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This report is based on field research on 
acceptance as an approach to NGO security 
management in Uganda. The research team 
explored three areas of an acceptance approach to 
security management: (1) how organizations gain 
and maintain acceptance, (2) how organizations 
assess and monitor the presence and degree of 
acceptance, and (3) how organizations determine 
whether acceptance is effective.  
 
Our research indicates that NGO field staff 
understand acceptance first and foremost as a 
program management approach rather than a security 
management approach, although these staff 
members clearly see linkages between the two. 
The linkages between acceptance for 
programming and acceptance for security are 
obvious, but they are also multi-dimensional and 
more complex than they might at first seem. By 
and large, acceptance is underutilized from the 
security perspective and not systematically 
implemented for security management purposes. 
However, our research revealed that NGOs in 
Uganda have a strong base of experience in 
gaining acceptance from stakeholders, which they 
could draw upon to enhance an acceptance 
approach to security management. 
 
Gaining and maintaining 
acceptance 
 
Research informants in Uganda spoke of many 
ways in which NGOs manage their work in order 
to gain and maintain acceptance. These can be 
grouped into four main themes: (1) program 
processes; (2) effective relationships; (3) identity; 
and (4) administrative acceptance. Interviewees 
discussed a number of different but interrelated 
ways in which specific program processes 
contribute to—or detract from—acceptance for 
security. These processes include having 
appropriate entry and exit strategies, fostering 
community engagement and participation, 
targeting programs and designing activities in ways 
that address community needs, and delivering 
effectively on program plans. 
 

Key informants and focus group participants 
spoke of the importance of building effective 
relationships to foster acceptance in a variety of 
ways. These include relationships between the 
NGO and the community; between NGOs and 
local administrative and political structures; 
between NGOs and national government 
structures; between NGOs within the NGO 
community; and between NGOs and other key 
stakeholders that could pose a threat to the safety 
of staff. Of these types of relationships, the 
majority spoke of effective relationships between 
the NGO and community members and/or 
between the NGO and local administrative and 
political structures. A cornerstone of effective 
relationship building, in virtually any context, is 
respect.  Key informants and focus groups 
participants discussed ways in which NGOs can 
establish acceptance, for example, through 
transparency and accountability, as well as 
modeling trust and openness. Much of the success 
an NGO has in building effective relationships 
depends on staff behavior. 
 
NGOs in Uganda are motivated to ensure their 
work is clearly identified with the organization as a 
means of promoting acceptance for their 
programs. At the same time, interviewees also 
pointed to the clear linkages between what 
community members see and the security of that 
organization’s staff. The research team found that 
many NGO staff and other stakeholders see a 
connection between acceptance as a program 
approach, organizational identity, and enhanced 
security.  Informants indicated that investments in 
staff time at the community level, efforts to ensure 
community engagement and self-identification 
with the NGO activities, and delivering projects 
that address specific needs in the community are 
key building blocks for these interrelated 
objectives.  
 
Many informants, both NGO staff and district 
officials (and to a lesser extent community 
members), described the role of NGO 
administrative policies and procedures in either 
building or eroding an organization’s acceptance.  
Observations about such administrative policies 
focused on four main areas: (1) signed agreements, 
including MOUs, between NGOs and local 
authorities; (2) local procurement; (3) staffing; and 
(4) budgeting for acceptance.  
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Assessing and monitoring the 
presence and degree of 
acceptance 
 
Our research team found that NGOs in Uganda 
have not established formal means for monitoring 
their level of acceptance. It is an inherently 
challenging task, given the subjective and dynamic 
nature of the perceptions, communications, and 
relationships that drive acceptance. However, 
several NGO staff members shared concrete 
examples of their organization’s monitoring 
acceptance. These included specific community 
complaint mechanisms, community feedback 
through meetings, and inclusion of an assessment 
of community relations in program and/or 
security reviews and meetings.  
 
Determining whether 
acceptance is effective 
 
Researchers used specific questions in key 
informant interviews and focus group discussions 
to ascertain how NGO staff and community 
members assess the effectiveness of acceptance as 
a security management approach. These included 
general questions addressing how organizations 
determine the effectiveness of acceptance and 
what indicators go into making that determination. 
Our research shows that most NGOs in Uganda 
did not have formally defined, specific indicators 
that could be used to verify acceptance or measure 
the extent of acceptance. Nevertheless, NGO staff 
did identify several informal indicators of 
acceptance, with both programmatic and security 
orientations. Interviewees’ comments on the 
question of the effective of acceptance clustered 
around the lack of security incidents, community-
shared information and warnings, community 
interventions on behalf of NGOs, and access to 
program areas and beneficiary populations.  
 
Recommendations 
 
Acceptance has been described as an “under-
developed muscle” in the body of security 
management approaches. Our research in Uganda 
indicates that there is a strong basis for 
strengthening the linkages between acceptance as 
it is applied for programmatic and security 

purposes. The following recommendations are 
expanded on in this report. In short, to achieve 
the promise of acceptance, we recommend that 
NGOs should:  
 
1. Adopt clearly defined concepts and principles 

of acceptance as a security management 
approach, and ensure that all staff know and 
understand these concepts and principles and 
can apply the approach in ways most relevant 
to their job responsibilities. 
 

2. Provide information and orientation to all 
staff, including national staff, on the cultural 
and security context of the communities 
where they are working. This orientation 
should emphasize methods for effective 
relationship building with community 
members and other stakeholders.  

 
3. Ensure that staff working in program and 

security functions establish systematic 
communication systems in order to build 
upon acceptance and expand these dynamics 
to benefit security objectives.  

 
4. Proactively strive to ensure that relationships 

with communities are built on mutual respect, 
openness, and trust, which are the 
prerequisites of an effective acceptance 
approach.  

 
5. Assess their acceptance across a variety of 

contexts (including places where there is 
active conflict); re-assess their acceptance in a 
given location at various points in time; and 
prepare to adapt the acceptance component 
of their security management approach 
depending on the environment.  

 
6. Program and security managers should be 

attuned to the ways in which communities 
interpret different types of projects and the 
possible acceptance-related security 
implications of programs, depending on the 
context.   
 

7. Continue to adhere to humanitarian 
principles, with a nuanced view of the security 
benefits of doing so.  
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This report is a project document of the Collaborative 
Learning Approach to NGO Security Management 
Project, a year-long endeavor funded by the US Agency for 
International Development (USAID) Office of Foreign 
Disaster Assistance (OFDA) that explores acceptance as 
an approach to NGO security management. The Project 
aims to promote a better understanding of acceptance as a 
security management approach, including what acceptance 
is and in what circumstances it can be effective. The 
Project held a series of events and conducted field research 
in Kenya, South Sudan, and Uganda. This report is based 
on an analysis of data collected through field research in 
Uganda only. The other two country reports are available 
for viewing and download at Acceptance Research 
(http://www.acceptanceresearch.org), our online 
information-sharing and discussion forum. All three 
country reports will inform a final policy and 
recommendations document, which will be available on 
the Acceptance Research website by the end of 2011.  
 
As its name suggests, the Collaborative Learning Approach 
to NGO Security Management Project promotes 
collaborative engagement and learning. Each Project 
activity and event was designed to promote thinking, 
learning, and collaboration, which guided the field research 
on acceptance conducted in East Africa. In the first phase, 
Project staff organized two International Security 
Consultations in Washington, D.C., USA, and Geneva, 
Switzerland with headquarters-based security professionals 
and senior staff to discuss the key concepts of acceptance 
and how organizations implement an acceptance approach 
to security management. Project staff drafted an 
“Acceptance White Paper” that explored these issues and 
consolidated and expanded current thinking on 
acceptance. The white paper was circulated to participants 
for review and feedback.1 The consultations and 
collaborative process of drafting the white paper informed 
the Project team’s analytical thinking about what 
acceptance is and generated the research questions for 
phase two of the Project.  
 
 

                                                 
1 This white paper has since been revised and accepted for publication 
in a forthcoming issue of the journal Disasters. Fast L., Freeman F., 
O’Neill M. & Rowley, E. (Forthcoming). In acceptance we trust? 
Conceptualizing acceptance as a viable approach to security 
management. Disasters. 

The second phase of the Project was designed to field test 
the ideas in the white paper. First, Project staff drafted a 
research framework that delineated specific questions 
about (1) how organizations implement an acceptance 
approach to security management, (2) how they assess the 
presence and degree of acceptance, and (3) how they 
determine whether acceptance is effective in a particular 
context. The framework identified potential sources of 
information and methods for the research, using a 
qualitative, grounded-theory approach.  
 
Second, Project staff organized and carried out the field 
research in East Africa, referred to as collaborative 
learning activities (CLA). Project staff reached out across 
the NGO community both in the US, Europe, and in East 
Africa to solicit field-based participants from different 
NGOs in Kenya, Uganda, and South Sudan. To prepare 
participants for the collaborative learning activities in 
Kenya, Uganda, and South Sudan, Project staff held a 
Regional Consultation and Training Workshop in Nairobi. 
After the Workshop, participants returned to their country 
of work or origin and took part in field research activities 
as part of a country research team. Staff members from 16 
international NGOs and local organizations participated in 
the Workshop and the subsequent field research. 
 
Figure 1 below illustrates the process of field research and 
analysis that resulted in this country report.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Field research process 

Introduction 

The Collaborative Learning Approach to 
NGO Security Management Project 
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The field research sought to answer three questions about 
acceptance as a security management approach:  

 
1. What actions do organizations take to gain 

acceptance? 
2. How do organizations assess and monitor the 

presence and degree of acceptance? 
3. How do organizations determine whether 

acceptance is effective in a specific context? 
 
