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“making humanitarian action accountable to beneficiaries”


HAP Standard Review

Focus Group Discussion 

Emali, Masailand, Kenya

Section 1: General information 

1.1 Location of the consultation: Emali, Masailand, Kenya
1.2 Date of the consultation: 27 November 2009
1.3 Hosting agency: Free Pentecostal Fellowship in Kenya (FPFK) and PMU InterLife 

1.4 Person responsible for organising the consultation and contact details: Elsa Onyango, elsaeli2001@yahoo.com, from FPFK

1.5. Time allocated to the consultation: 2 hours
1.6 Brief overview of method used in the focus group discussion: 

The Maasai leaders, FPFK, PMU InterLife and HAP representatives all sat at the front from of the church as directed by the discussion group organisers. Men sat closest to the front of the room, with the women towards the back. The chairs were placed in a circle formation and all participants were offered a soda. A locally hired field monitor, elected by the community, translated the discussions. 

The facilitators explained the purpose of the consultation; that they did not provide aid, but wanted to learn from the community on how agencies can improve their work; that their views were valued. The reason for the HAP Standard Review process was also explained. 

Semi-structured questions were used to explore the views of the community using the HAP benchmarks as a reference. 

Only some of the women present participated in the discussion, with approximately 15 waiting outside during the meeting. Some participants walked as far as 20 kilometres to participate. All the Maasai people present (including the women who did not join the discussion) were provided with lunch.
1.7 Number of individuals consulted: 

20 Maasai people participated in the focus group discussion, 9 women and 11 men. Two FPFK field monitors also participated in the discussion, one as the translator and one as a participant in the consultation. (The field monitors were elected by their peers from the local community.)  In addition, one FPFK representative (woman) and 3 PMU InterLife staff (men) were present.  

Please note - from this point forward, the people who participated in the focus group discussions will be referred to as participants.

1.8 The context and of the audience of the focus group discussion: 

FPFK, a partner organisation of PMU InterLife, has been working in the community and responding to the drought.  All of the Maasai participants present had worked with and / or received aid from FPFK. In addition, PMU InterLife was simultaneously conducting a follow-up visit and during the consultation, they provided the participants with information on their organisation, the flow of funds and a question and answer session was held on next steps after the project closed at the end of December. 

The focus group discussion participants were all from the local Maasai community in the Emali project area.  The consultation was held in a Pentecostal church built with the support of FPFK. Of the 20 Maasai people present, one was a Bishop and another a pastor. 

2. Focus Group Discussion leaders and Participants

2.1 Consultation facilitators

	Name
	Position
	Organisation
	Email

	Smruti Patel
	Training Coordinator
	HAP
	spatel@hapinternational.org


	Coleen Heemskerk
	Complaints and Investigations Officer
	HAP
	cheemskerk@hapinternational.org


3. Questions asked during the discussion and participant responses:

1. What makes a good organisation?

a. An organisation that fulfils what they said they would do. 

b. An organisation that hears the voice of the people and responds quickly.

2. What information do you want to know from an organisation working in your community?

a. It was stated that they would like to know 1) How an organisation  will help the community  2) how long it will take to receive the aid and 3) how long help will be received for. The group was in general agreement and it was clear they would like to know this before the aid is brought to the community.

3. Who should decide who will receive the aid?

a. The participants felt that the community should decide on who should receive aid, together with the organisation. A committee should be formed by the community and they consider factors such as age, health and ability (/disability) when deciding who should receive aid. Women guide the committee as they know the problems and what is happening in the house. The committee is also guided by guidelines the organisation and community have developed together on who should receive aid, etc. The participants stated it was important for the community to participate in the delivery of aid, so that they learn and gain knowledge on how the system works. This will help them in feeling part and parcel of the organisation and then they can learn to sustain themselves after the organisation have left. Building the capacity of the community will lead to sustainability.  In addition, the participants stated that the organisation delivering aid should also be involved in the decision making as then the organisation’s staff know who is resourceful in the community. 

4. Who is a good aid worker?

a. A good aid worker is a person who respects the community, never despises cultural traditions and a person who listens. 

5. What is unacceptable behaviour from an aid worker?

a. A person who does not hear the voice of the people, is discriminatory to the community and is selfish. In addition, a person who gives you something because s/he wants something in return.

6. Would it be helpful for the community to know what is acceptable and unacceptable behaviour of staff before you receive aid?

a. Yes. 

7. How should problems be solved if an aid worker is behaving inappropriately?

a. It is important for the organisation to sit down with the community before aid is received to work out issues.

b. Then if a staff member acts inappropriately, they would not be welcome back into the community. The community would discuss the bad aid workers and write a letter to the organisation, or inform the organisation about the person(s) acting inappropriately through other means (i.e. verbally to another staff member). The community would go through its leaders to complain as leaders have a channel.

c. The community expects that the organisation would take action against the staff member(s) acting inappropriately.

4. Feedback on the process

The focus group discussion was quite formal. Having a more informal setting may have increased people’s ability to share more information during the focus group discussion. 
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