togo, Moogast and Sierra Leone. The 9 countries with
some project activities are DRC, Congo Brazzaviladagascar, Gabon, Mozambique, Rwanda,
Liberia, Namibia and Nigeria. The Good Samaritamgpam was started in Kenya in 2006 as a
response to the HIV and AIDS situation in the copnthe Good Samaritan Program in Kenya has
been implemented in eight counties namely Naitgakuru, Nyeri, Muranga, Machakos, Homabay,

Kakamega and Kisumu.

The notion of sustainability refers to the contitima of programs. Sustainability is linked to four
important issues. First, sustainability maintainsgpams' effects over a long period (Puskal.,
1996; Manfrediet al., 2001). Second, many programs aim at behavitrahges, and they must
survive over an extended period for such changesdaor (Steckler and Goodman, 1989).



Third, there is often a latent period of years lestavwhen programs begin and when their effects on
the beneficiaries are felt (Roussos and Fawce®QRFourth, organizations and actors lose what
they have invested when programs are not sustanahd they will resist further investment
(Steckler and Goodman, 1989; Risatedl., 1995; Shediac-Rizkallah and Bone, 1998). Given t
noble work of the Good Samaritan programme, itsasusbility is important.

The varied definitions presented in literaturedlisa clear understanding and, therefore, useadf th
meaning in practical applications. This prompted tjuestion of what is interpreted when an
organization states that a program should work tdwastainability. How can a program team be
successful in evaluating its actions and ultimagallgieving sustainability if each member of the

team is working toward a different version of what entails?

The aim of this study is to contribute to a bettederstanding of the factors that influence the
sustainability of the Good Samaritan Program in y&enThe Good Samaritan Program is an
efficient, flexible and simple low-cost programttkath its evolving practice has a good possibility
to reach far. The Good Samaritan Program in Kenlladerive a model for other Bible Society
Program initiatives to work intentionally towardsstainability.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Attention to the sustainability of the Good Sanaariprogram is increasing. The funding for the
Good Samaritan program in Kenya has been for fhitases. The question that has been recurring is
what happens when the external support ends? Thtre challenge of how the Good Samaritan

program can survive the current method of fundiivgmgthe various off shoots of the program.

Donors often provide short-term funding for progsantended to show long-term results, which is
often impossible. There is therefore a need to eyriphg-term solutions that will reinforce program
impact without creating greater dependence on tmmd Many programs do not last beyond
external support, disappointing the hopes placethém and wasting the human and financial

investments made in them.

For the first time, Bible Society of Kenya has begposed to development funds through the Good
Samaritan Program. It is also evident that thesdifig will not be a continuum but will eventually
come to an end. Thus, sustainability of the progsanow a dominant concern, affecting decisions

and actions that may shape major organisationaipsifor years to come.
2



Sustainability does not depend on just the findraspect of the program but also impact of the
program so that implementation should be able ticoe and the effects of the program felt over
time. One of the major challenges facing stakehslgehow to respond in an empowering and long-
term way in the face of immediate humanitarian ge@&tiere is a need to work in an empowering

and holistic way to fill the gaps in meeting theds of the people in a sustainable way.

The Good Samaritan Program focuses on Behaviourgehas a strategy where Information

Education and Communication (IEC) are used as to@dmpower good decisions and responsible
behaviour. Behaviour change takes time to achi€kes means starting up long-term processes
rather than short-term interventions. The needntuee the program continues long enough to
register behaviour change is essential. For sugidity to become a routine component of program

implementation there is a need for greater claiigut factors influencing it.

1.3 Purpose of the Study

This study was undertaken to establish factorsigmiting sustainability of the Good Samaritan
Program in Kenya, a case of Nakuru County.

1.4 Objectives of the Study

This study was intended to achieve the followingcsiic objectives:

1. To establish the influence of funding mechanismghersustainability of the Good Samaritan

Program in Kenya, a case of Nakuru County.

2. To establish the influence of partnership on tretasoability of the Good Samaritan Program in
Kenya, a case of Nakuru County.

3. To establish the influence of advocacy on the suebdity of the Good Samaritan Program in

Kenya, a case of Nakuru County.



1.5 Resear ch Questions Guiding the Study
In relation to the study objectives the followiresearch questions will be answered:

1. To what extent does funding mechanisms influeneestrstainability of the Good Samaritan

Program in Kenya?

2. To what extent does partnership influence the sabdity of the Good Samaritan Program in

Kenya?

3. To what extent does advocacy influence the sudidityaof the Good Samaritan Program in

Kenya?
1.6 Significance of the Study

The findings of this study will contribute to theogving debate on program sustainability in related
programs. The findings will be of significance ke tBible Society of Kenya management, Good
Samaritan Program team and donor community whogailth a better understanding of factors
influencing program sustainability and will haveederence document to develop sustainability

strategies for the continuation of related programs
The findings will also be significant for acadenaits as a basis for further research.

1.7 Delimitations of the Study

The study was undertaken to establish factorsenfiing sustainability of the Good Samaritan
Program in Kenya, a case of Nakuru County. It ilagéd to Nakuru County and it focused on

three factors which are funding mechanisms, pastnes and advocacy.

1.8 Limitations of the Study

There are 146 Bible Societies globally but thiglgtwas limited to one Bible Society program and
specifically the Good Samaritan Program in Nakuow@y in Kenya.

This study was limited to Bible Society staff amddl partners involved in the Good Samaritan
Program in Nakuru County. Findings had a limitedegalizability to the Bible Society of Kenya
Programs as focus is on Nakuru County in Kenya.

The research focused on sustainability at the comiignlevel.

4



1.9 Assumptions of the Study

The respondents gave accurate responses.

1.10 Definitions of Significant Terms

1. Program Sustainability: refers to the ability to maintain your program affeur current

funding stream expires.

2. TheGood Samaritan Program is a bible-based HIV and AIDS program which integsa
HIV awareness and biblical principles. The aim luf tprogram is to contribute to the
reduction of the spread of HIV virus and to redstigma and discrimination against people
living with HIV.

3. Funding Mechanisms are the approaches used by the program to rais&lcémoth
monetary and non-monetary) towards maintenandeegditogram activities and objectives.
4. Partnership is an arrangement where parties agree to cooperadvance their mutual

interests.

5. Advocacy involves the promotion of a cause by providing infation to the public through

the media and other channels of communication.
1.11 Organization of the Study

The first chapter is introduction and a lay outhad study. It entails the background of the study,
statement of the problem, study objectives, sigaiice of the study, assumptions, limitations and
definition of key terms and delimitation of studihe second chapter presents a review of relevant
literature on the variables of the study. The thivdpter covers the methodology and procedures that
were used to accomplish the research objectivestaurth chapter presents the data while the fifth
chapter gives a summary of the findings, conclusioth recommendations.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter looks into literature regarding thealdes of the study. The theoretical framework wil
cite the principles that form the basis for thisa@rch and the conceptual framework will discuss th
variables of the study.

2.2 Funding Mechanisms and Sustainability

Despite the vast difference between the world’s fyowernmental Organizations (NGOs) most
share the common dilemma of lack of funds whicht8rthe quantity and quality of the important
activities they carry out. Non-governmental Orgatians increasingly find that grants and
donations are inadequate to meet current prograaisrend much less to expand program activities.
This is happening against the background of “ddatigue” and declining external flow from

traditional sources of fund®luye, Potvin & Denis, 2004

Most NGOs in Africa remain heavily dependent ongkternal financial assistance from foreign,
primarily Western, donors. The support providediriigrnational donors account for the single
largest source of NGO funding (Ogutu, 2010). Thas presented a two-part problem for local
NGOs. First, the level of international fundinguisstable. Resources for NGOs have not been as
forthcoming as had been anticipated and many ddvaws shifted their attention to other priorities
more needy, politically expedient or publicly pogutegions of the world.

Second, existing international donor funds areroé&marked for particular projects or for limited
project cycles. Donors often attach very spedifiathtions on how money can be spent, designating
particular issues or themes or supporting only mognatic expenses. This has made it
tremendously difficulty for NGOs to raise adequaipport for their ongoing, operational expenses.
The current donor enthusiasm for project basedifighputs the focus on the activities of NGOs
rather than on sustaining the organizations theraseln practice, institutional or organizational

development remains a lower priority.



NGOs are forced to "go where the money is" regasdité whether the project priorities identified
by a prospective funder suit the long-term stratetans of the NGO. This approach has led NGOs

into an endless cycle of resource dependency (Waaya001).

Scholarly literature has shown that, when inteoreti assistance ends, the activities initiatedhen t
ground also die with little left to show for thdat. The lack of sustainable impact is widely sasn

a key threat to continued flow of international ei®pment assistance (David W. Chapman et al,
2006). Inadvertently, there will be a move awaynfrecomparative advantage to competitive
advantage between NGOs as access to externalaohbe more critical for their functioning (Alan
Fowler, 1999).