The Project used a working definition of acceptance, in 
which “acceptance is founded on effective relationships 
and cultivating and maintaining consent from beneficiaries, 
local authorities, belligerents, and other stakeholders. This 
in turn is a means of reducing or removing potential 
threats in order to access vulnerable populations and 
undertake programme activities.”2 
 
The three research questions explore basic conceptual 
aspects of acceptance and seek examples of actual 
practices. The Project staff adopted a qualitative research 
approach to answering these questions. In particular, the 
Project staff applied a grounded-theory approach, which 
seeks to develop a theory about a process generated 
through analysis of information provided by individuals, or 
groups of individuals, who have in some way experienced 
this process. The understanding of the process that results 
is thus “grounded” in the reality of the people who live it. 
In applying a grounded-theory approach to the research 
questions, Project staff aimed to maintain focus on the 
process of adopting and applying an acceptance approach 
to security management and to ensure that the research 
findings reflected and are informed by the realities faced 
by organizations and their staff members.  
 
Each country research team was composed of participants 
from each country and led by one Project staff person and 
a co-facilitator. Team members for Uganda were: 
 

Jim Arbogast, Save the Children (team co-facilitator) 
James Byaruhanga, ADRA 
Daniel Etik, Concern Worldwide 
Robert Lochap, Welthungerhilfe 
Gabriel Oling Olang, Save the Children 

                                                 
2 Fast, L. & O'Neill, M. (2010). A closer look at acceptance. 
Humanitarian Exchange Magazine, 47, 5-6. 

Stephen Okiror, Pentecostal Assemblies of God 
Elizabeth Rowley, Consultant (team leader)  
Herbert Sabiiti, CARE 
Daniel Walusaga, VSO International 

 
The Uganda team conducted key informant interviews and 
led focus group discussions in Moroto and Pader in April 
2011. Country team members conducted interviews with 
NGO staff (e.g., Country Directors, Program Managers, 
Security Focal Points, Logisticians, Human Resource staff) 
as well as local government officials and community 
leaders. The team held focus group discussions with 
groups of community members, including NGO project 
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, and staff from local 
organizations. In total, the Uganda team conducted 28 key 
informant interviews and held five group discussions, three 
in Moroto and two in Pader. At each interview or focus 
group discussion, at least two team members were present, 
one of whom served as designated note-taker.  
 
The findings from this research reflect the social, cultural, 
and security context of Uganda as of April 2011. Given the 
qualitative methodologies chosen for this research, the findings from 
this report are not generalizable to the whole NGO community, to 
the whole of Uganda, or to all stakeholder groups. Instead the 
findings reflect the analysis of the team based on their 
collective experience and the interviews and focus groups 
conducted as part of the research. If done in a different 
setting and with different stakeholders, the process used 
for this research on acceptance could generate different 
results. Nevertheless, the findings do suggest important 
themes related to the successes and challenges of 
acceptance as a security management approach in Uganda. 
 
A key element of the collaborative learning approach 
involved reflecting on what country team members 
(serving in the capacity of researchers) and team leaders 
learned throughout the data collection process. Project 
staff provided all country team members with a journaling 
notebook and encouraged them to reflect upon changes in 
their knowledge and attitudes regarding acceptance as a 
security management approach. In addition to individual 
journaling, each collaborative learning team held multiple 
debriefings while in the field. These debriefings aimed to 
capture key observations and new information, challenges, 
difficulties, and adaptations (including changes to 
questions/guides), and preliminary key words and themes. 
Elizabeth Rowley drafted this report based upon the 
interview and focus group discussion notes, team 
debriefings, and field journals. Team members provided 
feedback on the initial draft, which has been incorporated 
into the final version of this country report.   

Methodology for the Uganda 
Field Research  
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Unless otherwise indicated, all quotations are attributed to 
interview or focus group discussion informants. Appendix 
A lists the names and affiliations of interviewees, as well as 
locations and general characteristics of focus group 
discussion participants. In some cases, interviewees chose 
to remain anonymous or to withhold their organizational 
affiliation. The research complied with informed consent 
procedures as reviewed and approved by the Human 
Subjects Review Board at the University of Notre Dame, 
Notre Dame, Indiana, USA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Above: Members of the research team. (Photo by Jim 
Arbogast) 
 

 
 
 
 
A formal definition of acceptance as a security management 
approach is lacking at the field level, and, as findings 
presented in this section of the report indicate, NGO field 
staff understand acceptance first and foremost as a program 
management approach. However, most individuals 
interviewed during our fieldwork saw a clear relationship 
between the two. While it is inarguably challenging to carry 
out effective programs without a basic level of security, 
many interviewees noted that it is impossible to have 
acceptance for security without good programming. NGO 
staff in the field conceptualize acceptance mainly in terms 
of community members, including both project 
beneficiaries and community members in general, and 
other stakeholders, such as local administration and 
government officials. A program manager in Moroto 
noted:  
 

“Due to clarity of our purpose from the MOUs we sign, the 
meetings we hold and the interaction we have with the 
community, this is affecting our security positively as the 
community treats the organization as a partner and 
therefore there is no need for attack.”  

 
Although quotations such as these emphasize the 
community-based, programmatic-orientation of 
acceptance, several key informants and focus group 
discussion participants highlighted the fact that acceptance 
can also be obtained from armed groups. As described 
later in this report, some key informants referenced 
situations in which armed groups appear to have been 
aware of a specific NGO’s work, and they chose not to 
attack aid workers in a particular situation. Interviewees 
noted that this may have been because they respected the 
role of the NGO in the community, or because they also 
needed access to the goods and services facilitated by the 
NGO.  
 
The report presents key findings related to the three 
research questions. The first part of this report focuses on 
what NGOs do, or can do, to gain acceptance. The field 
research processes yielded a wealth of examples of NGOs 
gaining acceptance through program processes, effective 
relationships, their organizational identity, and basic 
administrative practices. The second part of this report 
describes the ways in which NGO staff attempt to assess 
and monitor acceptance in fluid environments, ranging 
from standard practices such as context analysis exercises 
to formal and informal mechanisms used to generate 

Acceptance as a Security 
Management Approach in Uganda 
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feedback from community members and other key 
stakeholders. The last part of this report offers 
observations on ways NGOs determine whether 
acceptance is working to enhance the security of their 
staff. 
 
Gaining and maintaining acceptance  
 
The results from Uganda were generated from questions 
about gaining acceptance can be grouped into four main 
themes: (1) program processes; (2) effective relationships; 
(3) identity; and (4) administrative acceptance. This part of 
the report presents interviewee observations on each of 
these themes with references to the ways in which 
programmatic practices can and do have acceptance-
related security implications.  
 
Program processes  
 
The links between acceptance for programming and 
acceptance for security are multi-dimensional and 
complex. Interviewees discussed a number of different but 
interrelated ways in which specific program processes 
contribute to—or detract from—acceptance for security. 
These depend in large part on how deliberate and 
experienced NGO staff are in managing these processes. 
Program processes include having project specific entry 
and exit strategies, fostering community engagement and 
participation, targeting programs and designing activities in 
ways that address community needs, and delivering 
effectively on program plans. 
 
Turning to program entry and exit strategies, 
researchers were struck by the number of times 
interviewees spoke about the importance of NGOs using 
an acceptance-oriented approach for program purposes 
right from the start. This requires an appropriate entry 
strategy employing stakeholder consultation and 
community participation that continues through to the end 
of the project by being open, transparent, and consultative 
about concluding assistance programs. Not doing so can 
lead to rejection of the project and/or NGO by the 
community and a general lack of community identification 
with the project. This in turn could have implications for 
the extent of community motivation to share security-
related information with an NGO, or intervene on behalf 
of an NGO. As one participant in a local NGO focus 
group discussion stated, “If communities aren’t involved in 
implementation right from the start, it’s hard to get acceptance.” 
 

Several NGO staff members in Uganda mentioned 
effective communication and the use of participatory 
needs assessment approaches as components of an 
effective entry strategy that can build acceptance from the 
start. One program manager in Moroto explained: 

 
“Acceptance is considered at program design where activities 
are planned based on needs assessment with the community. 
Participatory tools are used while designing programs… 
When the funding ends, again they are told about this even 
though the activities continue to be done. This has 
contributed to a greater degree of acceptance as the 
community views the organization as being transparent.” 

 
Another program manager in Moroto highlighted the links 
between acceptance and initiating proper communications 
with the community before starting any project activities:  

 
“Acceptance is part of the spirit and the philosophy of our 
organization; it is the base of our programs. Before doing 
anything, we are talking with the community; we explain 
what we are doing, what they can expect from us, and what 
we are expecting from them. We are consulting the 
communities before starting any programs.” 

 
At the Kampala headquarters of an NGO with programs 
in Moroto, another program manager spoke of the utility 
of careful context analysis at the outset, in terms of 
thinking through what could happen if program staff 
members do not fully understand what the community 
thinks and wants. 

 
“[The NGO] carries out a needs assessment and context 
analysis, especially to understand what the needs are and 
what factors are ideal for its successful operation in the 
area...the analysis is to underpin what is important and 
crucial to the community in terms of how they want to be 
treated and take a glimpse of how possibly one 
could be treated if it does not adhere to set 
values.” 

