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“making humanitarian action accountable to beneficiaries”


HAP Standard Review

Focus Group Discussion 

Women Leaders / Host community project / Dadaab, Kenya

Section 1: General information 

1.1 Location of the consultation: Dadaab, Kenya
1.2 Date of the consultation: 28 January 2010

1.3 Hosting agency: Care International, Kenya 

1.4 Person responsible for organising the consultation and contact details: Hussain, responsible for the host community learning project

1.5. Time allocated to the consultation: 1 hour

1.6 Brief overview of method used in the focus group discussion: Care has been supporting the local community through a small learning project (among others). The consultation was organised by the local women association running the centre. 25 women attended the meeting, one of the women (a former Save the Children employee, now working for the Kenyan government) translated. The discussion may have been affected by power dynamics in the group.

The facilitator explained the purpose of the consultation and explained that they did not provide aid, but wanted to learn from them on how agencies can improve their work; that their views were valuable. The HAP Standard Review process was explained. 

Semi-structured questions were used to explore the views of the women, not following the HAP benchmarks as a reference but the flow of the discussion initiated by the women. 

1.7 Number of individuals consulted: 25 women, age range from 20 to 85

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

The town of Dadaab is located just next to the three refugee camps which all were established since 1991/1992. It is a small town with no infrastructure, no electricity (except some generators when people can afford the fuel), hardly any shops and water from boreholes, which have been supported by the humanitarian organisations. According to the host community as well as to an interlocutor from an aid organisation, the national authority does little to nothing to support the local community since they assume that this should be taken care of by the humanitarians. Therefore, there is clearly some resentment from the part of the host community towards refugees, but also towards aid agencies. Their lives have improved little to nothing over the past 18 years. 

A lot of time was spent to try to explain the consultation process, why we were interested in their views and thoughts. This was clearly not in their priorities and simple there was little understanding of what good could come out of this kind of discussion. This is reflected in the answers I could gather during our conversation.

Unfortunately, this left us with little time for a good discussion. Simple questions like “what behaviour do you expect from an aid worker” ended up in endless discussions in Somali which were all around what they needed to claim from aid agencies. Also, there were some issues with translation. 

2. Focus Group Discussion leaders and Participants

2.1 Consultation facilitators

	Name
	Position
	Organisation
	Email

	Ester Dross
	Complaints and Investigation Officer
	HAP
	edross@hapinternational.org


3. Questions asked during the discussion and participant responses:

1. What makes a good organisation?

a. Looks at the needs of the host community

b. Does not only do relief work, but develops the community as a whole

c. Supports specifically women groups

d. Should employ local people

e. Empowers people in the community

f. A good organisation covers all our needs

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

a. How to access the organisation

b. Who they are - What do they do – whom to contact for what and how

c. Information about the project, beneficiary criteria

d. Organogram and job descriptions of the people working in the organisation

e. How to interact with the organisation: for example, how to write a proposal for community improvement and access the right person about the proposal

3. How would you like to be involved with organisations?

a. This question was asked, but we had problems with understanding each other. 

4. Who is a good aid worker?

a. Honest 

b. Respects the community

c. Works in partnership

5. What is inappropriate behaviour?

a. Again, this question was asked but nobody wanted to answer. There were some issues related to this, which they did not feel comfortable or did not want to raise.

6. How would you complain if an aid worker were acting inappropriately, especially against a woman?

a. In case of sexual exploitation and abuse instances, they do not want to deal with the organisation, they will complain to the police and their government or they will mobilize the community

b. For other complaints, they do not know where to complain because there is no ” customer care” as one of them said and no transparency.

7. How can organisations improve their work?

a. By increasing transparency, information flow and give easier access to the organisation when they have suggestions or complaints

b. Improve visibility and general information on projects, mission, contacts, etc.

4. Feedback on the process

The consultation appeared to be more challenging than expected, since it was not clear to the women why we would “bother about what they thought” of the aid agencies and, more to the point, how this would change their daily life. The local community has issues around employment (little understanding why organisations bring in other Kenyan instead of employing local people) without considering capacity and professional performance. This reflected in many answers. There is also resentment against what they consider being a luxury life of the humanitarians and a good life for the refugees when they are living in shanties. This reflected in a lot of discussions. 
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