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SUMMARY OF APPROACH AND FINDINGS
BACKGROUND
A primary goal of the Resilient Roots initiative was to test the following hypothesis:
‘Civil society organisations that are more accountable to their primary constituents are more resilient to civic spacerelated threats.’
To do this, CIVICUS, with the support of Accountable Now, Keystone Accountability, and Instituto de Comunicación
y Desarrollo, worked with 14 national partner civil society organisations (CSOs) of varying size, focus, location and
approach, to help them design and implement year-long pilot projects aiming to increase accountability to their
primary constituents (the individuals and communities that the organisation was created to serve and support).
In order to test the relationship between accountability and resilience, the Resilient Roots project team collected
data from the 14 national partner organisations involved in the initiative, and their primary constituents.
To assess accountability:
-

Two waves of surveys were conducted at baseline and endline, to assess the perceptions of a) primary
constituents, and b) staff and volunteers, on how accountable the organisation is.

To assess resilience:
-

A question on whether the organisation is becoming more resilient was asked in the staff and volunteers
accountability survey.

-

Second, key staff members were asked to quantitatively assess their perceptions and experiences of civic
space-related threats faced by their organisation, via an online survey. These were followed up by
qualitatively discussing each of these threats in more detail and how they affected their organisation,
including the organisation’s responses to the threats, in structured in-depth interviews.

METHODOLOGY
The analysis of the central hypothesis uses both the survey and interview results and a set of additional sources of
information to evaluate the relationship between accountability and resilience for the 14 national project partners.
A quantitative analysis of the survey data relied primarily on the survey data collected in two waves from primary
constituents and staff and volunteers about the organisations’ accountability. To this, additional variables were
included based on data from national partners and derived from the qualitative analysis (see below).
A qualitative analysis using additional sources of information as well as the in-depth resilience interviews sought
to identify information to explain how the primary constituents’ perception that the organisation is accountable
varies between countries (in which national partners are based) and between the baseline and endline
measurements. A shortlist of 10 variables was compiled that was found to be both relevant and consistently
demonstrated in the data sources for all national partners. These variables were classified into categories, coded
and introduced into the quantitative analysis in order to test their ability to explain variations in accountability
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data across the sample of primary constituents. The influence of the state of civic space in the country as reported
by the CIVICUS Monitor was also analysed.

Variables analysed
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Size of organisation (number of full time staff)
Frequency of communication with primary constituents at the start of the project
Whether the organisation had a communication strategy in place at baseline
Number of staff dedicated/trained to engage with primary constituents at baseline
Main type of activity: service delivery, advocacy oriented or both
Whether the organisation works on topics that are potentially controversial in their national context
Focus on closing the feedback loop (communicating to respondents how their feedback was taken into
account)
8. Whether new accountability activities are institutionalised by the organisation
9. Whether the feedback received from primary constituents was used by the organisation to make changes
10. Whether any accountability project activities were directly aimed at staff and volunteers
11. Civic space in the country
In a second part of the qualitative analysis we sought to identify the various effects that new or improved
accountability mechanisms and practices introduced through the Resilient Roots project had on the organisations
overall.
Further on, based on the organisational interviews undertaken as part of the resilience measurement by the
Resilient Roots team, we sought to identify, in the descriptions of the organisations’ responses to various threats,
underlying decision-making processes or actions that are consistent with a range of factors deemed important for
an organisation’s overall resilience.

MAIN FINDINGS
The statistical analysis offers a partial confirmation of the hypothesis. Accountability perceptions, both those of
primary constituents and those of staff and volunteers, are positively correlated with resilience scores derived
from organisational responses to civic space-related threats. In the case of staff and volunteers, accountability also
correlates with statistical significance to staff perceptions that the organisation is becoming more resilient. But this
measure of resilience is not significantly (in a statistical sense) associated with accountability as perceived by
primary constituents.
This means that we cannot confidently say that primary constituent accountability causes more resilience, but
we can say that the two are connected. Their relationship should further be explored by looking into what each of
these concepts means in practice for organisations and how their dynamics affect each other.
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Statistically significant
correlation?

Yes

RESILIENCE
A. Response to threats

No

RESILIENCE
B. Staff perception

Yes

RESILIENCE
A. Response to threats

Yes

RESILIENCE
B. Staff perception

ACCOUNTABILITY
reported by

PRIMARY CONSTITUENTS

ACCOUNTABILITY
reported by
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The qualitative analysis looks at the characteristics of organisations, their accountability work and their reactions
to threats, and shows that increasing accountability to primary constituents has multiple effects for organisations.
We further explore how some of these effects constitute or relate to factors that increase an organisation’s
resilience to civic space-related threats.
Both accountability and resilience are complex, dynamic and multidimensional constructs, and in that sense it is
difficult to evaluate whether A causes B. Instead, both the quantitative modelling of survey data and the
qualitative analysis of project documents attempt to deconstruct accountability and resilience and to show how
these elements interact with each other in a directional manner.

What does it mean to be accountable?
The survey data for the most part confirms the theoretical assumptions on which the survey was built. The scores
relating to the variables Respect, Trust and Voice (see the graphic below) - as defined by the primary constituent
accountability survey - are strongly associated both to each other and to the score for accountability to primary
constituents. The association is maintained for the staff survey, although the variables mean slightly different
things in the staff context. Additionally, they are strongly associated with the scores on Responsiveness,
Transparency and Communication. The main practical implication of this finding is that measuring accountability
by assessing its component variables - that have clear meanings for respondents (such as Respect, Trust, and
Voice) - could lead to more confident results than just asking them how accountable the organisation is.
4

COMPONENTS OF ACCOUNTABILITY*
Significantly associated

Primary
constituent
accountability

Respect
Trust

Does the organisation do what it says it
will?

Voice

How likely do you think it is that [ORG]
would respond to your concerns?