There are three sectors from which Non-governméhtgénizations can derive their resources: the
private sector, the general public and the goventfpeblic sector. Resources from each of these
sectors can originate from both "external” soufcesinternational) and "local” (i.e., domestic or
municipal public and private donors). One area,cWwhs often overlooked, is those resources
generated from "internal" sources (i.e., self-gatezf income from fees, sales or investments)
(Pluye, Potvin, Pelletier & Mannoni, 2005).

The Good Samaritan Program is dependent on govetairdevelopment agencies. According to
literature, organizations dependent on governmémtaling have stronger orientations toward the
state and its activities than their counterpaids @ine mainly privately funded; the latter NGOssee
to have a stronger orientation to the fluctuatiohthe market (Anheier, Toepler and Sokolowski,
1997). In addition, government funding can lead loss of autonomy, cooptation, mission drift or
even complete goal displacement, a reduction imapely-derived income, restructuring and
bureaucratization, and diminishing potential forvechcy (Brudney and Gazley 2007;
Chaves,Stephens, and Galaskiewicz 2004; Brooks; Zy66lich 1999).

Government funding can also lead to resource depmed(Mahoney, C. and Beckstrand, M. J.
2009). Modeling the acquisition of the necessasgueces is constructed in economic terms, such as
the supply and demand of an NGO'’s activity, as aelational cost-benefit analysis on the part of
the organization in its decision to pursue vari@s®urces or engage in particular actions andeoy th
resource provider in its decision to allocate @saurces (McCarthy and Zald, 1977).
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(Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978) point out that ndyanust social actors mobilize resources, but these
actors become dependent on the resources anditrelysbn the source of those resources, be it a
body of private donors or the government via graotscontracts (McCarthy and Zald
1977, Pfeffer and Salancik 1978; Anheier, Toeptat &okolowski 1997). These actors have a
strong interest in acquiring public funds and comitig to receive them in order to overcome
persistent financial uncertainties, since therkess volatility in government funding than with
private donations (Froelich, 1999). The governmierityrn has a substantial interest in acquirirgg th
expertise offered by the NGOs (Brudney and Gaz@$7®. Despite the mutuality of interest, the

government retains the upper hand in this inhgremiéven relationship (Brown and Troutt, 2004).

As funder, the government preserves its primacthagesource it holds is more critical to the
survival of the NGO than the NGO'’s informationasthe government. Thus, over the duration of
the dependent relationship, the government’s ghdipress for its preferences is enhanced and the
ability of the NGO to resist diminishes. A civil@ety actor can have its advocacy power diminished
through a financial relationship with governmenstitutions in many ways: from fear of
punishment, from closer monitoring and more riggroegulation to the revocation of funds; a
reflexive lightening of criticism toward the genasgpatron; and the organizational and managerial
restructuring required to administer governmentgjrresulting in less organizational capacity

directed toward advocacy (Chaves, Stephens andgkialdcz, 2004).

For development NGOs, the cost of development sesvhey provide are not met by the incomes
from the clients they serve- the beneficiaries. Whek of NGOs is critically dependent on economic
processes external to the client group (Alan Fowd8©2). The question of how to financially
sustain and support the activities of Non-goverrnialgdrganizations (NGOs) has been one of the
most recurrent challenges for nonprofit leadersiadathe world. There is an increasingly urgent
need to address this fundamental challenge for aernmental Organizations as they expand and
diversify, struggling to fill the gap left as thale of the external support reced8syaya, Ellsworth

& Rogers, 2008



Financial sustainability refers to the ability dflan-governmental Organizatitmdevelop a diverse
resource base so that it could continue its ingtmal structure and production of benefits for
intended client population after the cessatiorooiad financial support. This definition encompasses
three areas. The first is developing financial ng@maent which involves implementing financial
management systems that provide the informatioshwainables managers to make sound financial
and programmatic decisions, and thereby improveffieency of the organization; analyzing costs
to identify potential cost saving and developindigies and strategies for reducing costs and
improving financial projections/budgetin§4vaya, Elsworth & Rogers, 2008

Secondly resource mobilization which involves desig a comprehensive resource mobilization
strategy; building capacity to develop and marketsssful project proposals to attract new donors
and forging partnerships with government, other M®Oprivate enterprises to use idle capacity. If

exists, thereby sharing project costs and capitglian economies of scale.

Finally, income generation/self-financing whichlunes exploring income generation through the
sale of products and services; developing pricelesl and marketing strategies for products and
services; marketing and sale of technical assistand soft assets and maximizing membership dues
and hard assets’ rental fe&hérir & Lerner, 2006

Recognizing the limitations of current donor furglirNon-governmental Organizations are
developing alternative Strategies to generate lasalurces through self-financing enterprises. The
most "sustainable” financing strategy consistsw@rgdifying sources of income and thus minimizing
dependency on any single source. This will redudeerability to shifts in fund availability or
donor preferences. A sustainable approach to fingmdon-Governmental Organizations is an
approach that avoids dependency on any one sodireevenue, whether external or internal
(Scheirer, 200p It is impossible to prescribe any formula fo ffercentages that need to be derived
from various sources to constitute a "financiallgtainable NGO." However, a balance between
externally and internally generated resources eesgary in order for an organization to meet its
operating and administrative expenses while maimgithe freedom to determine its programmatic

priorities and projects, irrespective of donor prefices$cheirer, 2006



The local sources of NGO funding from local or om#l agencies, private sources or public
donations have not yet developed to a level sefficio meet demand. The poverty, corruption and
social unrest in many African countries presentamabstacles to local philanthropy. The

discretionary income of the general populatioreisegally not high enough to support philanthropy,

especially given the lack of a local tradition oifvate charity.

While the development of a local philanthropic bEeNGO initiatives may represent the most
preferable solution to NGO financing problems ia tbng-term, this is a process which may take
years of cultural, social and economic change (@d210). Mounting frustration with the current
funding status quo and the desire to avoid donotrobhas led many NGOs to examine the
entrepreneurial principles of the private sect@sNleaders are defining a completely new breed of
"entrepreneur” to stimulate the creation of a Igrgstainable pool of resources for NGO initiagive
Going beyond traditional donor receiver relatiopshithey have created a new organizational
"hybrid", nonprofit in purpose and for-profit in gmach. These new NGO entrepreneurs have
developed unique strategies for creating sustagfablds for their activities by employing creative
and sometimes lucrative "self-financing" entergigelisworth, 1998).

2.3 Partnership and Sustainability

There exists a common contradiction between tleeolifdevelopment projects and programs and
their expected impact. Donors often provide shemtatfunding for programs intended to show long-
term results, which is often impossible. Therdexéfore a need to develop long-term partnerships

for sustainable achievements (Dass, 1999).

Partnership is a dynamic relationship among divacsars, based on mutually agreed objectives and
pursued through a shared understanding. Partnessb@nmpasses mutual influence, with a careful
balance between synergy and respective autonomighwhcorporates mutual respect equal
participation in decision making, mutual accounligband transparency. Partnership should not be
used to describe any and every type of workingicelahip between two or more organizations.
Experience suggests that this is not desirabledaceptual and practical reasons. Conceptually,
lumping all sorts of relationships together undees tabel is illogical and not useful when designing

or negotiating interactions.
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Inevitably, for practical reasons, all organizatiodistinguish between types of relationships.
Practically, optimizing the right mix of relationps in the real world is a cornerstone of
effectiveness. Cosmetic or ‘politically correctemlization of relations inevitably runs the risk of
subsequent disappointment and frustration (FoO\2I&00).

The term partnership should only be employed fgradicular quality of relationship. Other
necessary working relations should be given ottmnes according to how the interaction is
structured and functions in relation to partnergimpciples (Fowler, 2000). Three principles are
presented to provide a foundation for constructimggotiating framework that could lead to greater
balance and relational empowerment. First, notyeneationship is a ‘partnership’, nor should it be
To work well, institutions need all sorts of retatships; partnership is only one of them. Secoadly
‘partnership’ is the most far reaching in term#haf depth and breadth of rights and obligations tha
can be agreed. Finally, a healthy relationshipmyf &ype is characterized by an agreed level of

mutuality and balance in terms of the rights anyakions of the parties concerned (Fowler, 2000).

Five common types of relationships can be distisiged. The ‘breadth’ of organizational
engagement negotiated, where wider relationshipsjrorate narrower ones, differentiates them.
The first four involve or imply financial transagti; the remaining one does not. Various types or
categories of relationship are labeled and destieéow, each decreasing in organizational depth
(Dass, 1999).

2.3.1 Partner: Typically, a true partnership exhibits full, matwsupport for the identity and all
aspects of the work and the well-being of eachrmimgdion. It is holistic and comprehensive, with
no limits, in principle, as to what the relationshiould embrace. Though not common, this type of
interaction can be found in ‘natural’ partnershigxemplified by religious denominations,

professional associations, etc. (Fowler 1991).