 
Indeed community members participating in a focus group 
in Moroto described a situation where this kind of careful 
planning and communication had not occurred.  
 

“Sometimes NGOs come with their plans, for example, 
that there is going to be a dam in the valley. Where does 
this plan come from–NGO or government?  When the 
information came to us abruptly, we rejected it.” 
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Although NGO staff in Uganda did not explicitly discuss 
the link between acceptance for security and a well-
executed entry and exit strategy, it stands to reason that the 
manner in which an NGO enters a community is directly 
linked to fostering community engagement and 
participation. The extent to which both local 
administration officers, and the community at large, 

identify with an NGO may 
influence how willing they are 
to intervene on behalf of the 
NGO in security-related 
matters. Several NGO staff 
spoke about the importance of 
community engagement and 
participation in projects with 
respect to acceptance. They 
discussed using participatory 
needs assessment processes as 
described above, to showing 
respect and operating in a 
transparent and accountable 
manner.  

 
The link between engagement/participation by the 
community and acceptance/security for the NGO lies in 
the identification of community members with the 
activities that the NGO facilitates and by extension with 
the NGO itself. This is perhaps best described by a 
program officer in Moroto: “If you involve the community in 
design and implementation of projects, and they take ownership of 
development initiatives, just that they know you provides security.” In 
other words, if community members identify with, and 
take some ownership of the projects, they will also feel 
linked to the NGO.  This provides the NGO with a 
certain level of security.  Some key informants highlighted 
participation as a key part of understanding what 
acceptance is.  
 
When asked about the key components of acceptance, one 
NGO staff member in Kampala replied: “Concerning the key 
component, I will say: coordination and community involvement in the 
programs.” Another NGO staff member based in Kampala 
explained: “Acceptance opens avenues and pathways of dialogue; 
programs become open for scrutiny and review by all stakeholders and 
projects alongside the providers are owned by the community.”  In 
Moroto, another program manager directly linked 
participation and acceptance: “Acceptance is when the 
beneficiaries receive and participate in what an organization is giving 
both at the village and the district level.” 
 
On a conceptual level, researchers observed that 
community members, district officials, and NGO staff all 

agree that community acceptance, and in some cases even 
acceptance by armed groups, depends on the type, 
timeliness, and effectiveness of the projects that an 
NGO implements. Comments from several informants 
indicated that community members do not view all types 
of projects in the same light, and that projects that are seen 
as directly addressing community needs (most often 
described in terms of tangible assets, such as food 
distributions) are much more likely to engender 
beneficiaries’ acceptance of the NGO. They contrasted 
such projects with those that do not address needs, do not 
function well, or are seen as vague and/or in conflict with 
social norms. For example, one district official noted, 
“…an NGO had its activities in the district terminated because their 
programs were not generating results. One issue was that their 
programs were mostly advocacy programs.” This is hardly to say 
that advocacy programs have no role in the humanitarian 
context or that advocacy programs do not generate results. 
However, several interviewees noted that communities 
more readily accept an NGO if their projects include 
visible, physical assets such as seeds and tools, blankets, 
bicycles, or other program inputs. Arguably, if acceptance 
is linked only to inputs, the level of acceptance may not 
run deep. Nevertheless, the type of program an NGO 
implements can influence its acceptance and its security. 
Interviewees specifically mentioned gender-based violence 
projects more than once. As one program manager at a 
local NGO in Moroto warned: “If you’re going to do a GBV 
program you’d better be sure of your security.” Community 
reconciliation and disarmament-related projects were two 
other program areas interviewees mentioned as challenges 
to acceptance.   
 
Effective relationships   
 
Key informants and focus group participants spoke of the 
importance of effective relationships in building 
acceptance in a variety of ways. These include effective 
relationships between the following groups: NGOs and 
the community; NGOs and local administrative and 
political structures; NGOs and national government 
structures; among NGOs; and, between NGOs and other 
key stakeholders that could pose a threat to the safety of 
staff. Of these types of relationships, the majority of 
informants mentioned effective relationships between an 
NGO and community members and/or between the 
NGO and local administrative and political structures. 
Again, this reiterates the emphasis on program-focused 
acceptance. An additional finding regarding relationships 
was the importance of respect. This came through in 
discussions about the ways in which NGOs can establish 
acceptance, in part, through transparency and 

Researchers were 
struck by the 
number of times 
interviewees spoke 
about the 
importance of NGOs 
using an 
acceptance-oriented 
approach for 
program purposes 
right from the start. 
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accountability, as well as trust and openness. Much of the 
success an NGO has in building effective relationships 
depends upon staff behavior, which is further discussed 
below. 
 
NGO accountability and transparency in interacting 
with communities were key words mentioned in several 
interviews. Focus group discussions and interviews 
revealed that NGOs not exhibiting accountability and 
transparency to other stakeholders can be labeled 
negatively and lose access to beneficiary populations. In 
addition, accountability can relate to both financial 
accountability and sharing budget information, as well as 
accountability for establishing a functional relationship 
with community members. As explained by one district 
official: 

 
“The relationship with some NGOs is better than others. 
Some NGOs can be stubborn. They usually attempt to 
implement their projects without consulting district officials 
or they fail to g ive accountability of their 
activities…NGO activities are reviewed on a quarterly 
basis by a monitoring team that comprises technical staff, 
politicians, and district staff. They use checklists to evaluate 
the progress of NGO projects. Among other things which 
are looked at are the NGO’s relationships with the 
community.” 

 
In most cases, accountability to local stakeholders was tied 
to three things: the need to ensure that organizations are 
not duplicating efforts; that NGO programs are 
coordinated with district development plans; and that 
organizations explain the overall planned assistance 
package. Accountability was not directly tied to insecurity 
or specific security events. Nevertheless, the implication 
was that poor NGO accountability could influence general 
perceptions about the NGO in the community in ways 
that could eventually erode the organization’s security. 
Although there were no specific instances in which 
interviewees noted that an inadequate level of 
accountability had led to an NGO’s experience of a 
security incident, there was at least one instance in Moroto 
where an NGO was asked to cease operations and leave 
the district due to the district administration’s perception 
that the NGO was not forthcoming about program 
information and unable to demonstrate impact. NGOs use 
a variety of approaches to enhance their own 
accountability to communities. One NGO, for example, 
indicated that when it undertakes trainings for community 
members, it posts a public notice that the event is going to 
take place and the “entitlement details” (i.e., information 
about any meals, per diem, etc. to be provided to 

participants). In this way both 
community members and 
NGO staff feel that full 
information has been made 
available to everyone in the 
community. Several 
interviewees referenced the 
potential security implications 
of not gaining acceptance 
though accountability and 
program impact. As one 
district security official 
explained:  
 

 
“As long as services are delivered there is no 
security problem…We want NGOs to be safe here. 
And we want people to be confident in the work done by 
the NGOs. We are here also to make sure that people are 
receiving what they are supposed to receive from the NGOs. 
If there is any suspicion of misappropriation we are 
investigating.” 

 
The themes of openness and trust that emerged strongly 
from interviews are closely linked to transparency and 
accountability. Several interviewees emphasized the need 
for NGOs to be open with people in the communities 
where they work. A Kampala-based program officer 
identified openness as a key component of acceptance, 
explaining that “acceptance is anchored on a free and open 
communication network that allows all parties to interface at all 
times.” Similarly, a district official noted that in the district 
the relationships between NGOs and communities were 
generally sound although, “…those that are not open to the 
community put a strain on their relationship with the community.”   
 
An interesting point of discussion that arose amongst 
participants at the regional workshop in Nairobi before the 
fieldwork was the dual nature of “openness” and “trust.” 
Participants commented that while some NGOs 
proactively and deliberately take steps to be open with 
community members (e.g., explain who they are, what 
their NGO mission is, what kinds of assistance they can 
and cannot offer) and to build trust through repeated visits 
to communities and continuous dialogue, it is equally 
important for NGOs to be trusting of community 
members and open to hearing what they have to say even 
if it may be negative. This concept came through in the 
field research by the comments of many NGO staff who 
pointed out that mechanisms used to monitor the presence 
and degree of acceptance include feedback meetings, 
hotlines, suggestion boxes, and “open door” policies to 

Focus group 
discussions and 
interviews revealed 
that NGOs that do 
not exhibit 
accountability and 
transparency to 
other stakeholders 
can be labeled 
negatively and lose 
access to beneficiary 
populations. 
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facilitate open lines of communication. While the 
effectiveness of such mechanisms is debatable, there is an 
increasing effort to ensure that they exist. At the same 
time, one interviewee pointed out that as much as NGOs 
undertake efforts to build the community’s trust in them, 
NGOs must also trust, “that the stakeholders and communities 
do mean no harm.” The dual direction of acceptance was also 
emphasized by a program manager in Moroto who 
explained: 
 

“To be accepted I have to accept the others, and to accept 
them I should understand and respect them. There is no 
acceptance when you are sitting in your office, you should go 
to the people. Now people are used to our presence, because 
we know each other.” 

 
As noted above, transparency and accountability, as well as 
openness and trust, can go a long way to helping NGOs 
build acceptance in areas where they work. When asked 
directly about the role of respect in establishing and 
maintaining acceptance, interviewees also pointed to the 
importance of understanding the local culture. This 
includes behaviors such as taking the time to meet 
community members when visiting project sites, respecting 
culturally relevant greetings and handshakes, wearing 
appropriate dress, learning the local language, sharing 
food, contacting people informally and not only in 
meetings, and always exhibiting professional behavior 
including fairness. In Karamoja especially, this includes 
recognizing the importance of elders in the community, 
which was mentioned almost uniformly in response to 
questions about NGOs can earn respect in a community. 
As a district official explained: 
 

“The Karamajong value their elders a lot and therefore 
showing respect to the elders in the community is a key 
aspect of showing respect. Some NGOs distance themselves 
from the community and this alienates them from the 
community. Mixing with the community is a way to show 
respect.” 