Recommendation

Staff and
volunteer
accountability

Do staff at the organisation treat you with
respect?

Does [ORG] treat you with respect?

Trust

Does [ORG] do what it says it will?

Voice

Is it worth your effort to try to make [ORG]
better?

Responsiveness

How likely do you think it is that [ORG] will
make changes as a result of this survey?

Communication

Communication

Do you understand what [ORG]
does and does not do?

How likely would you be to tell others to
engage with [ORG]?

Respect

Transparency

Not associated with statistical
significance

Safety

How safe do you feel undertaking
your work?

To what extent do you feel [ORG] is
transparent in its decision making?

To what extent do you feel you get timely
and accurate answers that address any
concerns you may have?

*The components listed are those tested in the two Resilient Roots project surveys - the primary constituent accountability
survey and the staff and volunteer accountability survey. The variables were represented in the survey as different questions (i.e.
“Communication” in the primary constituent survey had a different meaning to “Communication” in the staff and volunteer
survey, and it is associated with the other accountability variables in the staff and volunteer survey, but not in the primary
constituent survey).

What are the main actors and actions that helped organisations increase accountability (as perceived
by primary constituents)?
Accountability scores in the primary constituent surveys increased significantly only for those organisations that
consistently closed the feedback loop with primary constituents. Smaller and medium sized organisations had an
advantage over larger organisations. Organisations that started at baseline with a lower frequency of
communication to their primary constituents but increased frequency during the project, had higher increases.
Accountability increases were associated, though with lesser statistical confidence, with organisations that
institutionalised the new accountability mechanisms, turning them into regular practices, organisational policies or
structures.
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Another finding, with limited statistical confidence but backed by qualitative findings, is that organisations that
made substantial changes based on the feedback received from primary constituents saw greater positive effects
in the long run.
There is some indication that organisations that primarily provide services have seen stronger results than
organisations that work exclusively on advocacy and policy, but the evidence on this variable is inconclusive.
A further qualitative finding, but this time based on the organisations’ own observations (rather than those of their
primary constituents), is that more staff involvement in accountability work leads to more positive results for the
organisation. Those national partners whose accountability activities were carried out by a small project team,
without the involvement of other staff members, observed fewer positive effects internally such as improved staff
mindsets and attitudes, and internal processes.

FACTORS THAT FAVOURED INCREASES IN ACCOUNTABILITY RATINGS

Characteristics
Smaller
size

Service orientation
(inconclusive
evidence)

Actions of organisations
Communication
frequency

Focus on
closing the
feedback loop

Accountability
mechanisms becoming
institutionalised practice

Making changes
based on feedback

How is accountability connected to resilience?
After showing which characteristics and actions of the national partners favoured increases in accountability
scores, we sought to analyse how increased accountability manifested itself within the organisation in a manner
that could be conducive to also increasing resilience.
Firstly, we used a series of documents and interview results from national partners to compile a list of the most
important effects/changes that can be observed across the national partner organisations which can be attributed
to their implementation of new accountability mechanisms. Most of the effects identified interact with each other.
They are often mutually reinforcing, and in some cases one can be considered a component or necessary condition
of another.
Based on qualitative observations, inputs from the Resilient Roots team and other literature (e.g. the Partners Global
and CIVICUS Resiliency+ Framework), we also generated a list of factors that influence an organisation’s resilience.
Each of these can be regarded as an intermediate indicator that can show progress towards resilience. Many
resilience factors are underpinned by relationships based on trust, respect and mutual support, and as such they
are dependent on or enhanced by some of the effects of accountability previously identified.
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Impact of civic space restrictions
Organisations operating in countries with “Repressed” or “Obstructed” civic space (according to the CIVICUS
Monitor) show higher resilience scores in general. This is consistent with the fact that they respond to a higher
number of threats.
However, the qualitative analysis shows that the degree of civic space repression, which is an aggregate score at
the country level, does not necessarily mean that all organisations will perceive or experience all threats with the
same intensity. Indeed, civic space restrictions do not affect all CSOs equally, nor are they perceived equally.
Instead, the perception of certain threats by an organisation is influenced by its field of work, strategy, capacities
and direct experiences.
The positive relationship between accountability and resilience has been found to be statistically significant only in
the case of organisations operating in countries the CIVICUS Monitor categorises as “Open”, “Narrowed” and
“Obstructed” and not for those in the “Repressed” category. While most of the organisations in “Repressed”
countries did improve their accountability scores between the baseline and the endline measurements, the lack of
statistical significance reported above might mean that in repressed contexts improved accountability is more
difficult to translate into impact on the capacity of an organisation to recognise and respond to threats. Ideally, this
finding should be further tested with a bigger sample of organisations.
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LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
-

-

-

-

-

The small number of diverse organisations involved (14) makes it difficult to compare results among
organisations, with confidence. This also means that the statistical tests which include organisational-level
variables are less likely to identify statistically significant relationships (there is a higher potential for false
negatives).
The civic space context in which the organisations operate influences their resilience scores, but the small
number of organisations in each category limits comparisons and renders statistical findings on this topic
less confident.
Unequal sample sizes and different or sometimes uncertain compositions of the samples between
baseline and endline make it difficult to assess changes.
Language barriers and the necessity to translate complex concepts like accountability and resilience into
11 languages makes the interpretation of results more difficult.
The variables “accountability” and “resilience” tested are artificial constructs made up of multiple
“factors” and “components”, and as such we do not attempt to fully and exhaustively present all possible
elements of a concept; they should more likely be seen as a way to structure and represent the findings in
this research.
The limited timeframe of the project was a clear limitation in observing certain changes that would have
taken more than one year to occur and become explicit between the baseline and the endline
measurements.
In the qualitative analysis in particular, an additional limitation is that most of the observations about the
effects of accountability are self-reported by the organisations. For further research, it would be useful if
such observations could be validated with additional sources of information.