2.3.2 Institutional Supporter: This type of relationship is primarily concernedthwoverall
development effectiveness and organizational vtgbilt can include policies. In other words,
transactions benefit both what the organizationarbwhat they are.
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2.3.3 Program Supporter: This type of relationship concentrates on a paldic area of
development work. This focus is often understoagims of sectors, such as health or education, or
water supply, credit, small-scale enterprise; tireane such as conflict prevention, food security,
gender, human rights. Support could be financalis, technical expertise and facilitating access t

specialist networks.

2.3.4 Project Funder: Is an individual or organization that providesdsrior a particular project.
This type of relationship can result from an NG©@eiging funds for an initiative that it identifies.
Alternatively it can arise from winning bids forddopment initiatives which others want to have

implemented.

2.3.5 Development Ally: In this relationship two (or more) organizationsesgon a development
agenda or objective they wish to pursue togetipically for an agreed period of time. They can do
this, for example, by exchanging information, sh@rexpertise or employing their respective
positions and contacts in coordinated ways. Howewvkile modest financial transfers may occur,
they are not the basis of the relationship. A dgwelent ally is typically found in NGO (and wider)
networks, coalitions, alliances (for internatioadlocacy) and platforms.

The concept of partnership as a paradigm for deweémt cooperation is widely accepted to mean a
relationship based on the principles of equity mudual benefit (International Council of Voluntary
Agencies, 1987, Kajese, 1987). Historically, théabee of power in most relationships between
donors and receiving NGOs has been tilted in fat¢ine donors, due to their positions as funding
agencies and their roles in transferring finanara other resources to receiving NGOs. To date,
most donor organizational-change efforts have bdermed by a view of partnerships as forms of
collaboration that involve external relations amamganizations (Fowler, 1997 & Van de Ven,
1994). In this view, partnerships are explainedharily by factors associated with what (Astley and
Van de Ven, 1983) would consider the voluntary agexf organizational actors. They are emergent
forms of collective action that evolve through @ies of negotiated phases (Brown & Ashman,
1996).

According to collaboration theorists, critical farg associated with effective partnerships are the
development of trust between the parties (Ring & da Ven, 1994); cooperative interpersonal
relationships; and behaviors like active commumecamutual influence, and joint learning (Brown
& Ashman, 1996; Lewis, 1998).
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In keeping with this view, donor change effortsitgtly have focused on initiatives such as new
policy statements to clarify the values, goals, pratttices of partnering and workshops to change
individuals’ ideas, attitudes, and behaviors ag theeract with external partners. The partnership
literature has not explored the contrasting séactbrs that (Astley and Van de Ven, 1983) would
consider as structural or relatively predetermibgdesources and social structures in partnership
environments. To extend the analysis, structurplaations of partnerships would suggest that
their behavior is neither entirely emergent noeliy@egotiated. Instead, preexisting, relativeted
elements of partnership environments tend to siape-organizational choices, behavior, and
outcomes. Examples of structural influences on negaships would include the internal
organizational systems of partners and importartereal stakeholders, such as donors,
governments, and communities (Astley and Van d€s/d983).

2.4 Advocacy and Sustainability

Advocacy is the pursuit of influencing policies asgending by gaining the support of key
stakeholders (Lawton, 2009. Efforts towards sustality of a program can involve the increase of
awareness of its activities to its partners, gowvesmt and other stakeholders so that it is morbleisi

externally. This will help attract financing andptementation support for its activities from the

government, donors and other key stakeholders.

According to Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionaaglvocacy is giving of public support to an
idea, a course of action, or a belief. The litenakning of advocacy reflects a way of working that
involves the public, engaging them to support di@aear approach. This definition accepts the idea
of a planned action rather than ad hoc efforts sit@ming the diversity of advocacy experiences and
perspectives in different contexts, the Advocacstitate (Al), recognized that there is no single
‘right’ definition or approach to advocacy. The matology that promoters use in their own context
must be respected and shared among advocacy joraets.

Keeping this in mind and yet appreciating the nieeda working definition, Advocacy Institute
proposes that advocacy is the pursuit of influemaitcomes, including policy and resource
allocation decisions within political, economic,dasocial systems and institutions that directly
affect people’s lives (Lemvik, 2001).
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The National Centre for Advocacy Studies (NCASh&undia, felt the urgent need to stress that
advocacy is not only for, but also through and il people who are affected, and so stresses the
people centered nature of advocacy. Public Advoaeyplanned and organized set of actions to
effectively influence public policies and to hakiern implemented in a way that would empower the
marginalized. In a liberal democratic culture,sea the instruments of democracy and adopts non-
violent and constitutional mearnBréchtet al. 1994.

Advocacy has become an important focus for deailittig development concerns. It encompasses
actions to influence decision making at the lodjonal, state, national, and international lekel.
is the active support of an idea or cause exprdbsedgh strategies and methods that influence the

opinions and decisions of people and organizations.

People normally understand ‘advocacy’ as the pmooésaising voices on all issues. Therefore,
there is sometimes confusion and misunderstandiogtavhat kind of, and what level of, advocacy
we are doing. Three main forms of advocacy aredfitiated: people-centered advocacy, policy

advocacy, and political advocacy (Internationalt@efor Integrated Mountain Development, 2008).

There is a limited evidence base that exploreetleetiveness of advocacy (Lawton, 2009). This
relates primarily to conflicting definitions andack of understanding about the role of advocacy
(Fazil et al, 2004). It is difficult to measure timnepact that advocacy has on outcomes for people
who access support and their families, partly beedhere is such a wide range of schemes with
differing aims and objectives, with shifting andesf multiple or unclear outcomes (McNutt, 2011).

To date, the recording of outcomes of advocacyetgions appears to be limited. However,
Action for Advocacy has developed outcome measwuigish have been effectively used in research
(Palmer et al, 2012). Despite the lack of evideitas, clear that people who access support can
benefit as much from the process of having an aatecas they do from the outcome (Townsley et
al, 2009). Therefore, when considering what warkselation to advocacy, it is important to

separate out process from outcomes (Featherst@he2€l2).
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Key features of advocacy include: independence semices, empowerment, providing people
who access support with a voice, supporting peoyie access support to achieve active
participation, challenging inequality, promotingcid justice, and supporting people who access
support to challenge inequity and unfairness (Bogad Dalrymple, 2011). However, it should be
noted that advocacy is not about mediation, coumgebefriending, taking complaints or giving

advice, although elements of these can be founditying degrees across the different models
(Patient and Client Council, Northern Ireland, 20M2hat follows is an overview of each model

and the associated key features:

2.4.1 Sdf-advocacy: Individuals represent and speak up for themselwéth, support, either
individually or collectively. This support can bea paid or unpaid capacity. Key features include:
Outward-facing model aimed at securing servicessapgorts for the individual; Focus on ensuring
the person’s voice is heard and Promotes confidesigikls and knowledge and protection of
individual rights (Lawton, 2009)

2.4.2 Peer advocacy: The advocate and the person have a common bacidyrfou example, they
may have shared experience of service provisiotpers by experience” (Monaghan, 2012).
Peer advocacy can be conducted on an individuatotllective basis and often develops
spontaneously, for example in care homes or dajeren Key features include: Focused on
common problem solving; lessens the imbalance wEpbetween the advocate and their advocacy
partner as they have shared experiences; and rffestively used with specific groups, for
example, people with substance misuse problemsentahhealth problems as they can prefer

advocates with similar experiences (Monaghan, 2012)

2.4.3Volunteer Citizen Advocacy: Volunteer Citizen advocacy involves volunteergp@id) who

are recruited trained and matched with an individugenerally only one at a time. It involves a

one-to-one relationship over an extended period goes beyond befriending - the volunteer

represents the views of the person. The partneisimgependent, supported, but not influenced by,

the advocacy organization.
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Key Features: The relationship between the advaratehe individual (the partnership) is viewed
as an outcome in and of itself; the relationshiptiomes regardless of any presenting ‘issue’; and
citizen advocates are supported to use their owmanks, as well as community organizations to
support them to develop their social networks.

2.4.4 Independent/professional advocacy: A partnership between a paid advocate and a person
who accesses supports. The advocate providesrsupfarmation and representation, with the aim
of empowering their partner and enabling them toress their needs and choices. This type of
advocacy can be undertaken on a short-term ortemy-basis. Long-term advocacy work may be
required due to changing needs over time and thmplexity of issues, for example, with parents
with learning disabilities involved in the childgtection system. Key features include: Separation
from other forms of direct service provision, esgcial work; Independent governance;
Independent funding arrangements (e.g. servieeaardirectly funded by public bodies but via
other indirect means, such as pooled budgets);ffeconflict of interest; Individual rather than
group advocacy; Support often provided on a spetidhsis, e.g. capacity, treatment for mental
disorder, child protection issues or for specifioups, e.g. families and/or carers. (Townsley,et a
2009). Advocacy fits well with the core values oft&l work in terms of enabling people to achieve
‘self-fulfillment’ (Rapaport et al, 2006). Finland Sandall (2009) argue that practitioners aa@in
ideal place to offer advocacy, having built uplatienship with a particular person, knowing their
needs well and most likely having a sense of lgyafid responsiveness to their needs.