 
The extent to which an NGO is able to convey respect to 
community members and other stakeholders relies, 
obviously, on the experience and sensitivity of its staff. 
Not surprisingly, interviewees stressed the importance of 
staff behavior in gaining and maintaining acceptance. 
Staff behavior is critical to acceptance at many levels. At 
the most general level, staff are the public face of an 
organization. Both the positive and negative actions of 
staff reflect directly on the organization and the image it 
tries to create. NGOs noted that positive behaviors they 
try to encourage in staff include dressing in a culturally 

respectable manner that will not offend community 
members and making attempts to learn the local language. 
Beyond basic behavior guidelines, however, NGOs 
emphasized the importance of implementing activities (i.e., 
performing program management duties) in a manner that 
embodies transparency and neutrality.  
 
Staff who have gained a high level of acceptance in the 
communities where they work are often treated like family 
or like community members themselves and honored in 
various ways. A district official in Moroto told of one 
NGO staff person who was highly respected and is still 
remembered today for her fairness, though she has long 
since left the particular position she held as a food 
distribution manager.  
 

“There was a lady working for WFP named Nachan. 
People started calling food “nachan.” Someone can come 
asking for nachan. They can say ‘Pass for me nachan.’ 
Why?  When she was there for WFP the food distributions 
became much simpler. She had organized the food 
distributions strictly; working for the community so that 
each person got what they deserved...this kind of thing 
[showing non-discrimination] is very important.” 

 
Surely, not every NGO worker will have the interpersonal 
skills, motivation, or time to foster the type of respect 
described in the quotation above, but there are some basic 
behaviors and attitudes community members desire in 
NGO staff, as noted by a focus group participant:  
 

“An NGO worker should be somebody who interacts with 
the community, with all the local leaders, and the elders. 
They should be committed, respectful, love peace, be able to 
educate people; they should really want to help the 
community. They should also follow the regulations.” 

 
Organizational identity and distinction  
 
In the recent past, many NGOs assumed that the security 
of their staff was ensured in large part by virtue of their 
identity as an organization delivering humanitarian and/or 
development assistance. This assumption has been 
undermined by security incidents and it is unlikely that 
many NGO staff today would accept this idea at face 
value. It is clear from this research that organizational 
identity is directly linked to security management in 
various ways. In the wake of any security incident, most 
NGOs immediately seek to whether the incident was the 
result of deliberate targeting of the individual(s), the 
organization, or both. In addition, there is a widely held 
belief that poor security-related decisions and self-
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endangering behavior by one organization can have a 
ripple effect on the security of other organizations, 
depending on the context and situation. In such cases, 
NGOs must ensure their organizational identity as distinct 
from that of others as a means of avoiding negative 
associations in the community’s eye.  
 
It makes sense to assume that NGOs wish to make certain 
that their organizations are specifically identified with the 
positive work they are doing. This motivation to guarantee 
their work is clearly identified in large part as a means of 
ensuring programmatic acceptance.  However, throughout 
the field research in Uganda, interviewees also pointed to 
the clear linkages between what community members 
observe and the security of that organization’s staff. The 
research team found that many NGO staff and other 
stakeholders see a connection between gaining acceptance 
as a program strategy, organizational identity, and 
enhanced security. This is achieved in part by ensuring 
adequate visibility, efforts to ensure community 
engagement, and delivering projects that address specific 
needs in the community. As one NGO staff member in 
Kampala noted: 

 
“The communities are able to distinguish [NGO] from 
other organizations. Firstly [the NGO] engages its 
beneficiaries and stakeholders openly in its programs 
management cycle. This active involvement of communities 
and stakeholders including awareness of the resource 
envelope has provided some form of safety and security to 
[NGO] staff.” 

 
Similarly, the program manager of an NGO based in 
Moroto explained: 
 

“Communities can easily distinguish [one NGO] from 
others. Due to our level of engagement with communities we 
work with, the uniqueness of our role focusing more on 
development rather than relief for the communities and other 
stakeholders easily distinguish us…The manager and staff 
during initial meetings introduce themselves to the 
community and the manager regularly visits program sites. 
The organization is therefore given a face and through its 
staff it is known to the community…This positively affects 
the security of staff as they are considered a vital entity of 
the community.”  

 
The research team wanted to investigate whether 
communities distinguish between NGOs or whether 
NGOs are seen as all the same regardless of organizational 
identify, mission, activities, and administrative practices. 
The notion that some NGOs are “targeted” for insecurity 

more frequently than others would be of little value if 
persons or groups that pose a threat to the organization do 
not actually distinguish between organizations. Several of 
the NGO staff who mentioned the importance of 
branding as a part of visibility also believed that their 
branding efforts specifically enabled community members 
to distinguish between their organization and others. 
When asked whether they thought community members 
could distinguish between their organization and others, 
most NGO staff replied in the affirmative as the following 
examples illustrate: 
 

“I think that communities are making the difference 
between [the NGO] and other NGOs because of our work 
in the country and our brand.” 
 
“This is possible as communities are able to distinguish the 
organization from others by the organization logo.”  
 
“Yes. Communities can distinguish us from other 
organizations because of the logo. This is related to security 
because the community understands what we’re doing.” 
 
“Yes. I think that communities recognize [the NGO]; they 
know our logo. I think that it is because we have been 
working in the country for a long time, so people know us.” 

 
It is unclear whether certain NGOs are in fact more, or 
less, secure than others based on their identity and/or 
program activities, but some interviewee comments 
support this idea. According to a district official in 
Moroto, NGOs whose work is appreciated by the 
community may be less likely to suffer security incidents: 
 

“Some NGOs and UN agencies are more protected than 
others because of their work in the community. The 
community appreciates their work so much that no one 
targets them. An agency like WFP is “protected” by the 
community because of their good programs.” 

 
An NGO program manager, also in Moroto, told of a 
situation in which NGO identity seems to have played an 
important role in who was attacked and who was not: 
 

“On the recent security incident…when potential attackers 
realized that the vehicles belonged to [the NGO] they did 
not shoot at it. Actually the attacker who had his gun 
pointed to the vehicle ready to shoot opted to shoot on the 
ground instead of the vehicle. In the other instance [NGO] 
staff dismantled a road block and drove on, only for 
another organization to be attacked at the same spot.”  
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Above: Women in a focus group (Photo by Jim Arbogast) 
 
 
Many NGO staff spoke about the importance of creating 
proper visibility through the use of “branding” and other 
methods so that populations, both direct beneficiaries and 
belligerent parties, can see and understand the work they 
are doing. In particular, they hoped this would lead to 
people identifying NGO efforts with positive actions that 
enhance the likelihood of acceptance.3 The assistant 
country director of one NGO emphatically stated:  

 
“We cannot talk about acceptance without talking about 
partnership with local communities. We relate to them 
through publications, communication, and reports. Part of 
the communication is done through our logo. ‘At the end it 
is all about branding’. Brand awareness is very important.” 

 
According to NGO interviewees, some of the 
branding tools their organizations use include: 
 
• Marking (labeling with NGO name/logo) items 

that are given to beneficiaries. 
• Sign posts (e.g., to indicate which NGO is 

associated with a project site or project activity, 
and/or to identify the NGO office). 

• T-shirts with the name/logo of both the NGO 
and donor. 

• Clearly marked vehicles. 
 

Again, NGOs may design branding strategies with the 
intent of promoting their programs at the community 

                                                 
3 Alternatively, NGOs that are not confident in the acceptability of the 
values and/or programs the NGO branding would represent or believe 
branding may lead to being targeted, may opt for a more low-profile (no 
brand) approach.  Although research team members did not gather 
feedback specifically along these lines, it is important to recognize this 
as another possible view towards branding. 

level, but NGO staff reported clear security benefits 
arising from branding. Describing the importance of 
organizational identification and visibility during active 
conflict between the Ugandan army and the LRA, one 
NGO staff explained: 

 
“The visibility, especially flags, was helping a lot of NGOs 
to operate in LRA controlled areas. Because the LRA was 
giving access to NGOs in their areas, they believed that 
relief will benefit to them also, and they were trying to 
manage their image for the international community.” 

 
NGO staff discussing the situation in Moroto had similar 
views: 
 

“…there is another NGO that was operating in Moroto 
area…The program staff who go out on motorcycles wore 
red and yellow vests that were easily recognizable. Also 
their vehicles all had a flag on the radio antenna. When the 
(community) sees this, they cannot disturb them. [The 
NGO] was never shot at.” 
 
“Six years ago when the level of insecurity was high and 
some [NGO] vehicles were unmarked, [the NGO] entered 
an ambush in Karamoja but the attackers changed their 
minds when they recognized that the vehicles were from [the 
NGO]. This is possibly a sign that [the NGO] is accepted 
in the area.” 
 
“There is a deliberate effort to make visibility of [the 
NGO]; using clear logos on cars and staff are mandated to 
use branded t-shirts while in the field. It’s believed that 
visibility of [the NGO] makes its staff more secure as they 
have never been deliberately targeted.” 