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendations for further research
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.

Accountability may be best measured indirectly by assessing its components.
When a sample of primary constituents is surveyed or asked for feedback, there is a need to ensure that
there is a coherent sampling strategy that can be repeated, in order to see changes.
Consider that research which involves data collection from primary constituents, including asking for
feedback, is in itself an intervention which can affect their expectations and perceptions of the
organisations’ accountability.
Consider the timeframe of subsequent measurements with regards to the expected change that is being
measured.
Consider measuring resilience in more than one way, by measuring different components.
Organisation size and dedicated staff can help assess the relationship between capacity and increased
accountability.
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Recommendations for organisations who want to improve accountability practices
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

Organisations should communicate frequently, with clarity and honesty about what they do and sometimes more importantly about what they do not do.
If feedback is being asked from primary constituents, efforts should be made to close the feedback loop
properly by telling them how that feedback was used.
Aim for accountability mechanisms that build the autonomy of primary constituents so that they
themselves become ‘agents of accountability’ who can increase the efficiency and impact of
accountability mechanisms.
Involve the majority of the organisation’s team in accountability activities with primary constituents.
Practice accountability towards staff as well.

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. General methodology
In order to test the project’s central hypothesis, the project team used several methods:
To assess accountability:
-

Two waves of surveys were conducted at baseline and endline, to assess the perceptions of a) primary
constituents and b) staff and volunteers of how accountable the organisation is to each of the two groups.

To assess resilience:
-

Firstly, in the staff and volunteer accountability surveys - this group was asked about their opinion
whether the organisation is becoming more resilient.

-

Secondly, key staff members were asked to assess their organisation’s perception and experience of
threats quantitatively (by providing a score in an online survey) and qualitatively, by discussing their
experience of the threats and the organisation’s reactions to those threats, in structured in-depth
interviews.

The present analysis of the central hypothesis uses both the survey results and a set of additional sources of
information to evaluate the relationship between accountability and resilience for the 14 pilot project partners.
A quantitative analysis of the survey data was performed on survey results from primary constituents, as well as
survey results from staff and volunteers, at the same time integrating in the analysis a series of other variables
about the organisation and its activities during the project. The quantitative analysis served 4 purposes:
a)

To explore the nature of the variables, including an exploration of the complex structure of accountability.

b) To assess differences between baseline and endline in accountability and all other study variables.
c)

To explore the different organisational and contextual factors that further explain changes in
accountability from baseline to endline.

d) To explore the relationship between accountability and resilience, as well as a range of other variables
that explain variation on the measures of resilience.
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A qualitative analysis using additional sources of information (mostly documents resulting from the national
partners’ project’s implementation) as well as the in-depth resilience interviews was undertaken with 4 purposes:
a)

To identify and assess additional aspects related to accountability, resilience and civic space that could be
coded and introduced into the quantitative analysis as additional explanatory variables. The analysis
resulted in 10 such variables, the explanatory power of which was tested as part of the quantitative
analysis.

b) To identify and map the different meanings attributed to “accountability” by the pilot project partners.
c)

To identify the various effects that new or improved accountability mechanisms introduced through the
Resilient Roots project had on the organisations overall - in terms of their relationship with primary
constituents but also in other areas such as efficiency, organisational functioning and culture, public
image etc. Some of the effects identified are potentially relevant for the organisation’s resilience, others
less so.

d) To identify, in the descriptions of the organisations’ responses to various threats, underlying decisionmaking processes or actions that are consistent with a range of factors deemed important for an
organisation’s overall resilience.

1.2. Limitations
Small number of diverse organisations
-

-

The research included 14 organisations of different sizes, spread out across 14 countries and civic space
contexts, working in different fields. While we sometimes refer to results corresponding to a certain
country, we need to remember that the project only included one organisation from each country, so the
results are not representative for all CSOs within that country. While the diversity of organisations and
civic space contexts has the advantage of allowing us to spot differences and similarities, it also has the
disadvantage that, within each type of civic space, we have an even smaller sample of organisations (at
baseline 7 were “repressed”, 4 were “obstructed”, 3 were “narrowed” and 1 was “open”), which means
we can less confidently make generalisations from our findings.
Some of the additional variables we tested for (not included in the survey) were organisational-level
variables. This means that in the statistical tests these variables only had 14 data points, which made it
less likely to identify statistically significant results. In other words, it increased the chances to find falsely
negative (not statistically significant) results.

The influence of civic space context on studying resilience
- organisations operating in countries where the civic space is repressed or obstructed identify and respond
to a larger number of threats compared to those in narrowed and open civic spaces. When resilience is
measured as the amount and type of responses to threats, this can automatically lead to organisations in
“repressed” countries obtaining higher resilience scores. The implication is that, in order to compare
resilience between organisations, the analysis should include more countries from the same category.
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Sample size and composition
-

Differences in sample sizes between organisations, and in some cases small sample sizes for either staff
and volunteers, primary constituents, or both. In some cases, when the organisation has a large number
of constituents in general but a relatively small sample size in the survey, that means the confidence of
findings for that particular organisation is lower. However, the size of the overall sample (number?) is
large enough that the trends identified in the quantitative analysis have a good degree of confidence with
regards to instances of identified statistical significance.

-

Given that some organisations have small and/or unequal sample sizes, we did not perform an analysis of
variance test to look at the statistical difference between scores at baseline and endline. Per se, the
differences among countries would not be able to tell us much about the underlying variables. Instead,
the quantitative analysis used the entire dataset testing models with multiple combinations of variables
that explain why we see a stronger difference between baseline and endline in some organisations, but
not others.