However, advocacy can compromise relationships déetvpractitioners and their colleagues and
managers, and they can find themselves torn betvepeesenting the views of the person accessing
support while at the same time trying to manageceaasources on behalf of the organization they
work for (Beresford and Croft, 2004)..Independehiacacy can be particularly valuable when the
relationship between the person being supportedrensiocial worker has eroded (Featherstone et
al, 2012). In such cases, the advocate can act ssportant bridge between both parties and can
help to repair damaged relationships.
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2.4.5 Non-instructed advocacy: Advocacy can be provided to those who are foraeasf
capacity, unable to personally instruct their adtec This may be because of the person’s
limitations in grasping concepts or because theyat able to make others understand their wishes
because of significant communication barriers. Cap#o instruct or understand can be diminished
for a number of reasons, for example mental hgatthlems, dementia, acquired brain injury, or
learning disabilities. However, it should be nothdt having one of these conditions does not
automatically mean a person lacks capacity. An ealeowill observe the partner and their situation,
look for alternative means of communication with trartner, gather information from significant

others in the partner’s life, if appropriate, am$@re the partner’s rights are upheld.

Key features include: A focus on upholding the pessights; Ensuring fair and equal treatment and
access to services; Making certain that decisionsaken with consideration for the individual's
unique preferences and perspectives; Using astadasrt only when all other attempts at
communicating and understanding an adult’s wislaws ffiailed; Trying out a range of methods of
communication to ensure the person’s wishes ai;clgsing a number of core quality of life
domains, together with relevant legislation, to me&&mparisons and consider what quality of life or
experiences would be usual and acceptable to trexglgopulation. Taking these models together,
it has been possible to identify a number of comfeatures that are important for an advocate to
exhibit. These include: A calm thoughtful and s&ves disposition; The ability to raise relevant
issues on behalf of the person in an appropriatdaanmanner; Good at building relationships with
people; Provision of support to individual whenetp&nsure the person’s views are discussed and
incorporated; The ability to be succinct, articaldhorough and offer alternative ways of thinking
and; Facilitate understanding among other profesésoof the person’s situation. (Adapted from
Featherstone et al, 2012)

In order to ensure that advocacy services are geovin a way that effectively meet the needs of
people who access support and operate in a waisthatlerpinned by an evidence base, standards
for generic advocacy services have been developAdtion for Advocacy (2006). These standards
relate to: Clarity of purpose; Independence; pgttiaople first; Empowerment; Equal opportunity;

Accessibility and accountability; supporting adviesa Confidentiality and complaints.
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Evidence regarding the effectiveness of advocaaanes limited and while there is a reasonable
amount of information relating to the process bimedf advocacy, its impact on individual

outcomes remains largely unclear (Manthorpe andiMzau, 2010). A range of important process
benefits has been identified relating to greatgy@merment, self-efficacy and confidence, as well as

a greater sense of participation and having onaisevheard.

People who access support who have experiencedaciexpress a high level of satisfaction with
the process. This satisfaction relates primaoilye potential that advocacy has to empower people
who access support by enabling them to have tloétes heard (Macintyre and Stewart, 2011).
With regard to participation in formal proceedingsople who access support also reported having a
greater knowledge and understanding of the prosasselved and the language used, as well as
their rights, leading to a greater sense of empowat (Featherstone et al, 2012). This sense of
empowerment can result in an increase in self-tedavell-being, as well as increased self-efficacy

and improved confidence (Palmer et al, 2012).

People who access support also report high levshtisfaction when they receive help and support.
These include practical tasks such as interpretatial translation of information; help to apply for
housing and benefits and to gain social supporiigging et al, 2011). The provision of moral
support has been highlighted as being importanticoéarly during formal proceedings, which can
be viewed as intimidating by people who access @ugpeatherstone et al, 2012).

The relational aspect of advocacy cannot be untier&®d as it appears to be a key indicator of
satisfaction across different types of advocacyigion (Palmer et al, 2012). Self-advocacy, peer
advocacy and citizen advocacy in particular areigih to offer great potential to promote social
networks and support individuals to build relatioips by offering individuals a safe and stable
environment. The development of a trusting retegiop between the person who accesses support
and the advocate is essential and requires fregaeetto-face contact and communication,
particularly in the early stages of the relatiopsfialmer et al, 2012). Indeed, it is thought that

higher levels of trust promote higher levels oftiggpation more generally (Palmer et al, 2012).
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Professionals require support to understand tleeabindependent advocacy and in order to feel
supported not to be threatened or undermined. Thibest achieved by ensuring a clear
understanding of the role of advocacy (Patient@ireht Council, 2012). Advocacy services need to
use effective mechanisms to define and record autsdor individuals, acknowledging that these

may vary from people who access support to sepriceiders (Palmer et al, 2012).

Independent advocacy can be done through volunsersrding to Gaskin and Davis Smith (1997)
Volunteering refers to activities or work done gfeason’s free will for the benefit of others (baglo
the immediate family) for no payment other than,some cases, a small honorarium and/or
expenses. The three key elements in this defindi@nfree will, benefit to others and lack of
payment. Many writers regard motivation as crutahe definition of a volunteer and argue that
volunteering should be freely chosen and not cosgwylor coerced (Australian Council of Social
Service (ACOSS), 1996; Cnaan et al., 1996; Shd®395). The second dimension of the term
volunteer concerns who ‘benefits’. Beneficiaries'\afluntary work’ may be people known or
unknown to the volunteer. Lack of payment is on¢hef most common themes running through
definitions of volunteering (Lynn, 1997). Howeverany definitions stress the need to cover out-of-
pocket expenses (ACOSS, 1996; Gaskin and DavishS&#i97; Sheard, 1995).

Volunteers are involved in a range of volunteeaatyvities including service provision, fundraisjng
advocacy and campaigning, and governance and nraeageThe literature review gave an
indication of the variety and breadth of roles vikers hold which include: participation in
planning, consultation, advice and research inth¢Raylor 2011); service delivery e.g., delivety o
a theoretically derived, structured behavior chamgervention (Buman et al 2011; Paylor 2011);
counseling, (peer) support, advocacy and adviau@mng to families) (Akister et al 2011; Paylor
2011; Hussein 2011) and; fundraising and admirtistigSevigny et al 2010; Casiday et al 2008).
The most commonly cited volunteering activitiedued counseling, support, advocacy and advice.
Volunteering can also support the development ofroanities, in a number of ways which include:
building community networks/creation and maintereanicsocial capital (Ryan-Collins et al 2009;
Paylor 2011), making people more powerful and pnéug needs rising and engaging sustainable

resources.
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2.5 Recent Similar Studies

Ogutu, (2010) focused on the factors influencing@mability of community based organizations: a
case of Nakuru municipality. In his study, Ogutplexed the need to ensure sustainability of CBOs
through avoiding over reliance of external fundangd strengthening of structures and human

resource and government involvement.

Odingo, (2010) looked the factors affecting susthility of income generating activities among
women in Nyando division of Nyando district. Thisidy sought to establish the factors that
influence sustainability and make recommendatiohaw to minimize the influence. Ondingo

investigated the extent to which financial, soaidtaral, physical and natural factors influence
sustainability.

Livingstone, (2010) studied the factors influencsusgtainability of community water projects in
Mbeere district Eastern province, Kenya. Livingstoassessed the influence of community
management capacity and appropriateness of teapnolosustainability of the community water
projects. She also sought to establish how préjecting for operation and maintenance influences

sustainability.

2.6 Theoretical Framework

Little consensus exists in the literature on theotktical and operational definitions of program
sustainability. Several terms have been in useeféo to the phenomenon of program continuation.
Among these are: program 'maintenancje’, 'sustaitygbinstitutionalization’, 'incorporation’,
'integration’, 'routinization’, local or communibpvnership' and ‘capacity building'.

However, various studies that have been undertakesustainability of programs have indicated
that it is a problem, which faces all forms of prags both in developed as well as in developing

countries (Len Abrams, 2000).

Program sustainability in this study is about maimhg and continuing program services after the
funding period is over. There is a growing reali@matthat sustainability is more than money or
funding hence the need to look at other factortsniflaence sustainability. A fundamental challenge
to be considered when assessing the factors imdingnsustainability is the necessity for

sustainability strategies in order to ensure tlag-term approach to program implementation
(Filtho, 2000).
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Sustainability is the capacity of an organizatiorathieve long-term success and stability and to
serve its clients and consumers without the thoedbss of financial support and the quality of
services. Sustainability is about maintaining, canhg program services after a funding period is
over, and ensuring that the organization has becmmermanent resource in the community.
Sustainability involves ensuring that values armatpsses are firmly established, partnerships are

strengthened and financial and other resourceseaged over the long term (Elisworth, 1998).