 
Vehicle logos can take a variety of different forms, as this 
unique example described by a district official in Moroto 
(where cows are economically and socially important) 
illustrates: 
 

“There was a muzungu (white person) vet working for an 
organization…who put very large cow horns on her vehicle. 
You can see her from a very far distance. By use of that 
symbol she was not prone to attacks because people know 
that she can help the cows. They used to ambush WFP 
from time to time. They also used to attack district medical 
cars but as they got used to knowing what they do (i.e., the 
services the district health workers provide) they don’t 
attack.” 

 
Although many interviewees reported that community 
members do distinguish between organizations, they 
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suggested that most community members are not aware of 
which donors are providing funds for projects, and that if 
community members are aware about the donor this seems 
to have no impact on security. One NGO staff person 
indicated that if it is known that the organization is 
receiving USAID funding, “…people associate you with a lot of 
money.” Another NGO staff member based in Kampala 
explained:   
 

“It should also be noted that knowing the source of funding 
is not a significant part of acceptance since the beneficiaries 
focus on you, the service provider, and the importance of the 
donation you are providing. There are therefore no security 
instances associated with alienation to any donor but rather 
to the perception of the provider and its services.” 

 
Administrative policies and procedures 
 
Many informants, including both NGO staff and district 
officials, and to a lesser extent community members, spoke 
about the role of NGO administrative practices in either 
building or eroding an organization’s acceptance. This was 
evident through a number of practices, some of which 
have direct relevance to security. Observations about 
administrative policies and procedures focused on four 
main areas: (1) signed agreements, including Memoranda 
of Understanding (MOUs) between NGOs and local 
authorities; (2) local procurement; (3) staffing; and (4) 
budgeting for acceptance. 
 
Signed agreements and registration with authorities 
 
In most countries in which NGOs operate, there is a legal 
obligation for both national and international 
organizations to register with the appropriate government 
offices. In Uganda, NGOs are governed primarily through 
the Non-Government Organizations Registration Act 
(1989, 2006) and both international and national NGOs 
must register with the National NGO Board (Ministry of 
Internal Affairs). Some NGO staff highlighted MOUs 
specifically as a key component of acceptance and said 
they are recognized as important for both programmatic 
and security reasons. Researchers also asked informants 
specifically about the relevance of having signed 
agreements of this kind and found that while obtaining 
signed permissions to operate in specific parts of the 
country is standard practice, staff do not typically carry 
copies of such documentation with them or in the 
organization’s vehicles. In the Ugandan context, signed 
authorization to operate programs is a necessity and NGO 
staff do comply with requirements. However, the NGOs 
with whom the research team spoke focus on building 

functional acceptance based on the quality of programs 
and their relationships with communities and local 
authorities. As one NGO program manager in Moroto 
expressed it: “Due to the origin of staff and the good relationships 
we have, staff do not need to carry introductory information or 
letters.” 
 
Local procurement 
 
There are many reasons why an 
NGO would attempt to 
procure materials and services 
from the specific locations 
where they are operating (i.e., 
various in-country field 
locations) rather than the 
capital city or even regional 
sources. Assuming the quality 
of locally available products 
matches the organization’s 
needs, purchasing locally may 
be more time-efficient, and in 
some cases, less expensive than 
trying obtain goods from 
elsewhere. In addition to these 
reasons, NGO staff also see 
direct links between local 
procurement and acceptance, 
for both programmatic and security reasons. One NGO 
country director included local procurement as a key 
component of acceptance, while another NGO country 
director noted that, even if it is more expensive, the 
organization tries to favor the local market as a way of 
building local economies and showing support for the 
community. 
 
Although acceptance at a programmatic level may be 
reason enough for many NGOs to adopt local service 
procurement policies whenever possible, feedback 
generated through the research indicates that there are also 
clear security-related reasons for doing so and that NGOs 
must understand the local social dynamics. In some parts 
of Uganda, such as Moroto, outsiders can be viewed with 
suspicion, which can lead to the person being at risk of a 
security incident. One NGO staff member in Moroto 
provided the following example: 
 

“During construction projects for schools people from low 
lands are advised not to seek unskilled casual workers from 
the mountains as people from there may be seen as spying 
on them. The Bokora are advised not to work in Tepeth 
land unless they possess skills not available in the Tepeth 

NGO staff see direct 
links between local 
procurement and 
acceptance…. One 
NGO country 
director noted that, 
even if it is more 
expensive, the 
organization tries to 
favor the local 
market as a way of 
building local 
economies and 
showing support for 
the community. 
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land because of two reasons – to empower local communities 
and reduce risk of one tribe being seen as spies on another.”  

 
Staffing for Acceptance: Recruitment, training, performance 
appraisal, and turnover  

 
An area that merits special mention under administrative 
policies and procedures is staff recruitment. Multiple 
NGO interviewees mentioned the importance of recruiting 
national staff from the same field locations where 
programs are operating. Many NGO staff interviewees 
believe this is a practical approach to ensuring good 
program outcomes and a critical part earning respect and 
gaining acceptance from communities. One NGO 
program manager at a field location explained: 
 

“To show respect and earn respect is equally an important 
aspect to acceptance. We therefore start by recruiting a bulk 
of staff from Karamoja who fully understand the culture 
and therefore understand the power lines /relations. By this 
recruitment policy alone we believe we have earned respect in 
the area.”  

 
Of course, staff recruited from the same area where the 
NGO is located are also in a unique position to be the 
NGOs “eyes and ears” at the community level. Another 
NGO program manager in Moroto summarized this as 
follows: 

 
“Our staff are locals and mix with the community and 
pick up clues relating to satisfaction with our work, and 
sometimes security risks that are of interest to us.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NGOs noted that it is difficult to recruit local staff at all 
levels in instances where there may not be a sufficient 
number of well-qualified staff from the regions where 
programs are implemented. In Moroto, for example, the 
relatively high concentration of NGOs has created a 
greater demand for highly qualified staff than the existing 
supply. This in turn implies that Ugandans from many 
other parts of the country hold the more skilled positions, 
while it is much easier to fill the lower level positions with 
locals.  
 
As one NGO human resources manager indicated: 

 
“Employment policy is based on skills competencies and not 
discrimination based on sex and race. But sometimes the 
local recruitment is taken into consideration when hiring 
lower cadre staff like office cleaners, drivers and office 
assistants.” 

 
This can result in an ethnic imbalance within staff 
structures based on the level of positions, a situation that 
community members noted. The administrative manager 
for one NGO pointed out: 
 

“In Karamoja, the question of international and national 
staff is an important issue. There can be some hostility from 
the communities if we bring a national who is not from the 
area. They will prefer an international staff [rather]than a 
national staff who is not from the area.” 

 
The emphasis the community places on not only the 
number of local community members who are employed  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Voices from the field 
Local hiring and acceptance 

 A national staff member of the research team pointed out that:  
 

“There is a common view at the community level that a national staff person 
is more likely to steal from the community (i.e., misappropriate resources 
meant for the community) compared to an expatriate. As well, in some 
places, national staff can be suspected of being an informant. Therefore, 
there are some risks for national staff that are different from those of 
expatriate staff. At the same time, organizations sometimes “use” national 
staff as “bait for acceptance” through local recruitment but even a “son of 
the area” can experience security threats along these lines. This is the 
double-edged sword of being a national staff. You are useful to 
the organization to help build acceptance but at the same time 
you face certain security risks.”   

Photo by Jim Arbogast 
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by NGOs, but also their rank within organizations is 
important and can influence the NGO’s relationship 
with the community. The same administrative 
manager expanded on this, saying: 

 
 “Our equal employment policy played an important role in 
our relationship with the communities. It was difficult at 
the beginning but they finally realized that people from their 
community were promoted to more important jobs and that 
they were moving in the organization. They realized that it 
was not a fake policy.” 

 
Notably, researchers on the team pointed out that hiring 
locally does not guarantee that the organization and its 
staff on the ground do not need to worry about acceptance 
or security issues (see “Voices from the Field” on p.11).  
 
One of the principal strategies NGOs use to prevent 
security events, and minimize the impact of security 
incidents when they happen, is training on how to gain 
acceptance in the local context. In addition to strategic 
personnel recruitment practices, NGOs emphasized that 
orientation and training are important components of 
human resource management for acceptance. Orientation 
and training practices vary across organizations, but many 
NGOs emphasized that staff need support in order to 
understand the environments where they work, international 
staff in particular. As one NGO program manager in Moroto 
noted: 
 

“For international staff we spend a lot of time with them to 
explain how they should interact with the population, what 
should be their behavior. It happened in the past that we 
sent back some international staffs that are not able to fit 
in this environment, like we expected.” 

 
The country director of another NGO noted that the 
organization, “…uses the concept of acceptance and the staff are 
oriented on the concept as soon as they are recruited.” Another 
program manager, also based in Moroto, explained: 
 

“This (acceptance as an overall program strategy) is told to 
international staff at the pre-departure induction. 
Documents such as the [NGO] charter and security 
guidelines all make it clear that this concept is very 
important. The issues emphasized…include: cultural 
behavior must be acceptable to the community where 
[NGO] is going to work…” 

 
Notably, researchers on the team pointed out that the 
emphasis on international staff for cultural training and 
orientation ignores the reality that even within a country 

such as Uganda there are significant cultural differences 
across regions and ethnic groups. In some cases, Ugandan 
staff may feel even more isolated from the local 
community, or be perceived less favorably by the 
community, than international staff. A program manager 
in Moroto also noted that national staff are more exposed 
to security risks by virtue of the fact that they are more 
likely to be directly interfacing with the community than 
international staff: “…national staffs face more serious security 
problems than international staff due to the fact that they are more in 
touch with the field work more than anybody hence direct experience 
with whatever is taking place in the field affects them.”  Yet, as one 
research team member noted, while many NGOs assume 
that a Ugandan hired from one part of the country can 
function the same way and be equally accepted in other 
parts of the country, this is a false assumption. The team 
member pointed out: 
 

 “…a person from western Uganda typically will have no 
idea of the cultural details of how Karamajong society is 
structured, or how to handle specific security threats, any 
more than an expatriate. But, all the training on 
acceptance and local culture is focused on the 
expatriate. The national staff need it just as 
much.”   