-

Another limitation has to do with the fact that the samples of respondents for the endline surveys are in
general different from those at the baseline surveys. In other words, the same survey was applied to the
same population but resulted in a different sample. While some of the respondents were surveyed twice
(more for some organisations than others), and we have a picture of the percentages of respondents that
answered the survey both times, it is not possible to trace the responses of a person in the endline survey
back to the responses of the same person in the baseline. That means we do not have a picture of how
some individuals changed their opinions between baseline and endline surveys, but only how responses
changed in general across the entire population of respondents in each country.

Language
-

Firstly, the surveys were translated and administered in the respondents’ own language (in some cases
this may have been an official language but not native for all respondents). This has implications for how
certain important concepts such as “accountability”, “feedback” or “resilience” translate in different
languages and are understood similarly or differently by the respondents.

-

The research is also based on interviews and reports that were often written in one language by
respondents and then translated for interpretation. This again can raise the potential for
misinterpretation, particularly in the case of complex concepts.

Artificial constructs made up of multiple “factors” and “components”
-

We often refer to “components” or “factors” that make up complex concepts such as accountability and
resilience. We find these are useful to explain, portray and sometimes visualise the concepts. It is
important to remember however that these are constructs not material elements, and that these
“components” and “factors” do not attempt to fully and exhaustively present all possible elements of a
concept, but should more likely be seen as a way to structure and represent the findings in this research.

Limited timeframe
-

The baseline and endline measurements were conducted approximately one year apart because of the
project’s calendar. Many of the changes the accountability variables tried to capture are behavioural or
attitude changes that would take more than one year to occur or to become explicit in people’s survey
answers.
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-

The one year timeframe also imposes limitations to the extent we can observe changes related to
resilience. The resilience interviews conducted by the project team investigated the organisations’
responses to threats, but also the decision-making mechanisms that triggered those responses. The
underlying processes: from a threat becoming present, to the organisation perceiving the threat, making
decisions about how to react, reacting and then observing the consequences of that reaction, adjusting
etc. - all of these processes that speak to an organisation’s resilience sometimes need more time to be
observed than was available within the project.

1.3. Overview of accountability surveys results at baseline and endline
Sample sizes for accountability surveys
ORGANISATION
Primary
constituents

Staff and
volunteers

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

Baseline

40

53

62

71

20

201

77

146

100

94

50

30

61

55

Endline

424

64

57

39

34

174

78

116

88

93

70

26

45

51

Baseline

36

11

31

11

80

23

6

17

13

21

7

11

19

8

Endline

76

15

23

4

63

43

5

22

9

28

7

11

27
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In order to analyse the results of the accountability baseline and endline survey, the Resilient Roots team
employed Net Promoter Analysis (NPA), a technique for analysing feedback data that groups respondents into
Promoters, Passives and Detractors based on their survey answers (scores on a scale of 0 to 10) and produces a
Net Promoter Score (NPS) between -100 and +100 that can be used to compare results between organisations as
well as scores obtained by the same organisation over time.
For an overview of survey results, we compared the NPS scores obtained by the 14 pilot partner organisations in
the baseline and endline surveys with primary constituents and with staff and volunteers.
The results of comparing survey results at baseline and endline moments show that overall, within the cohort of 14
pilot partner organisations, the perception among both primary constituents and staff and volunteers that the
organisation is accountable to them has increased.
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However, if we look at the net difference in scores between baseline and endline measurements for individual
countries (one pilot partner/country), we find that in some cases the endline scores are lower for either primary
constituents or staff and volunteers or both. In other words, while all pilot partners have implemented activities
aimed at making them more accountable to primary constituents as part of their involvement in the Resilient
Roots project, for some of these organisations the respondents evaluated the organisation less favourably on
measures of accountability at the endline measurement compared to the baseline.

Primary constituent accountability differences between baseline and endline measurements
-

-

7 organisations have increased their Primary Constituents accountability NPS score between the baseline
and endline surveys. 4 of these have more than doubled their initial primary constituent accountability
score.
2 organisations have the exact same primary constituent accountability NPS score in the two surveys
5 organisations have lower primary constituent accountability scores in the endline survey compared to
the baseline
13

It’s important to look at score changes in context. Two of the organisations with lower endline scores, as well as
the two who have stagnated, are in fact some of the top performers in terms of net scores and remain above the
group’s average even after the score drop.

Staff & volunteers accountability differences
-

9 organisations have higher Staff & volunteers accountability NPS scores in the endline survey compared
to the baseline
5 have lower scores
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The analysis below, both quantitative and qualitative, aims to explain some of these results in more detail. What
can we tell about why some organisations increased their scores while others did not? What made some
organisations achieve spectacular increases between baseline and endline measurements, while others fared more
modestly?
The analysis only offers partial explanations, and is more accurate at explaining primary constituent scores than
staff and volunteer scores because of the structure of the project focused on primary constituent accountability.
Each country’s scores depend on a multitude of factors, some related to their particular context and organisation,
some which could be captured by the analysis and others which could not. We do not attempt to offer
explanations about the experience of particular organisations, but to identify those factors that significantly
explain variations across the 14 organisations, as well as those factors that show weaker significance, sometimes
surprisingly.

2. QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF CHANGES IN ACCOUNTABILITY AND
RELATIONSHIP TO RESILIENCE
2.1. Methodology overview for quantitative analysis
The quantitative analysis relied primarily on the survey data collected in two waves from primary constituents, and
staff and volunteers about the organisations’ accountability. To this, additional variables were included, including
variables related to the organisations involved, variables related to the activities they undertook in the project, and
variables related to the overall context in which the organisations operate. The data sources are presented below.