Multiple understandings of the term ‘sustainabiléyist along with a range of related terminology.
Although each term implies the continuation of aggam in some way, different emphases of
meaning have been noted (Shediac-Rizkallah & B&3&)L (Brown, 1998) emphasized conversion
of institutional capacity into the performance riegd for continued effectiveness. (O'Loughlin,
1998) saw program sustainability as the extent ichva new program becomes integrated or
embedded into an organization's normal operati@rediac-Rizkallah, 1998) described program
sustainability as the notion of continuation ofagyam that has the ability to be dynamic rathanth

inflexible.

A program that endures from its inception to isuatainable one (Evashwick, 2003). (Mancini,
2004) saw program sustainability as a program's§imeous response to community issues. (Pluye,
2005) defined program sustainability as a contiomabf a program. (Pluye, 2004) argued that
programs that are routinized within organizatiactieve program sustainability, where the program
intended to be sustained is backed up by an orgtioiz (Nielsen, 2005) asserted that there must be
maintenance of a level of activity so the prograithprovide continuous management of a problem.
(Humphreys, 2006) termed program sustainabilitythes ability to provide ongoing access to

appropriate quality service in a manner that i$ lwaist-efficient and effective.

Each definition reflects a different focus for tevelopment of sustainability and a different
expectation about how each stage will be recogniZéds includes whether the focus is on
continuation of the benefits of the program tostekeholders/participants; the perseverance of the
new initiative itself (Goodman & Steckler, 1989);tbe process of developing local capacity to
enable a program to be maintained at the stakefotohemunity level. In some ways, this lack of
consensus may be more reflective of the differdnpeatives and theoretical positioning of the
programs themselves. Furthermore, latter auth@gesi that a singular definition of sustainability
is probably not possible, or even appropriate.
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Instead, they propose a broad explanation for sestause that encompasses the concept of a
continuation process and the diversity of formg thes process may take. In this way a working
meaning can be given to sustainability based omeabegnition that any effective definition will
need to reject the septic expectations of the prager setting to which the word sustainability is
being appliedlarek, Mancini & Brock, 1999

In their comprehensive review of literature on peog sustainability, (Shediac-Rizkallah and
Bone, 1998) concluded that the various definitiohsustainability suggest that it is a complex,
multidimensional concept. All of the major elemeliitsly play a role in achieving sustainability.
Furthermore, they recognized that the relative rifmunion of each element to the attainment of
sustainability likely depends upon the unique rataf a program. A broader definition of
sustainability may be, therefore, a more accunadeuseful way of characterizing and assessing the
sustainability process across diverse programssé aethors developed a scheme to categorize the
definitions into three different perspectives ostainability, each operating at a different level.
These perspectives include:

2.6.1 Individual-level: maintaining program benefits for individuals afi@tial program funding

ends, particularly continuing to achieve benefioialcomes for new clients.

2.6.2 Organizational-level: continuing program activities within an organinal structure and
ensuring that program goals, objectives, and aghexadapt to changing needs over time.

2.6.3 Community-level: building the capacity of the community to devey deliver program
activities, particularly when the program worked @ community coalition or other community

capacity-developing process (Shediac-RizkallahBmak, 1998; Scheirer, 2005).

Researchers have developed theoretical modelssémaé as roadmaps of the major concepts
associated with sustainability and their interielahips. These models start with the inputs and
activities that have been shown to increase tleditikod of sustainability. Literature indicatesttha

finding new sources of funding to replace exhaustigi@l seed funds is but one of many factors that

contribute to the sustainability of programs antatives.
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A number of factors common across the theoreticalets suggest that it is critical for programs to
prove that they warrant sustainability. (Goodmad &teckler, 1989) elaborate on this view by
describing worthy program as one that is “baseestablished theory, is well-implemented, is cost
effective, is desired both by a client constitueany a host organization, and is producing desired
outcomes”. Other frequently identified factors asranodels include fostering ownership of
programs and system changes by organization staffcammunity partners; recruitment of
champions/volunteers to publicly advocate on thabief the changes; and engaging in purposeful,
strategic planning for sustainability beginningreteption and throughout the life of the initiative
(Goodman and Steckler, 1989; Shediac-RizkallaiBame, 1998; Johnson et al., 2004; Mancini and
Marek, 2004; Beery et al., 2005).

Models of program development often present susltélity as the end stage of a linear process
(Rogers, 1995). According to this way of thinkisgstained use follows (automatically) from the
replication of program during implementation. Cansently, this model tends to support the notion
of sustainability because of effective implemewotatiequiring little independent support or planning
to ensure its achievement (Goodman & Steckler, L1 $8®wever, this position has been challenged
to suggest that sustainability may constitute ardisstage of program development (Yin & Quick
1979). This view has been supported by the reciograf particular requirements for sustained use
in the areas of, for example, funding arrangem@isrlund, 2000; Scheirer, 1990), training (Elias
et al. 2003; Osganian, Parcel & Stone, 2003; SkeRiakallah & Bone, 1998), and support
(Huberman & Miles 1984; Scheirer, 1990).

Further, it has been indicated that the necessarglitons required for sustainability, need to be
planned for at the early stages of program devedpifAltman 1995; Goodman & Steckler 1989;
Paine-Andrews et al. 2000). Therefore, these utalglsgs tend to suggest that sustainability may
develop from a more interactive relationship betwée different stages of program development
and may not be based on a simple linear processs(&al. 1994). It has also been suggested that
the process of program development (including suabdity) cannot be understood in isolation

from the context in which the program is opera{itange, 1996; Goodson et al. 2001).
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From this position, actions undertaken to initististained use are mediated through the differing
structures and practices within individual settirayjgd so create a unique set of factors for
establishing sustainability. Such conditions sugtes the process for embedding new initiatives
may be more complex and interactive than impliedheylinear models of program development.

There are specific conditions under which orgaimzatare likely to be more sustainable. One way
to create this condition is to include sustainfpds a fundamental organizational strategy. Bsside
access to stable financial resources, a wide rahigéernal organizational and external factord wil
determine whether a program will be sustainablet€@C,&006). In reviewing existing guidance from
funders to help programs plan for sustainabilityyas found that in general both Federal agencies
and foundations increasingly emphasize the impogtahsustainability and provide applicants with
information on how to develop more sustainablaatites (Akerlund, 2000; Scheirer, 2005).

Sustainability assessment and planning is a delieexttempt on the part of the organizations to
create favorable conditions for a useful and effeqirogram to continue beyond its start-up phase.
It involves identifying factors that determine wihetor not the organization can sustain and develop
strategies to address those factors (Network Legr@rganization, 2009). Such planning process
should begin with the initial planning and designof the program itself. For example along with
other factors, a broad-based collaboration thailies key stakeholders is an important factor that
determines how strong the chances are for a proggraontinue for a long period of time. With the
help of this kind of deliberate planning approamiganizations can establish criteria to decide what
aspects of a program to maintain, create alteraatnategies and develop detailed action plans with
specific outcomes to create and strengthen fave@bidition for an organization to continue with
important aspects of the program (UN Habitat, 2001)

Avalilable literature also recognized that programd initiatives do not operate in a vacuum, but
rather are influenced by a range of external factbat may affect the sustainability process.
Contextual factors, such as the availability obteses, political climate, organizational policydan
changing community needs may either act as fattda or barriers to sustainability
(ShediacRizkallah and Bone, 1998; Beery et al.5200
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2.7 Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework below gives a diagramnpasentation of the interrelation between the
variables of the study. Partnership, funding meidmas and advocacy will directly influence
program sustainability. Program sustainability wiflo be influenced by the organizational policies

put in place though this may not be at any cordfahe Program.

Intervening Variable

Organizational policy

Dependent Variable

Independent Variables

Funding M echanism

R i

- Self-reliance .
- Diversified sources of funds Program
. Sustainability:
Partnership Continuation of
- Availability of partnerships > program
N . » activities after
- Availability of partnerships the withdrawal
agreements of the donor
Advocacy
- Availability of advocacy work

Y

- Efficiency of advocacy work
- Availability of volunteers

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework
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2.8 Summary of the Literature Review

Various studies that have been undertaken on sabifity of program have indicated that
sustainability is a problem which faces all forniggmpgrams. There is a growing realization that
sustainability is more than money/funding hencertbed to look at other factors that influence
sustainability. A fundamental challenge to be cdeed when accessing the factors influencing
sustainability is the necessity for sustainabsitategies in order to ensure their long-term agogro

to program implementation.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the research methodolodywedstudy. It will highlight the research design,
study population, sampling procedure, data cobbectnstruments and methods of data analysis.