 
The research touched on not only who qualifies for 
training and orientation, but also on what topics training 
covers. In light of research findings that most NGO staff 
are not familiar with a formal definition of acceptance 
within their organization, it is likely that acceptance per se is 
not usually emphasized during staff training. It appears 
that behavior-related concepts believed to encourage 
acceptance are more often included in staff training than 
formal and explicit presentations of acceptance itself as a 
program management or security management approach. 
Certain NGOs said as much, including a Kampala-based 
NGO staff person who observed that, “the organization does 
not directly incorporate acceptance-related skills and responsibilities in 
staff orientation and training.” Another Kampala-based NGO 
staff similarly noted,  
 

“[NGO] policies and relations with the community are a 
component of the induction process. All staffs are receiving a 
handbook during their induction and this handbook 
includes all policies, including the way they should relate to 
communities. But we don’t have a clear acceptance policy.” 

 
While acceptance is not specifically part of staff orientation 
and training, related issues such as an organization’s code 
of conduct and information on staff behavior, negotiating 
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access, and general security issues are often included, 
according to NGO staff. 
 

Another aspect of staff 
management linked to 
acceptance is staff 
performance appraisal, which 
many NGOs use to monitor 
staff adherence to employment 
policies and the code of 
conduct. The research team 
found that staff are not usually 
evaluated on the basis of their 
acceptance-related skills, and 
acceptance as related to 
security management does not 
feature in performance 
evaluation practices at all. 
Nevertheless, staff 

effectiveness in establishing positive relationships at the 
community level are an important part of the skills set 
needed to establish and maintain acceptance. Several 
interviewees reported that these skills are included in key 
job descriptions, against which staff performance is 
evaluated. This may pertain more to program managers 
than other staff and is not necessarily uniform across all 
positions. One NGO country director noted, for example: 
  

“We definitely incorporate skills such as negotiation and 
ability to maintain relationship with the communities in the 
job description of field managers. But I don’t know for the 
other positions.” 
   

Another senior management staff based in Kampala spoke 
of some ways in which the organization monitors the 
capacity of staff to enhance the NGO’s acceptance at the 
community level: 

 
“The respective supervisors monitor the code of conduct in 
their day to day relationships with the staff and the wider 
community. The performance review of staff reflects some 
aspects of consistency with the code of conduct. Furthermore, 
the leadership is open to views about staff conduct. The 
evaluations and audits equally provide relevant 
information.” 

 
In general, interviewees at various NGOs did not associate 
staff turnover with problems in managing security, or as a 
risk factor for experiencing a security event. However, the 
extent to which NGOs are able to establish an institutional 
understanding of acceptance depends in part on the level 
of turnover in an organization. One NGO country director 

indicated staff turnover was a significant challenge to the 
organization’s efforts to maintain staff understanding and 
practice of acceptance inasmuch as “…the people who have 
been inducted into the concept of acceptance have left, and now there is 
a new team. This affects the organization’s systems and processes…” 
 
Budgeting for acceptance 
 
Arguably, budget line items for security-related expenses 
are more common today than in the past. However, the 
extent to which security budgets explicitly factor in costs 
related to acceptance is unclear. As noted elsewhere in this 
report, field level acceptance is linked at least in part to 
community members’ perceptions about NGO operations 
and to effective communication between the NGO and 
local stakeholders. Interviewees indicated that costs related 
to acceptance centered on image management (e.g., 
visibility and branding) and communications (e.g., partner 
meetings), although these costs might not be specifically 
labeled as being related to security or acceptance. The 
following comments illustrate this idea: 

 
“[The NGO] budgets for profiling its image in the 
community where it works…We make it a point to budget 
for partners’ forum meetings where [the NGO] shares 
information and gets feedback from the partners but not 
necessarily that the subject matter of the budget is 
acceptance.” 
 
“The organization has a budget for visibility. This ensures 
they try and educate the community more about their 
activities and therefore improve their acceptance.”  

 
“[The NGO] is starting to incorporate acceptance related 
activities in budgets, under security funding (adding security 
budget lines under proposals to ECHO or USAID), but 
it is the beginning and I don’t have detailed information 
about the activities we are funding.”    

 
Interviewees did not frequently raise the financial burden 
of acceptance during discussions. Indeed, it would appear 
that the costs of acceptance may be already integrated into 
program and/or security costs. In contrast, other security 
measures may be much more expensive. As one NGO 
staff based in Kampala observed, “…acceptance is the only 
option we have if we don’t want to spend a lot of money on 
protection.” 
 

 
 

In addition to 
strategic personnel 
recruitment 
practices, NGOs 
emphasized that 
orientation and 
training are 
important 
components of 
human resource 
management for 
acceptance. 
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Assessing and monitoring the  
presence and degree of acceptance 
 
The second major question explored in the field research 
was how organizations assess and monitor the presence 
and degree of acceptance. A key finding for this question is 
that NGOs in Uganda have generally not established 
formal means for monitoring their level of acceptance.  
Assessing and monitoring levels of acceptance is an 
inherently challenging task, given the subjective and 
dynamic nature of the perceptions, communications, and 
relationships that drive acceptance. Nevertheless, a few 
NGO staff members shared concrete examples of 
monitoring acceptance. These included community 
complaints mechanisms, community feedback through 
meetings, and inclusion of an assessment of community 
relations in program and/or security reviews and meetings.  
 
Community complaints mechanisms 
 
One of the most tangible ways NGOs monitor their 
acceptance and whether it has diminished is through a 
variety of community complaint mechanisms. These 
include whistle-blowing policies, open-door policies, 
complaint boxes, and hotlines. Most organizations have 
one or more of these systems in place, with the intent of 
facilitating feedback from community members and other 
stakeholders. However, respondents noted the following 
limitations to the effectiveness of these complaints 
mechanisms: 
 
• Stakeholders may be unaware of the policies and 

mechanisms in place through which they can raise 
their concerns. 

• Stakeholders may be unwilling to avail themselves 
of these policies and mechanisms (particularly if 
they are program beneficiaries who fear that 
complaints could mean the end of program 
support in their community). 

• The systems may not function properly (e.g., staff 
turnover in one NGO meant that a hotline went 
unattended for a period of time). 

 
Community feedback through meetings or 
other communications  
 
While the feedback mechanisms described above exist 
within most NGOs in Uganda, some staff informants said 
they value a more proactive approach to monitoring the 
extent of their acceptance in a community. As noted earlier 

in the report, interviewees emphasized the importance of 
regular, open communications with project beneficiaries in 
order to discuss program implementation plans and to 
encourage community participation and engagement. 
NGO staff also indicated that they use opportunities to 
meet with community members to gauge the extent to 
which the NGO is accepted in the community and to 
identify problems with the NGO’s approach and/or staff. 
As one program manager described: 
 

“There is involvement of other stakeholders to establish the 
impact of program, what [the] challenges with delivery [are] 
and these are done at informal meetings to share feedback. 
During these meetings there is an interaction with the 
community on how the staff behave and interact with the 
community and any conduct which affects the acceptance of 
the organization can be reported at this point.” 

 
Another program manager noted that: 
 

“Although monitoring and evaluation processes do not 
include a systematic and deliberate assessment of how our 
organization’s acceptance affects staff security, during 
meetings some components of acceptance are drawn such as 
satisfaction with our activities and other criticisms. The very 
close contact with the community helps [NGO] to obtain 
information relevant… [to]… a potential security risk.”   
 

Monitoring of community engagement and 
relations in program and/or security reviews 
and meetings 
 
Several NGO staff informants discussed how their 
organization’s relationships with community stakeholders 
are included in program, security reviews, and meetings, or 
all of these. A program manager in Moroto offered an 
innovative example of including an acceptance-related 
observation in a formal review through what he called 
“people trends.”  This refers to measuring community 
member attendance at functions or meetings convened by 
the NGO. If the people trends are “positive” (i.e., 
meetings and events are well-attended), the NGO 
understands this as an indicator of acceptance in the 
community. Despite this example, the findings showed 
that less quantitative measures of community engagement 
are more commonly used. An NGO staff person in 
Moroto described the way in which he knew that his 
NGO’s programs had inspired engagement, and therefore, 
acceptance, saying:  
 

“We started with a baseline on the status of the kraal 
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communities and realized that children were missing out on 
education because they move every year sometime between 
October and March depending on the rains. We started 
with a pilot. The community has embraced it. How do we 
know? The community has accepted that some of their 
members be trained as informal teachers. The community 
built a shelter for the “learning center,” where even the 
parents themselves also sit and monitor the classes and then 
also engage in learning. As the children are learning the 
alphabet, you can also see the parents forming the letters 
themselves. There are two former students of the program 
who are now going on to university and the community has 
accepted that they go outside to continue their education. All 
these things show us that the project has been accepted.” 