Sources for accountability quantitative analysis:

Primary sources:
● Resilient Roots Primary Constituents Accountability Survey (baseline and endline)
● Resilient Roots Staff and Volunteers Accountability Survey (baseline and endline)
Other data sources:
● Organisational variables (Capacity Assessment Survey)
● Project-related variables (Original implementation plans, Implementation plan updates, Final reports)
● Resilience scores (Resilient Baseline/Endline Reports)
● Civic context variables (Civicus Monitor)

For information on how the additional variables derived from qualitative analysis were measured, please refer to
section 3.1.
Quantitative data analysis was performed on the data using the R statistical package (www.r-project.org),
employing a variety of descriptive and inferential statistical tests, as presented in the table below. A range of
primary sources were used for deciding on appropriate statistical methods and implementation (Field, 2009; 1
Personality Project R guide; R for psychology experiments and questionnaires), as well as a range of journal articles
(as cited throughout).
1

Andy Field, Discovering Statistics Using SPSS, Third Edition, 2009
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Statistical techniques employed in the quantitative analysis:

Descriptive techniques:
● Basic descriptives for all variables (e.g., central tendency, dispersion, distribution)
Assessing the structure of the dataset:
● Correlation analyses
● Factor analysis
● Scale construction
Assessing relationships between variables:
● Analysis of variance
● Linear regression

In much of sociology and psychology research, answers on a scale such as those in the survey (particularly if the
scale has more than 7 levels) can usually be considered as continuous variables (i.e. interval scale) rather than
discrete values (i.e. ordinal scale). As such, they can be analysed using parametric tests, such as linear regression. If
we were to consider these data as representing discrete values, we would have had to perform other tests (i.e.
logistic regression) which would have limited our options in exploring the data. Therefore, given that it is common
practice to treat these data as continuous and subject them to linear regression, which provides more options for
getting the most from the data, it was preferred not to treat the data as discrete values.

2.2. Primary constituents accountability survey results and relationship
with resilience

PURPOSE

The purpose of this section of the data analysis is to provide an overview of the variables
measured in the survey on primary constituents. This section explores these variables to
provide empirical evidence on (1) the constructs linked to accountability in section 2.2.2;
(2) changes in accountability and other variables from the survey baseline to endline in
section 2.2.3..

The main variables analysed in this section are:
●
●
●
●
●
●

Respect (‘Do staff at the organisation treat you with respect?’)
Trust (‘Does the organisation do what it says it will?’)
Voice (‘How likely to do you think it is that {ORG name} would respond to your concerns?’)
Communication (‘Do you understand what {ORG name} does and does Not do?’)
Recommendation (‘How likely would you be to tell others to engage with {ORG name}?’)
Accountability (‘Taking all these things into account to what extent do you feel the organisation is
accountable to you?’)

Other variables included in the analysis are the country of the organisation and the wave of data collection
(baseline or endline).
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2.2.1. Description of variables
PURPOSE

The purpose of this section is to explore the structure of the data. We explore the way
responses to questions are distributed. Exploring the distribution allows us to understand
the tendencies of responses, and will also be important for choosing appropriate
quantitative analyses.

To explore the shape and structure of the data, we analyse the whole dataset including baseline and endline
survey data. This helps inform the best approach for data analysis, and the limitations of choosing particular
statistical tests. The purpose of the section is not to compare baseline to endline, this is done in 2.2.3.
First, an overview of the main variables shows that, on the whole, respondents’ answers are skewed toward the
higher end of the scale, for all variables. All variables were measured on scales ranging from 0 to 10, and all means
are above 8.
Minimum
value in
dataset

Quartile 1
(75% values
in dataset
are above
this value)

Median
(50% of
values in
dataset
are above
this
value)

Quartile3
(25% of
values in
dataset are
above this
value)

Maximum
value in the
dataset

Mean

Standard
deviation

Respect

0.000

9.000

10.000

10.000

10.000

9.072

1.75

Trust

0.000

8.000

10.000

10.000

10.000

8.788

1.86

Voice

0.000

8.000

9.000

10.000

10.000

8.649

1.85

Communication

0.000

7.000

9.000

10.000

10.000

8.024

2.20

Recommendation

0.000

8.000

10.000

10.000

10.000

8.689

2.05

Accountability

0.000

8.000

9.000

10.000

10.000

8.341

2.10
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The shape of the distributions, skewed towards the largest values, can also be noticed on the histogram graphs of
the main variables, which are included below.
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The histogram illustrates that the distribution of variables deviates significantly from a normal distribution shape.
Normal distributions are considered to be a prerequisite of carrying out various statistical tests, such as analyses of
variance and linear regression. Although, in some conditions, such as large sample sizes, those tests are considered
robust, for smaller sample sizes, data that are not normally distributed such as the variables in the dataset can
increase the chances of false positive results (se Field, 2009). As such, we attempted to transform the data, but
none of the suggested transformations (squared, cube, logaritm) improved the distribution.
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SUMMARY
&
IMPLICATIONS

The general tendency of respondents was to answer the questions with high scores.
For all the variables, more than 50% of answers are above 9 on a scale of 0 to 10, and
most of those responses for all questions were a score of 10 out of 10. This produces
a distribution of responses strongly skewed towards positive values. This type of
distribution may limit the options for statistical analyses that can be carried out on
the data.

2.2.2. Relationships among variables

PURPOSE

In this section, we explore the way variables are related to each other. The main purpose is
to test assumptions that have been made about the ‘structure’ of the concept of
accountability. It has been suggested in the survey design that the perception of an
organisation’s accountability has several underlying factors, such as feeling respected by the
organisation, trusting the organisation, etc. In this section, we use several tests to see how
these proposed underlying factors vary together and relate to accountability.