3.2 Resear ch Design

A cross-sectional descriptive research design vl un this study to establighe factors
influencing the sustainability of the Good Samaraogram. This design was chosen because data
was collected once. According to (Lokesh Koul, 1)9&dscriptive research is designed to obtain
pertinent and precise information status of thenpheena. Descriptive designs are used in
preliminary and exploratory studies to allow theearcher to gather information, summarize,

present and interpret for the purpose of classitioa

3.3 Target Population

The study focused on the Good Samaritan Prograsakoiru County. The population of this study
was staff of the Good Samaritan program in the@bciety of Kenya and local partners of the
Good Samaritan Program in Nakuru County. Thersiar&ood Samaritan program employees at
Bible Society of Kenya and all of them were invalve this study. Fifty Implementing partners of

Good Samaritan Program from Nakuru County werectsdeusing simple random sampling.

3.4 Sampling Procedure

In the sampling process, all Good Samaritan Prognaaployees at Bible Society in Kenya were
sampled. Therefore, census method was used tosespirthe views of all those working in the
program who are six. Simple random sampling teanigas used to select fitty Good Samaritan

Program local partners from Nakuru County.

3.5 Data Collection

This study used primary data collection methodse dols for collecting primary data were a

guestionnaire and an interview guide. Semi-strectuestionnaires were used to collect data.
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The questionnaire had five parts namely generatimtion, funding mechanisms, partnerships, and
advocacy. The questionnaires were administeredugfwralrop and pick later method to local
partners in Nakuru County. Good Samaritan Progrtaff at Bible Society of Kenya were
interviewed using an interview guide. The interviguide had questiorepared to lead the
interviewer in the interview. The interviewer atssked probing questions and sought other pertinent

information during the interview.
3.6 Reliability

Reliability refers to a measure of the degree t@whesearch instruments yield consistent results
(Mugenda & Mugenda, 2003). A pre-test was condueteele randomly selected respondents were
exposed to the tools of data collection. This weelito ensure the research is accurate, correct and
meaningful. The questionnaire and interview guideeapre-tested through a pilot test of Faith
Comes by Hearing (FCBH) program. The questionnaée administered to a selected sample of
respondents from FCBH, which is a Bible Societygoam with similar characteristics as the Good

Samaritan Program.
3.7 Validity

Validity as noted by Robinson (2002) is the degoaghich result obtained from the analysis of the
data actually represents the phenomenon under.stadiglity was ensured by having objective
guestions included in the questionnaire. To ensanéent validity of the instruments, the research

supervisor was involved.

3.8 Data Analysis

On receipt of the completed questionnaires, thiectald data was checked for errors in responses,
omissions, exaggerations and biases.

The questionnaires were then coded, entered iea®ydtem and analyzed using descriptive statistics
such as frequency distribution and percentages Wais done with the help of the Statistical

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS).
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3.7 Operational Definition of Variables

Objectives Variables I ndicator Measure Scale Data analysis
Dependent variable
Sustainability Continuity of Number of activities/actions thanominal Quantitative
program have taken place at individual level
activities beyond as a result of the Good Samaritan
external support| Program
Number of activities/actions thanominal Qualitative
have taken place at community
level as a result of the Good
Samaritan Program
ndependent variables
To establish the : _ . - _ . —
Funding mechanism | Self-reliance Availability of internally interval Qualitative

influence of

funding

generated organizational

resources for project support
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mechanisms on Diversified Type of sources nominal Quantitative angd
sustainability of sources of fundg Availability of fundraising plan qualitative

the Good

Samaritan

Program

To establish the | Partnership Availability of | Number of partnerships nominal Quantitative
influence of partnerships

partnership on

sustainability of Type of | Availability of partnership nominal Quantitative ang
the Good partnerships | agreements qualitative
Samaritan

Program

To establish the | Advocacy Availability of | Number of volunteers project nominal Quantitative
influence of volunteers

advocacy on Availability of Number of beneficiaries nominal Qualitative
sustainability of advocacy work | promoting the program

the Good Efficiency of Availability of a structured plan | nominal Qualitative
Samaritan advocacy work | for advocacy

Program
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3.8 Summary

A cross-sectional descriptive research design vwssl un this study to establighe factors
influencing sustainability of the Good SamaritaadPam. The study focused on the Good Samaritan
Program in Nakuru County. The population of thiglgtwas staff of the Good Samaritan program
in Bible Society of Kenya office and local partnefsthe Good Samaritan Program in Nakuru
County. In the sampling process, fifty Good SamarRrogram local partners from Nakuru County
were used in order to get a representative sanfipheeGood Samaritan program local partners in
Nakuru County. Probability sampling techniques wesed.

This study used primary data collection methodse Tdols for collecting primary data were a
guestionnaire and an interview guide. For validityl reliability a pre-test was conducted where
randomly selected respondents were exposed todlsedf data collection. For content validity of
the questionnaires the research supervisor wasveoM & E experts was also sought to review
the instruments. Data analysis was done with thedfeéhe Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS).
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSISAND PRESENTATION

4.1 Introduction

Qualitative and quantitative data were collectediby of a questionnaire and an interview guide.
The number of respondents who participated ingtwgey totaled 56 where 50 were local partners
of the Good Samaritan program while 6 were emplepé¢he program. The first part involved the

profile of the respondents. The second part inwbldescriptive statistics to establish factors

influencing sustainability of Good Samaritan Pragra

4.2 Demographic Statistics of Respondents

This section seeks to find out the demographicssizd of the respondents in terms of gender, age

and academic qualifications.

4.2.1 Gender of the Respondents

This section seeks to find out the gender of tlepaoadents. Results from descriptive analysis
indicate that the sample comprised of 60% maleomdpnts and 40% females who were local
partners of the Good Samaritan program. The empkgéthe program comprised of 4 males and 2
females. As shown in table 4.1, the male emplopééise program were observed to be twice as
many as their female counter parts which was theeszase repeated among the partners of the
program. The women appeared to be misrepresenggitel¢heir big numbers and great roles in
church/community.

Table4.1: Gender of therespondents

Category Local partners Employees
Frequency Percent Frequency Per cent
Male 30 60 4 67
Female 20 40 2 33
Totals 50 100 6 100

32



4.2.2 Age of Respondents

This section seeks to find out the different ageb® respondents. Majority of the local partners
were 36 and above years of age (66%) while albthers (34%) were in the age bracket of 20-

35 years. However, none of the local partners viaeiwved to be below 19 years of age. All the
six employees of the program were 36 years andeabbsage.

Table 4.2: Age of Respondents

Category Frequency Per cent
19 and below 0 0
20-35 17 34.0
36 and above 33 66.0
Totals 50 100

4.2.3 Education of Respondents

As shown in table 4.3 below, half of the local pars of the Good Samaritan program were reported
to have attained secondary education while 28%¢chbHelge/university education and the remainder
22% had only primary education. None of the pagmes reported to have no formal educaidin.

the employees had college/university education.

Tabled. 3: Education

Category Frequency Per cent
Primary 11 22.0
Secondary 25 50.0
College/University 14 28.0
Totals 50 100
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4.3 Continuation of Program Activities beyond External Support

The sustainability of the Good Samaritan Programbm assessed by the extent to which it has
continued at the community level without the suppbthe Bible Society. Most of the local partners
(87%) of the Good Samaritan Program reported te haseived training from the program. Most of
the trained partners (52%) said that the programimmoed by a great extent after they received the
training. However, 14% of the trained partnerorégd that the program did not continue at allrafte
they received the training. This indicates thare¢his some level of sustainability in that the

Program has the capacity to continue beyond extsupgort.

Table 4.4: Extent to which GSP Continued after Training

Category Frequency Per cent

Little extent 7 14.0
Moderate extent 17 34.0
Great extent 26 52.0
Totals 50 100

4.3.1 Actionstaken at community level asa result of the Good Samaritan Program

The number of activities initiated by local partmand the community is also an indication that the
Program can be run locally and continue beyondreatesupport. Respondents who were local
partners of the Good Samaritan Program were aska@ihte actions/activities that have taken place
in their church/community as a result of the prograsiving of information on HIV and AIDS was
the main activity resulting from the program asoreed by most of the local partners of the program
with a frequency of 26.40%.