 
In light of these examples, it is important to remember 
that acceptance of specific projects does not guarantee 
acceptance of the NGO in general, or enhanced security.  
 
Indicators of acceptance  
 
Few organizations in Uganda had formally defined, 
specific indicators that could be used to verify whether an 
organization has gained acceptance in a given location or 
to monitor the level of acceptance over time. Indeed, some 
NGO staff noted that such indicators do not exist. One 
program manager in Moroto commented: 

 
“We are looking at the response of the population, how 
they react to our proposals and programs. But if you ask 
me for a form with some ‘yes’ or ‘no’ questions we don’t 
have that. We are looking for direct feedback from the 
communities where we work. A good sign is when people 
are coming to us to seek support saying that they trust our 
organization. People say that we are never forgetting anyone 
and that we are part of them. There is trust between us and 
the communities.” 

 
Nevertheless, NGO staff did identify several informal 
indicators of acceptance, some with a programmatic 
orientation, and others more directly related to security. 
These indicators of acceptance are listed in Table 1.   
 
Several of these indicators are “dual indicators,” meaning 
they can indicate that an organization is accepted but also 
can indicate that acceptance is working. The following 
section on the effectiveness of acceptance will further 
discuss these dual indicators. One of the most common 
indicators of acceptance cited by NGO staff was access. 
As noted by NGO staff in Moroto: 
 

“There has been no hindrance by the communities which 
indicates there is acceptance from the people.” 

 
Indicators of acceptance    
Positive relationships (with communities and 
political leadership) 

Indicators of gaining acceptance 

Community engagement and commitment to 
project activities 
Nicknames and adoption of, or caring for, NGO 
staff by the community  

Formal documentation (e.g., proper legal status, 
expeditious handling of documents by local 
authorities) 
Access to program areas and beneficiary 
populations  

D
ual indicators 

Lack of security incidents  

Community-shared information and warnings  

Community intervention on behalf of NGOs 

Table 1: Indicators of acceptance  
 
Access to beneficiary populations may not be due simply 
to acceptance. Some NGO staff also recognized that the 
ability to reach beneficiary populations under insecure 
circumstances can be motivated by belligerent parties’ need 
to project an image of humanitarian concern and their 
hopes to access relief assistance, more so than by genuine 
acceptance. Indeed, acceptance can be based on mutual 
self-interest, whereby each party can identify where 
interests are shared and parties can negotiate access and/or 
security based on these shared interests.  As one 
interviewee explained the situation in relation to accessing 
beneficiaries during periods of active conflict between the 
Ugandan army and the LRA: 
 

“Because the LRA was giving access to NGOs in their 
areas, they believed that relief will benefit them also. And 
they were trying to manage their image for the international 
community.” 

 
A second key indicator of acceptance was whether 
community members shared security information and 
warnings with NGO staff.  The research showed that 
NGO staff collect security information through a variety 
of mechanisms, but one of the most critical information 
sources are community members themselves. Researchers 
asked NGO staff whether their organization ever receives 
security information and warnings from the community, 
and also asked community members what they thought 
about the community’s responsibility, if any, to keep NGO 
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staff safe and whether they have acted to protect NGO 
staff.  
 
NGO staff reported different ways in which they receive 
security-related information from community members, 
either through seeking out the information (e.g., asking 
community members about specific travel routes or 
explicitly including security-related questions on project 
monitoring forms or as part of the agenda in project 
meetings) or through community members, project 
partners or others volunteering information. Very 
frequently, interviewees mentioned staff receiving 
information from community members and/or district 
officials about the dangers of certain vehicle routes and 
specific areas to avoid. In some cases, interviewees 
explicitly noted that the community’s interest in sharing 
security-related information with them was a strong 
indicator of acceptance. As will be discussed in the 
following section, the sharing of security-related 
information can also prevent security incidents. Thus, this 
is an example of a “dual indicator” of having gained 
acceptance and of acceptance working.  
 
Determining whether acceptance is 
effective   
 
Researchers used specific questions in key informant 
interviews and focus group discussions to ascertain the 
ways in which NGO staff and other stakeholders 
determine whether acceptance is an effective security 
management approach. This included general questions 
about how organizations determine whether acceptance is 
effective and what indicators they use to make this 
determination.  
  
Similar to our findings on how organizations assess and 
monitor whether they are accepted, very few organizations 
have formal, defined indicators to determine whether 
acceptance is an effective security management approach 
in a given context. For instance, one NGO staff person in 
Moroto observed:  
 

“…we are not talking about acceptance. It is difficult to 
know if it is effective as we do not have any specific system 
to implement acceptance. I think we are implementing an 
acceptance strategy but without talking or thinking about 
it.”  

 
However, informants did mention several informal 
indicators that acceptance is working. The following four 
indicators are “dual indicators,” and are included in the list 

of indicators in the previous section as well. A dual 
indicator can show that an organization has acceptance in 
a given area, as well as whether acceptance is working 
effectively as a security management approach.  
 
• Access to program areas and beneficiary 

populations  
• Lack of security incidents  
• Community-shared information and warnings 
• Community intervention on behalf of NGOs 
 
Access to program areas and beneficiary 
populations 
 
It was common for NGO staff to relate access to both 
having gained acceptance and as an indicator that 
acceptance was working. For instance, one NGO staff in 
Moroto said:  

 
“Acceptance has allowed [the NGO] to penetrate most 
parts of Karamoja without any major security threats and 
incidents.” 

 
At the Kampala office of another NGO, the 
country director similarly noted: 

 
“We are measuring the effectiveness of our acceptance when 
we can safely access our program areas, when we can get our 
job done.”   

 
However, the link between access and acceptance is more 
complex than these statements would imply. First, there is 
a distinction between access granted by communities for 
programmatic purpose, or “lack of hindrance,” and access 
granted by parties that in one way or another would 
otherwise be possible sources of insecurity. In describing 
the importance of establishing effective relationships with 
a variety of “official and unofficial networks,” one NGO 
staff member who had previously worked in Burundi 
explained:  
 

“Acceptance can be very effective. I remember that during 
my mission in Burundi we were having well-connected staffs 
at the management level and at the field level…both within 
official and unofficial networks. We were able to negotiate 
access where other organizations were not able to go and 
therefore we were the only NGO to reach some populations. 
Our level of acceptance in Burundi was very high. In areas 
where NGOs were facing regular security incidents we were 
the only one not to be targeted.”   
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Determining whether access to populations indicates that 
acceptance is working is complicated in instances where 
NGOs engage armed escorts as a deterrence strategy. In 
Moroto, some NGOs indicated that they had at some 
point in time used armed escorts in order to access 
beneficiary communities. In such cases, it is difficult to 
determine whether NGOs’ access to populations without 
security incidents was a result of acceptance measures, 
deterrence measures, or a combination of both. 
 
Lack of security incidents 
 
As mentioned in relation to assessing and monitoring the 
presence and degree of acceptance, NGOs tend to view 
the lack of security incidents as an indicator that 
acceptance is working. In a similar vein, several NGO staff 
interpreted non-incidents as a measure of the effectiveness 
of acceptance in the security context. Examples of the 
ways in which NGOs responded to questions on this issue 
include:   
 
• When there are no security incidents involving 

staff. 
•  “The fact that we don’t have any security 

incidents is, I think, an indicator of our security 
management and our relation with the 
community.” 

• No records of assets being vandalized or staff 
being targeted.  

• Level of incidents and targeting. 
• [The NGO] is facing very few incidents. 
 
Specific examples of situations in which NGOs 
escaped possible security events have also been 
provided earlier in this report, in connection with the 
role of NGO identity in acceptance. However, it is 
difficult to systematically link non-events to the 
presence of acceptance, or the effectiveness of a 
specific security management approach since such 
events may also be linked to numerous other factors 
such as changes in the larger political-military 
environment, and NGOs’ use of protection and/or 
deterrence strategies in conjunction with acceptance. 
Most interviewees mentioned lack of security incidents 
as only one of a several ways in which the 
effectiveness of acceptance can be determined. 
 
Community-shared information and warnings 
 
Community members and other stakeholders sharing 
security-related information with an organization is a dual 

indicator. Below are several quotes from NGO staff 
informants, illustrating the link between the sharing of 
security-related information and the effectiveness of 
acceptance. For additional quotes from the field, see the 
box “Voices from the Field” on p.18.  
 

“Yes [we get security information from the community] 
through feedback forms carried by staff and [at] times 
through phone calls [to community members] by our staff on 
potential risks on routes to be used. Example: Tapach 
incident where people from the mountains had stolen 
animals and a staff was alerted not to go to the area as it 
was deemed unsafe.”  
 
“Yes, especially if we’ve planned a meeting in a community 
when the Kotido to Kaabong road has been bad. The 
members will call to postpone the community meeting. They 
can tell you people have just been raided or the road is 
bad.” 
 
“At the peak of the conflict in northern Uganda, the 
community continued to advise [the NGO] staff on the 
movement of the Lord’s Resistance Army. This enabled 
[the NGO] to stay in Pader throughout the conflict.” 
 
“In some cases, especially in difficult areas of Moroto where 
security is a problem, the communities share the information 
with us. They usually alert us on danger spots…We feel we 
receive this information on security because of the trust and 
regard they have for the work we are undertaking in their 
community.” 
 
“The security leaders and community have shared 
information with [the NGO] and this helps in security 
planning. For example, there are many instances when the 
community structures have passed on security information to 
warn us of a dangerous route or a security incident. In 
Karamoja, participating in several meetings within and 
outside the community also helps [the NGO] to get clues 
from the community conversations that guide their 
programming and security planning.” 
 