Further, we explore the relationships among the main variables. The associations between variables can be seen in
the correlation matrix below. All the variables are significantly associated, exhibiting low to moderate
associations2.
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

1. Respect

1.00
(2470)

-

-

-

-

-

2. Trust

0.50***
(2470)

1.00
(2471)

-

-

-

-

3. Voice

0.44***
(2468)

0.58***
(2469)

1.00***
(2469)

-

-

-

4. Communication

0.33***
(2466)

0.37***
(2467)

0.41***
(2467)

1.00***
(2467)

-

-

5. Recommendation

0.47***
(2467)

0.42***
(2468)

0.42***
(2467)

0.45***
(2466)

1.00 (2468)

-

6. Accountability

0.40***
(2465)

0.39***
(2466)

0.46***
(2464)

0.40***
(2462)

0.40***
(2463)

1.00 (2466)

2

Significant is considered any association that is statistically significant at a level of 5% on performing a Pearson correlation test. The
correlation coefficient at which the significance level is reached will be different for different datasets.
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This section is more important from a technical perspective in terms of exploring the dataset, and not so much for
drawing any conclusions or practical implications. From the correlation tables, the main conclusion here is that the
variables (Respect, Trust, etc.) are all positively associated with each other to a moderate extent. As such, it is
conceivable that Respect, Trust, etc. could be considered components of the same bigger construct, an assumption
that is further tested using the factor analysis below.
One of the aspects considered was whether the aspects measured in the survey can be viewed as aspects of
accountability. In order to explore the way that (1) trust and respect, (2) voice and (3) communication, are consistent
with a view that they could be considered aspects of the same construct (accountability), we carried out an
exploratory factor analysis, a statistical method used to identify the underlying structure of a dataset. By applying a
Very Simple Structure analysis, we carry out an analysis on the variables on two factors.
We find that the variables in the dataset load on the two factors separately. As the table below illustrates, Respect,
Trust, Voice and Recommend load on one factor, Communication on a different factor. This result does not
necessarily support the conceptualisation of the variables as aspects of the same construct when Communication is
involved.

Loadings on the different factors
Factor 1

Factor 2

Respect

0.55

0.32

Trust

0.76

0.21

Voice

0.71

0.23

Communication

0.30

0.95

Recommendation

0.42

0.34
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When we remove Communication and look at the underlying (i.e., latent) data structure with Respect, Trust, Voice,
Recommend only, we find that the optimal solution is that all these variables load on one factor, with good
communality values (>.6).
Loadings on the different factors

Factor 1

Respect

0.68

Trust

0.76

Voice

0.71

Recommendation

0.61

One option could be to compute the scores to the variables above in a scale. A scale reliability analysis performed
on the four variables shows a Cronbach-alpha score of 0.78, but with a moderate improvement in score if
Recommendation is dropped. Based on this, we can further explore the suggestion that Respect, Trust, Voice could
be computed in an ‘accountability’ score. If we correlate this resulting Accountability Scale (as the mean of
Respect, Trust, Voice) with the accountability question, we find a Person correlation score of 0.51 (N = 2463, p <
0.001). This indicates a moderate association between the two variables, but not strong enough to suggest they
are equivalent.
The implication involves a decision for future research. One option would be to measure accountability using the
direct question (‘how accountable is the organisation to you’). The other option would be to use a combined score
of Respect, Trust and Voice instead as a complex measure of accountability. The two options are positively
associated, but not equivalent, so the pros and cons of each option need to be considered. One the one hand, the
single accountability question has face validity, meaning that is a straight-forward way of measuring accountability.
22

On the other hand, scales made of several questions are often more valid ways to measure a higher-order
construct, because it allows the researchers to capture the many facets of the construct. Also, the term
‘accountability’ is fairly abstract and may be interpreted very differently by respondents, so asking questions that
are less abstract may ensure that respondents understand the question the way it was intended.

SUMMARY
&
IMPLICATIONS

In looking at the relationship among variables, we find that responses to questions about
Respect, Trust, and Voice vary together, and that we can compute a combined score
from these variables. Given that it was proposed that these variables underlie the
construct of accountability, we can use the scores of Respect, Trust and Voice to
compute a scale measuring Accountability. The variable “Communication” does not vary
together with the other, suggesting that many respondents considered the organisation
treats them with respect, is trustworthy, and responsive, even when they do not fully
understand what the organisation does or does not do.
Although the Accountability Scale scores are positively associated with the direct
Accountability question asked of participants, the correlation is not large enough to
suggest the two are equivalent. Therefore, a decision needs to be made as to whether it
is more appropriate to use the combined scale or the single direct question.

2.2.3. Results over time (Baseline versus Endline)

PURPOSE

The purpose of this section is to analyse changes in variables from baseline to endline. This
analysis includes a variety of organisational variables that may play a role in explaining how
accountability and related variables change over time for the different organisations in the
study.

We can look at the overall differences between scores at baseline and endline in each of the variables using an
analysis of variance.
Analysis of variance was employed for analysing the data. Although, as shown previously, the data are not
normally distributed, which is a prerequisite for linear model analyses such as analysis of variance and linear
regression, these tests are also robust to deviations from normality in the case of large sample sizes (e.g. over 200)
(Field, 2009; Glass, 1972). Given that the different variables in the dataset are highly correlated (see section 2
above), it was preferred not to include them in a multivariate analysis (given potential bias of results); instead, the
analyses reported are a series of univariate analyses.
For example, we can see that, overall, accountability scores have significantly improved from a mean score of 8.22
at baseline to a score of 8.45 at endline, F(1,2412)=7.063, p=0.00. The graph below illustrates the changes in
means from baseline (1) to endline (2). The same trend, but with a stronger change, can be observed in the
Accountability Scale score (computed above from Respect, Trust and Voice). Score has risen from a mean score of
8.59 at baseline to a score of 9.03 at endline,
(1,2416)=51.73, p<0.001.
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The trend in score improvement can generally be observed in all the other variables in the dataset, as summarised
in the table below.
Variable

Mean at
baseline

Mean at
endline

Change is
statistically
significant

ANOVA test

Respect

8.71

9.36

Yes

F(1,2416)=84.19, p<0.001

Trust

8.56

8.98

Yes

F(1,2417)=29.71, p<0.001

Voice

8.51

8.76

Yes

F(1,2415)=10.24, p=0.001

Communication

7.74

8.23

Yes

F(1,2413)=28.46, p<0.001

Recommendation

8.37

8.93

Yes

F(1,2414)=45.09, p<0.001
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However, given that data is collected in different organisations, we need to take into account the results in the
context of the countries. Below, we present the ANOVA with two factors: wave (baseline/endline) and organisation
country.
Variable