HIV sensitization in church/community was the setactivity resulting from the program as
reported by local partners with a frequency of Q%6However, the activity of fund raising for HIV
related activities in the church/community was agtreat result from Good Samaritan program as
observed from its low frequency (4.10%) among thener respondents. Introduction of HIV
program for special groups such as youth, womerchuacth choir was also not a common result of

the program as it was mentioned by a few resposdént0%).
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Table 4.5: Actionstaken at community level asaresult of GSP

Action Frequency Percent

An HIV association group has been formed 5 10.1

An HIV program for special groups such as youthmea and church

choir has been introduced 3 6.1

HIV and AIDS information has been given 13 26.4
Church members have been encouraged to go fortésitihg 10 196
Home Based Care program established for peoplegliwith HIV 5 10.1
Fundraising for HIV related activities in your ¢bb/community 5 4.1

HIV sensitization in your church/community 12 236
Total 50 100

4.3.2 Actionstaken by Local Partnersasa result of the Good Samaritan Training

The Good Samaritan Program aims to start a predesie local partners within the community can
get involved in responding to the community’s needradicate HIV and stop its spread. Majority
(36.20%) of the local partners of the Good Samaptagram reported that teaching others about
HIV and AIDS was the action that they took as altesf the Good Samaritan training. 24.8% of the
local partners said that they went for VCT after @ood Samaritan training. Some of the partners
joined HIV association-13.5% while others formedVHassociations-15.0%. A few of the
respondents (10.5%) reported that they starteditiesi to support people living with HIV after the
Good Samaritan training. These actions taken &gl Ipartners as a result of the program are an

indication that the program activities will be coned beyond external support.
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Table 4.6: Actionstaken by local partnersasaresult GSP

Action Frequency  Percent
Went for VCT (Counseling & Testing for HIV) 12.4 24.8
Started activities to support people living with\HI 5.25 10.5
Taught others about HIV and AIDS 181 36.2
Joined an HIV association/club/group 6.75 135

Formed an HIV association/club/group 7.5 15

Total 50 100

4.4 Funding M echanisms

More than a quarter (28%) of the respondents ofdEamaritan program felt that availability of
funding influences continuity of the Good Samarifagmogram by a great extent. Very few
respondents (4%) were of the opinion that availgtof funding does not influence continuation of
Good Samaritan program. Four of the employees @fGhod Samaritan program felt that the
program will not continue at all beyond externalding while two of them were of the opinion that
it would continue by a moderate extent. The maadlehge the employees cited that would hinder
the continuity of the program beyond external fungdivas that the local partners were not proactive

in local fundraising at community level to suppibie program after cessation of external donors.

Table 4.7: Extent to which availability of funding influences continuation of the Good

Samaritan Program

Category Frequency Per cent
Not at all 2 4.0
Little extent 9 18.0
Moderate extent 10 20.0
Great extent 14 28.0
Very great extent 8 16.0
Totals 43 86
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4.4.1 Sour ce of Funding for the Activities Undertaken by L ocal Partners

Overdependence on external funding means thatthati@s will not continue if the funding stops.
In such a case the activities undertaken at commiewvel are dependent on external funding
beyond their control and not on the community ne&tie local partners were therefore asked for
the sources of funding for the activities undertakdajority (81.20%) of the local partners of the
Good Samaritan program reported that most of tleativities were internally (from
church/community) financed while a minority (6.30%6)the activities received financing from
external (outside church/community) sources. Moeepl2.50% of the activities undertaken were
reported to have been financed by income generatitigities. This is an indication that these
activities are not reliant on external supportarittherefore continue beyond support of the Bible
Society.

Table 4.8: Source of funding for the activities undertaken by local partners

Category Frequency Percent

Internal (from Church/Community) 6.25 125

External(outside
Church/Community) 3.15 6.3

Income Generating Activities 40.6 81.2

Total 50 100

Having a fundraising plan gives a framework for conmity initiative to solicit funds to meet their
needs. Majority (84%) of the local partners of @mod Samaritan program reported that there were
no fundraising plans for HIV related activitieslieir churches. Four employees of the program said
that there were no fundraising plans for the progrehile two reported of fundraising plans in
place. The general lack of fundraising plans méaeisof intentional fundraising to meet resource

needs for their program activities.
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Table 4.9: Availability of fundraising plansfor HIV related activities

Frequency Per cent
Yes 2 4.0
No 42 84.0
Totals 44 88

4.5 Partner ships

Almost half (46%) of the local partners of the G&amaritan program’s respondents were of the
opinion that partnership influences the continuatibthe Good Samaritan program by a great extent
while 8% of them were of the opinion that partngrstould influence continuity of the program by

a little extent. All the employees of the GSP unasusly agreed that partnership influences the

continuation of the program by a very great extent.

Table 4.10: Extent to which partnership influences the continuation of the Good Samaritan

Program

Frequency Per cent
Little extent 4 8.0
Moderate extent 8 16.0
Great extent 17 34.0
Very great extent 6 12.0
Totals 35 70

4.5.1 Availability of Partnershipsfor HIV Related Activities

It was found that more than half of the local partrespondents (54%) had not partnered with any
organization in HIV related activities as opposedhly 16% who had. However, 62% of the
respondents who had partnered with any organizatioHIV related activities did not have
documented partnership agreements with them. Aléthployees of the Good Samaritan program
had partnered with some organization but only thiegmrted to have documented partnership
agreements.
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Table4.11: Availability of partnershipsfor HIV related activities

Frequency Per cent
Yes 8 16.0
No 27 54.0
Totals 35 70

Table4.12: Availability of documented partner ship agreements

Freguency Per cent
Yes 2 4.0
No 31 62.0
Totals 33 66

4.6 Advocacy

The goal of advocacy efforts within the contex&8P is to increase awareness and support for the
continuation of the Program at the community leMtjority of the respondents (40%) reported that
advocacy influences the continuation of the Goath&#an program by a great extent. However,
some respondents (6%) felt that advocacy doesiflaence continuation of the Good Samaritan
program at all. Four of the program employees veéitae opinion that advocacy influences the
continuation of the program by a very great extenile two felt that advocacy had a moderate

influence in the continuity of the program.

Table 4.13: Extent to which advocacy influences the continuation of the Good Samaritan

Program

Category Frequency Per cent

Not at all 3 6.0
Moderate extent 8 16.0
Great extent 11 22.0
Very great extent 9 18.0
Totals 31 62
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4.6.1 Availability of Volunteers

The involvement of volunteers guarantees availghilf human resource at community level to
continue with the implementation of Program aciggtbeyond external support. More than two
thirds (70%) of the local partners of Good Samarngegram were volunteers while 30% were not.
This is an indication that the Good Samaritan Rmogm Nakuru County has a crop of willing

people to continue the program work without pay.

Table 4.14: Availability of volunteers

Category Frequency Per cent
Yes 35 70.0
No 15 30.0
Totals 50 100

4.6.2 Promotion of the Good Samaritan Program

Promotion of the Program is an advocacy effort riorease awareness and support for the
continuation of the Program at the community le®8% of the respondents claimed to have
promoted the Good Samaritan program in their clregathile 12% had not.

Table 4.15: Promotion of the Good Samaritan Program

Frequency Per cent
Yes 29 58.0
No 6 12.0
Totals 35 70
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4.6.3 Availability of Documented Plansfor Promotion of the Good Samaritan Program

Planning for advocacy activities like promotionmstates to intentional and proactive efforts to
increase support of the program. However, only 20%he respondents said that they had a

documented plan to promote the Good Samaritan @nogr

Table 4.16: Availability of documented plan for promotion of the Good Samaritan

Program

Category Frequency Per cent
Yes 10 20.0
No 16 32.0
Totals 26 52
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION
RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a summary of the findingh®study as well as conclusion gathered from
analysis of the data. Findings have been summariedgside the objective of the study.

Conclusions have been drawn and recommendatioes.giv

5.2 Summary of Findings

The main objective of this study was to establisttdrs influencing sustainability of the Good
Samaritan Program (GSP) in Kenya, a case of Nakaunty. The factors investigated were
Funding mechanisms, Partnership and advocacy. dpelgtion consisted of 6 staff of the Good
Samaritan program in the Bible Society of Kenya &Adocal partners of the Good Samaritan

Program in Nakuru County.

It was found that the Good Samaritan program inUdalCounty had continued to some extent at
community level after the first contact with théol Society. This was indicated by the number of
activities initiated by local partners at individaad community level after the training. Giving of
information on HIV and AIDS was the main activigsulting from the program as reported by most
of the local partners. The study shows that theleyepes of the Good Samaritan program feel that
the program will not continue at all beyond extéfaading. This is based on their interaction with
the local partners during project implementatiam.their opinion the local partners were not
proactive in local fundraising at community lev@support the program after cessation of external

donors.

From the study findings majority 81.20% of the lopartners of the Good Samaritan program
reported that most of the activities they had utadken were internally (from church/community)
financed. Activities undertaken were reported teetfzeen financed by income generating activities.
This is an indication that these activities are raiant on external support and will therefore
continue beyond support of the Bible Society. Fogdmechanisms therefore influences the
continuation of the Good Samaritan program acésito a great extent.
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It is also noted that majority (84%) of the locatmers of the Good Samaritan program reported that
there were no fundraising plans for HIV relatedwaiigs in their churches. Having a fundraising

plan gives a framework for community initiativedolicit funds to meet their needs.