Participants at a focus group discussion with 
representatives of local NGOs in Moroto also spoke of the 
role of “peace committees” in that region: 
 

“Peace committees provide early warning information from 
the community level. If the INGO has a good relationship 
with the community, they get relevant security information, 
for example if they are planning a field visit they can ask 
the peace committee about security.” 
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Community interventions on behalf of NGOs 
 
In a similar vein to community-shared information and 
warnings, community interventions on behalf of NGOs 
are another possible indicator of the effectiveness of an 
acceptance approach. Many but not all NGOs provided 
examples of when this has happened.  
 

“I don’t have specific examples in mind, but I am not sure 
if we reached the level where a community will intervene for 
us if there was a security incident. They are trying to 
prevent us from facing security incident.” 
 

The highly valued role of elders in community structures, 
frequently noted during interviews in Moroto especially, 
was reflected in stakeholders’ thoughts about community 
interventions and whether or not communities have a 
responsibility to help keep NGO staff and/or compounds 
safe. One district official in Moroto explained: 

 
 “Peace has been a process. Most power in these 
communities is held by the elders. People follow instructions 
from the elders. Elders can disseminate information to stop 
attacks on NGOs that provide services. Then you can get 
….attacks [to stop].” 

 
A participant of a focus group discussion with community 
beneficiaries noted: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Communities are organizing meetings with their members 
to sensitize them to the presence of NGO workers so that 
[they] do not attack them. They’re only meeting to educate  
people that this person is working and he has to stay with 
us. One way is to have a community meeting to sensitize the 
people that when there is insecurity between groups (for 
example there is hostility between people in the lowlands 
and those in the highlands), they should not disturb this 
person (this is done at their own initiative). They have done 
this for example for the alternative basic education 
teachers.” 

 
In part, stakeholders’ comments about both interventions 
on behalf of NGOs in their communities, and sharing 
security information, revolved around the need to ensure 
that NGOs feel protected and safe enough to continue 
bringing much-needed support. One program officer 
summarized the sentiment well saying: 
 

“The local leaders provide security information mainly to 
protect [the NGO] and as an expression of self protection. 
For example, some communities know that it is for their 
own good that [the NGO] stays safe and free to undertake 
its programs. This is because of the value of the programs 
that would be lost if [the NGO] feels insecure and leaves. 
Most communities are also well aware the implication of 
[the NGO] pull out to their wellbeing and would rather 
avert any possible attack.” 

 
 

Voices from the field 

 
NGO staff informants said the following about how communities share security  
information and warnings:  

“The community usually volunteers information which helps in keeping the staff safe. 
The latest incidents in the community are briefed to the staff when they go to the 
field.” 
 
“A lot of information is provided by the communities. It is like “tam tam” but by 
phone. For example, last year we were informed by a community of a security 
incident with [another NGO] because they were wondering if it was us. They were 
willing to help us if it was the case. We shared this information with [the other 
NGO] and we linked with the community.”  
 
“I think it’s really working because of the relationships – they can warn – don’t pass 
here/there, wait until later.” Photo by Jim Arbogast 
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One district official in Pader noted, for example: 
 

“The media are more concerned by the fact that NGOs are 
leaving and that the area is relying a lot on their assistance. 
Ninety percent of the livelihood was NGO related in the 
past years. Concerning the media, we are making sure that 
they are not spreading negative messages about the NGO 
work because we want NGOs to stay in Pader. We want 
them safe.”   

 
In a limited number of cases, interviewees noted that the 
self-interest of ensuring that NGOs are able to remain in 

an area and continue delivering assistance can also extend 
to belligerent parties. As noted above, one interviewee in 
Pader indicated that the LRA in some areas avoided 
attacking NGOs because they knew that assistance would 
be interrupted if they weren’t able to function on the 
ground. In Moroto, a program director explained: 
 

“In some areas our security is even ensured by raiders, 
because they know what we are doing and that is essential 
event for them (i.e., drilling boreholes).”  
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Recommendations for strengthening 
acceptance as a security management 
approach 
 
The results of this research clearly demonstrate that NGOs 
in the study sites have adopted acceptance-oriented 
approaches in many aspects of their work. However, one 
of the key findings is that although NGOs are doing many 
things to enhance their acceptance, they are not necessarily 
doing so in a manner structured or geared towards 
security. In the words of the country representative of one 
of the NGOs, “Acceptance is the under-developed muscle in the 
body.” Organizations have a strong base of experience in 
gaining acceptance upon which to build and opportunities 
to create policies and security management guidance that 
can help their staff strengthen their acceptance approach. 
In order to achieve the promise of acceptance in Uganda, 
organizations should consider the following 
recommendations: 
 
1. NGOs should adopt a clear definition of acceptance 

as a security management approach (or at a minimum 
clarify the core concepts that inform ‘acceptance’ 
within the organization), which and ensure that all 
staff (including new and existing staff, national and 
expatriate staff, and staff from different departments 
and levels), know and understand this definition and 
can apply the approach in ways that are most relevant 
to their job responsibilities. 
 

2. NGOs should provide information and orientation to 
all staff, including national staff, on the cultural and 
security context of the communities where they are 
working. This orientation should emphasize the ways 
in which effective relationship-building with 
community members and other stakeholders can 
enhance both program outcomes and staff security. 
This orientation should emphasize the role of 
transparency, accountability, and trust in building and 
maintaining relationships.  
 

3. Organizations should ensure collaboration between 
staff working in program and security functions by 
establishing systematic communications, joint 
acceptance assessment exercises, information sharing 
about community relationships, and staff training on 
acceptance for both programmatic and security 

purposes. This will build upon the strengths of 
acceptance many organizations already enjoy within 
the programmatic sphere and expand the security 
benefits of acceptance. This could include, for 
example, collaboration on acceptance-related program 
indicators and inclusion of security-related acceptance 
considerations in regular context and stakeholder 
analysis exercises. 
 

4. Acceptance works in both directions. NGOs seek 
acceptance from the community and communities also 
seek to be heard, understood, and accepted by those 
who have come to support them. NGO staff should 
proactively strive to ensure that their relationships 
with communities are built on the mutual respect, 
openness, and trust, which are the prerequisites of an 
effective acceptance approach. 
 

5. Acceptance is a dynamic phenomenon and can change 
depending on time and place. The approach an NGO 
takes in one country or region within a country may 
not work the same way in another area. NGOs should 
assess their acceptance across a variety of contexts 
(including places where there is active conflict), and 
monitor their level of acceptance in different locations 
in order to adapt their acceptance approach depending 
on the environment.  
 

6. Informants emphasized that communities do not view 
all programs in a similar light, and that NGOs whose 
projects clearly and directly address beneficiary 
priorities are more likely to engender acceptance. 
Program and security managers should be attuned to 
the ways in which communities interpret different 
types of projects and the possible acceptance-related 
security implications of different programs depending 
on the context.   
 

7. Informants consistently referenced the importance of 
good programming and equitable distribution of 
benefits as a key factor in engendering acceptance. 
NGOs should continue to adhere to humanitarian 
principles, with a nuanced view to the security benefits 
of doing so. Security managers should be familiar with 
humanitarian principles and be able to identify the 
security-related aspects of their organization’s 
programming decisions in terms of where and with 

Achieving the Promise of 
Acceptance in Uganda 
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whom to work, as well as the types of programs they 
implement. 
 

8. NGOs should expand the common interpretation of 
acceptance as a program management approach to 
acceptance as a security management approach. Among 
other things, this includes expanding the concept of 
“stakeholder” beyond the community/beneficiaries 
and local authorities to other parties including armed 
groups.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Appendix A: Interviewees and Focus Group Discussions  
 
We thank each of the individuals and groups listed below for contributing to the field research in Uganda. In addition, we 
thank those individuals and groups who choose to remain anonymous but who also participated in the field research. In 
particular, we thank these individuals and groups for their time and for sharing their experiences with the Uganda country 
research team. We have made a strong effort to verify the spelling of names and affiliations, but we apologize for any 
misspellings in the list below.  
 

Interviewee, Affiliation   

Daniel Onyaya, Adventist Development and Relief Agency     
Solomon Kateregga, Adventist Development Relief Agency     
Ruth Kamuntu, CARE   
James Bot, CARE    
Cristine Betters, International Rescue Committee   
Gonzaga Busuulwa, VSO International  
Michael Wanyama, Save the Children    
Stig A. Aune, Save the Children  
Simon Nyeko, Action Contre la Faim  
Marie Boulinaud-Cuthbert, ACF  
Frank Kalema, Save the Children  
Vincent Abura, Save the Children   
Margie Lolem, Moroto District  
Federico Soranzo, Cooperation & Development  
Dirk Ullerich, Welthungerhilfe  
Patrick Ekomera, Moroto District  
Otim Emannuel, Arbeiter-Samariter-Bund   
Richard Okoth, Pader District  
Alfred Akena, Pader District  
Mark Walter Oola, GOAL  
Ednance Kiiza, Concern Worldwide   
Simon Foster, Concern Worldwide   
 

Focus group discussion members, Location  

Beneficiaries, Rupa Community  
Beneficiaries, Katekeraile Community  
Community members and beneficiaries, Lela Parish   
Focus group with staff from three local NGOs/CBOs  
Focus group with staff from local NGOs/CBOs  
Community members and beneficiaries  
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