Effect of wave (baseline vs
endline)

Effect of country

Effect of interaction
(country*wave)

Accountability

F(1,2410)=7.134, p=0.007

F(1,2410)=1.280, p=0.258

F(1,2410)=25.085, p<0.001

Accountability
(computed scale)

F(1,2412)= 51.849, p<0.001

F(1,2412)= 1.955, p=0.162

F(1,2412)= 5.839, p=0.015

Respect

F(1,2414)= 85.180, p<0.001

F(1,2414)= 2.493, p=0.115

F(1,2414)= 27.885, p<0.001

Trust

F(1,2415)= 30.070, p<0.001

F(1,2415)= 25.501, p<0.001

F(1,2415)= 5.746, p=0.016

Voice

F(1,2413)= 10.244, p=0.001

F(1,2413)= 0.075, p=0.784

F(1,2413)= 1.965, p=0.161

Communication

F(1,2411)= 28.839, p<0.001

F(1,2411)= 29.826, p<0.001

F(1,2411)= 3.966 , p=0.046

Recommendation

F(1,2412)= 45.385, p<0.001

F(1,2412)= 4.944, p=0.0260

F(1,2412)= 12.619, p<0.001

From the table above, we can see that when cross-country variation is taken into account, we still find a strong and
consistent significant difference between baseline and endline on all variables. Across most variables, we find no
significant effect of country, meaning that scores do not vary significantly across organisations. However, we find a
significant interaction effect between organisation and wave, meaning that the difference between baseline and
endline is stronger in some organisations than others, and may even be reversed for some organisations.
To further explore this interaction, we include below all the means for all the variables at baseline and endline.

Organisation

Wave

Accountab
ility

Accountabili
ty
(computed
scale)

Respect

Trust

Voice

Communic
ation

Recomme
ndation

Org 1

Baseline

8.77

8.50

8.20

8.67

8.61

7.95

8.19

Endline

8.32

9.14

9.46

9.28

8.70

8.59

9.17

Baseline

8.69

8.51

8.28

8.66

8.60

7.92

8.22

Endline

8.35

9.12

9.44

9.22

8.71

8.51

9.12

Baseline

8.61

8.53

8.36

8.64

8.58

7.89

8.25

Org 2

Org 3
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Org 4

Org 5

Org 6

Org 7

Org 8

Org 9

Org 10

Org 11

Org 12

Org 13

Org 14

Endline

8.37

9.10

9.42

9.15

8.72

8.44

9.07

Baseline

8.52

8.54

8.43

8.62

8.57

7.86

8.27

Endline

8.40

9.07

9.40

9.09

8.73

8.36

9.02

Baseline

8.44

8.56

8.51

8.61

8.55

7.82

8.30

Endline

8.43

9.05

9.37

9.02

8.75

8.28

8.96

Baseline

8.35

8.57

8.59

8.59

8.54

7.79

8.32

Endline

8.46

9.02

9.35

8.96

8.76

8.20

8.91

Baseline

8.27

8.58

8.66

8.57

8.52

7.76

8.35

Endline

8.49

9.00

9.33

8.89

8.77

8.13

8.86

Baseline

8.19

8.60

8.74

8.55

8.51

7.73

8.38

Endline

8.51

8.98

9.31

8.83

8.78

8.05

8.81

Baseline

8.10

8.61

8.81

8.54

8.49

7.70

8.40

Endline

8.54

8.95

9.29

8.76

8.80

7.97

8.76

Baseline

8.02

8.63

8.89

8.52

8.48

7.67

8.43

Endline

8.57

8.93

9.27

8.70

8.81

7.89

8.71

Baseline

7.93

8.64

8.97

8.50

8.46

7.64

8.46

Endline

8.60

8.90

9.25

8.64

8.82

7.82

8.66

Baseline

7.85

8.65

9.04

8.48

8.45

7.61

8.48

Endline

8.63

8.88

9.23

8.57

8.83

7.74

8.61

Baseline

7.68

8.68

9.19

8.45

8.41

7.54

8.54

Endline

8.68

8.83

9.19

8.44

8.86

7.58

8.51

Baseline

7.60

8.70

9.27

8.43

8.40

7.51

8.56

Endline

8.71

8.81

9.17

8.38

8.87

7.51

8.46
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Given that some organisations have small and/or unequal sample sizes, we did not perform an analysis of variance
test to look at the statistical difference between scores at baseline and endline. Per se, the differences among
countries would not be able to tell us much about the underlying variables. Instead, in the next part of the analysis,
we look deeper into the potential variables that explain why we see a stronger difference between baseline and
endline in some organisations, but not others.

SUMMARY
&
IMPLICATIONS

We find that scores for all the variables included in the analysis (Accountability,
Respect, Trust, Voice, Communication, Recommendation) are significantly higher at
endline than at baseline.
However, when looking at the different organisations, we find that this increase in
scores was much higher for some organisations than others, and for some scores even
decreased at endline compared to baseline.

There are several categories of factors that may explain why the project was more effective in some organisations
than others in terms of the difference of accountability scores. Below, we explore the effect of these different
categories of factors.