More than half (54%) of the local partner responsi@ad not partnered with any other organization
in HIV related activities. 62% of the respondentevinad partnered with other organizations in HIV
related activities did not have documented partmpragreements with them. Partnership at

organizational level was observed to be part oBifsde Society’s strategy.

More than two thirds (70%) of the local partner&od Samaritan program were volunteers. These
volunteers had taken the initiative to undertakagPam activities at the community level without
external support. Advocacy therefore influencesdbtinuation of program activities to a great

extent.

5.3 Discussion

The initiation of program activities at communigyel is an indication that the Program activities
can be run locally. This indicates that there raadevel of sustainability in that the Program thes
capacity to continue beyond external support. Hawehe activity of fund raising for HIV related
activities at church/community level needs to beoemaged as it was found to be the least activity
undertaken by local partners of the program ystadtbig contributor to the continuation of program
activities.

Program activities were internally funded. Thesva®s are not reliant on external support and
will therefore continue beyond support of the Bil8eciety. Funding mechanisms therefore

influences the continuation of the Good Samaritay@m activities to a great extent.

It was also found that establishing and formalizpaytnerships at community level was not
common. Despite the general lack of partnershipsgram activities had been undertaken at
community level. Partnership therefore influencestimuation of the Good Samaritan Program

activities to a little extent.

The goal of advocacy efforts within the contex&@8P is to increase awareness and support for the
continuation of the Program at the community leVake support of the GSP at community level was

observed to be relatively strong.
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The availability of community volunteers is an icalion of a ready workforce to operate and
maintain the program long after the Bible Sociedy left. Advocacy activities implemented so far
were in the promotion of the Good Samaritan Progtamvever these efforts were not documented

or planned for.

5.4 Conclusion

Majority (81.20%) of the local partners of the Gdsamaritan program reported that most of the
activities they had undertaken in their communigyevinternally financed. This is an indication that
these activities are not reliant on external sutpgied will therefore continue beyond support of the
Bible Society. The funding mechanism used in tlaisecis sustainable as it is not dependent on
external sources. Funding mechanism thereforednflas sustainability of the Good Samaritan

Program to a great extent.

It was found that more than half of the local partrespondents (54%) had not partnered with any
organization in HIV related activities as opposednly 16% who had. Despite the general lack of
partnership various activities were reported bylgartners to have been undertaken without the
support of the Bible Society. It is therefore notbdt partnership marginally influences the
continuity of the Good Samaritan program activisésommunity level.

More than two thirds (70%) of the local partner§&oiod Samaritan program were volunteers while
30% were not. These volunteers are advocates girtdggam at community level and reported to
have engaged in various program activities thrahgh own initiative and without external support.
These program activities include: teaching othdsua HIV and AIDS and formation of HIV
associations while others started activities topsuppeople living with HIV. Advocacy was

therefore found to influence sustainability of theod Samaritan Program to a great extent.
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5.5 Recommendations

Based on the findings of this study, the follownegommendations are made:
1. The Bible Society should scale down the prograendost effective program design that can
be managed and funded at community level by loaghprs.
This scaled down program should include how thgam will be continued, in dollars and
time, after Bible Society resources end. ThougHdhbal partners continued to implement
some program activities after training from the IBiSociety the full program was not

continued as is currently implemented by the Bdeiety.

2. The Bible Society should build capacity of localtpars in fundraising. This will ensure that
the local partners have the capacity to explorediht funding opportunities beyond the
support of the Bible Society. The capacity buildprgcess could include planning and
developing a resource development strategy. THi£mtourage the activity of fund raising
for HIV related activities at church/community léwhich was found to be the least activity
undertaken by the local partners of the progranity&a big contributor to the continuation

of program activities.

3. The local partners should be encouraged to docuaakaicacy plans which include budget
allocations. The planning process could includatsegizing to actualize these plans. The
support of the GSP at community level was foundetoelatively strong. However the lack
of activity plans to guide advocacy efforts candenresults. The goal of advocacy efforts
within the context of GSP is to increase aware@aesissupport for the continuation of the

Program at the community level.

4. To maintain the existing crop of volunteers bey8iale Society support, there is a need to
include opportunities for volunteers to increasa@rthesponsibilities and skills. This could
include the development of a complete volunteatatyy that includes volunteer position

descriptions and transfer of responsibilities fiBilnle Society employees to volunteers.
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5.6 Areas of further research

1. Future research is needed to establish the influeihather factors like capacity building and
ownership on sustainability of program. Based dardiure review, the process of
developing local capacity to enable a program tonbetained at the community level is
crucial to program sustainability.

2. Fostering ownership of programs has also been stegj@s a critical factor for Program
sustainability.

3. Further research could be undertaken at organimdtievel. Program sustainability at
organizational level is defined as the extent tacivla new program becomes integrated or
embedded into an organization's normal operatibimsolves continuing program activities
within an organizational structure and ensuringt theopgram goals, objectives, and

approaches adapt to changing needs over time.
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APPENDI X 1: Introduction Letter for Data Collection

Viol Kirongo
P.O. Box 43725
Nairobi

Dear Respondent,

RE: INTRODUCTION LETTER FOR DATA COLLECTION

| am a student at Nairobi University pursuing an MAProject Planning and Management. | am
conducting a research on Factors influencing suatéity of the Good Samaritan Program in
Kenya; a case Nakuru County. This research isgbdhte course requirement.

The purpose of this letter is to kindly requestyfour assistance and cooperation in responding to
the attached questionnaire. Your responses willdaged confidentially and will not be used for any
other purpose other than the intended research.

Looking forward to your response and cooperation.

Yours faithfully,

VIOLA KIRONGO
L 50/76470/2009
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APPENDIX 2: Questionnairefor local partners

Date:

Name (optional):

Gender:

SECTION A: CONTINUATION OF PROGRAM ACTIVITIES BEYOND EXTERNAL
SUPPORT

1) To what extent has the Good Samaritan Programragediafter you received the training?

Little extent [1]
Moderate extent [1]
Great extent []

2) What actions/activities have taken place in yowrch/community as a result of the Good

Samaritan Program?

ACTION (TICK)

1. Organized HIV sensitization in your church.

2. Raised funds for the HIV program

3. Established a Home Based Care program

4.Encouraged the church members to go for HIMngst

5. Gave HIV and AIDS information during your churattivities

6. Introduced an HIV program for special groupshsas youth, women and church

choir

7. Formed an HIV association
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3) What actions have you taken as a result of the Gawdaritan training

ACTION (TICK)

1. Joined an HIV association/club/group

Taught others about HIV and AIDS

Started activities to support people living withvHI

Went for VCT (Counseling & Testing for HIV)

ap A e N

Formed an HIV association/club/group

SECTION B: FUNDING MECHANISM S

4) What is the source of funding for the activitiesiywave undertaken?

Internal (from Church/Community) []
External (outside Church/Community) [ ]
Income Generating Activities [ ]

5) To what extent does availability of funding infliencontinuation of the Good Samaritan

Program?
Not at all []
Little extent [1]
Moderate extent [1]
Great extent []
Very Great extent []

6) Is there a fundraising plan for HIV related actastin your church?

Yes [ ] No []
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SECTION C: PARTNERSHIPS

7) To what extent does partnership influence the coation of the Good Samaritan Program?

Little extent []
Moderate extent [1]
Great extent [ ]
Very great extent []

8) Have you partnered with any organization in HI\ated activities?
Yes [ ] No []

9) Do you have documented partnership agreementsheéth?
Yes [ ] No []

SECTION D: ADVOCACY
10)To what extent does advocacy influence the contiomaf the Good Samaritan Program?

Not at all []

Little extent []
Moderate extent [1]
Great extent []
Very great extent []

11)Are you a volunteer for the Good Samaritan Program?
Yes [] No []

12)Have you promoted the Good Samaritan Program in goonmunity?
Yes [ 1] No [ ]

13)Do you have a documented plan to promote the Gaotb8tan Program?
Yes [ 1] No [ ]
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APPENDIX 3: Interview Guidefor Bible Society of Kenya staff

Date:

Job title:

Gender:

1) a. To what extent will the Good Samaritan Programtioue beyond external funding?
b. Kindly explain your response.

2) a. To what extent does availability of funding ughce continuation of the Good Samaritan
Program?
b. Kindly explain your response.

3) Does the Good Samaritan program have resource®ringe after external support is
withdrawn?

4) Is there a fundraising plan for the Good Samaifeogram?

5) a. To what extent does partnership influence tmircoation of the Good Samaritan
Program?
b. Kindly explain your response.

6) Have you partnered with any other organizationitunsbn?

7) Do you have documented partnership agreements?

8) a. To what extent does advocacy influence the goation of the Good Samaritan Program?
b. Kindly explain your response.

9) Do you have people or organizations that are promgahe Good Samaritan Program?

10)Do you have a documented plan to promote the Gaotb8tan Program?

59