Category 1. Type of organisation
The factors considered here are (A) organisation size (small/medium/large) and (B) the type of activities (serviceoriented and advocacy-oriented).
A. Organisation size
Accountability

Accountability Scale

Wave

F(1,2410)=7.066, p=0.007

F(1,2415)=52.268, p<0.001

Organisation size

F(1,2410)=1.171, p=0.279

F(1,2415)=8.339, p=0.003

Wave * Organisation size

F(1,2410)= 1.865, p=0.172

F(1,2415)=58.661, p<0.001

Model 1 - Wave by Organisation size

For the Accountability Scale score, we see significant differences in accountability scores based on organisation
size, as well as a significant interaction between wave of data collection and organisation size.
On further exploring these differences, we test the differences between different organisation sizes (using Tukey
post-hoc test). We find no significant differences between medium organisations (staff size between 10 and 49)
and large organisations with a staff size of over 50 people (p=0.062), however small organisations (with a staff
under 10 people) have significantly lower average accountability scores at endline compared to baseline than both
medium sized organisations (p<0.001) and large organisations (p=0.005).
When analysing the differences between baseline and endline within each type of organisation, we see a
significant increase in scores for both small (p<0.001) and medium-sized organisations (p<0.001), and a significant
decrease in scores for the large organisations (p<0.001).
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Accountability Scale
Size (staff+volunteers)

Baseline

Endline

Difference

Total

Small (under 10)

8.06

9.31

Significant increase

8.69

Medium (10-49)

8.58

9.10

Significant increase

8.84

Large (over 50)

9.03

8.76

Significant decrease

8.99

SUMMARY
&
IMPLICATIONS

Overall, by looking at the composite accountability scale (computed as average responses
to respect, trust, voice), we see that accountability scores increased for small and medium
sized organisations (defined as under 10 and, respectively, under 50 staff and volunteers),
but decreased for large organisations. These results suggest that primary constituent
accountability-based interventions may be more effective for smaller organisations.

B. Organisation type
Accountability Rating

Accountability Scale

Model 2 - Wave by Organisation is service-oriented
Wave

F(1,2410)= 7.120, p=0.007

F(1,2415)=51.426, p<0.01

Service-oriented (yes/no)

F(1,2410)=2.415, p=0.120

F(1,2415)=11.474, p<0.001

Wave * Service-oriented

F(1,2410)= 18.955, p<0.001

F(1,2415)=1.617, p=0.203

Model 3 - Wave by Organisation is advocacy-oriented
Wave

F(1,2410)=7.114, p=0.007

F(1,2415)=51.255, p<0.01

Advocacy-oriented (yes/no)

F(1,2410)=1.171, p=0.027

F(1,2415)=2.491, p=0.115

Wave * Advocacy-oriented

F(1,2410)= 14.700, p<0.001

F(1,2415)=2.515, p=0.113

Service-oriented organisations. On further exploring these differences, we test the differences between different
organisation types (using Tukey post-hoc test) in terms of accountability rating. When analysing the differences
between baseline and endline within each type of organisation, we see a significant increase in scores for serviceoriented organisations (p<0.001), whereas changes in non service-oriented organisations are not significant
(p=0.181).
We apply the same procedure to test the differences between different organisation types (using Tukey post-hoc
test) in terms of accountability scale scores. When analysing the differences between baseline and endline within
each type of organisation, we see a significant increase in scores for service-oriented organisations (p<0.001),
while the decrease for non service-oriented organisations was not significant (p>0.05).
Advocacy-oriented organisations. On further exploring these differences, we test the differences between
different organisation types (using Tukey post-hoc test) in terms of accountability rating. When analysing the
differences between baseline and endline within each type of organisation, we see a non-significant decrease in
scores for advocacy-oriented organisations (p=0.979), whereas score increases in non advocacy-oriented
organisations are significant (p=0.181). Scores for accountability scale were not compared, given that there was no
significant interaction effect of wave by organisation type on this variable.
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Baseline

Endline

Difference

Total

Accountability Rating
Serviceoriented

Advocacyoriented

No

8.65

8.04

Decrease not significant

8.43

Yes

8.36

8.54

Significant increase

8.30

No

8.12

8.28

Increase significant

8.50

Yes

8.89

8.32

Decrease not significant

8.29

Accountability Scale
Serviceoriented

Advocacyoriented

SUMMARY
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No

8.67

8.56

Decrease significant

8.96

Yes

9.17

8.89

Significant increase

8.76

No

8.59

9.19

Not tested (no interaction)

8.91

Yes

8.59

8.98

Not tested (no interaction)

8.81

Results regarding organisation type variables (service-oriented and advocacy-oriented)
are mixed and somewhat inconsistent for the two accountability measures. No clear
conclusions are drawn from these results.

Category 2. Communication factors
The factors considered here are (A) whether the organisation has a communication strategy, (B) frequency of
communication with primary constituents, and (C) whether there are dedicated staff members whose
responsibility is communication.
A. Communication strategy
Accountability Rating

Accountability Scale

Wave

F(1,2410)= 7.152, p=0.007

F(1,2415)=51.879, p<0.001

Communication strategy (yes/no)

F(1,2410)=1.040, p=0.307

F(1,2415)=34.232, p<0.001

Wave * Communication strategy

F(1,2410)= 31.284, p<0.001

F(1,2415)=0.228, p=0.633

Model 1 - Wave by Communication strategy

Regarding accountability ratings, we find a significant interaction effect by which organisations that have a
communication strategy significantly increased scores from baseline to endline, whereas those without a
communication strategy saw a significant decrease in scores. However, these results are not reflected in the
analysis on accountability scale scores.
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Baseline

Endline

Difference

Total

Accountability Rating
Communication
strategy

No

8.81

8.30

Decrease significant (p=0.006)

8.40

Yes

8.04

8.59

Significant increase (p<0.001)

8.32

Accountability Scale
Communication
strategy
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No

8.91

9.22

Not tested (no interaction)

9.06

Yes

8.50

8.86

Not tested (no interaction)

8.71

Results regarding communication strategy are mixed and somewhat inconsistent for
the two accountability measures. No clear conclusions are drawn from these results.

B. Communication frequency at baseline
Accountability Rating

Accountability Scale

Model 2 - Wave by Frequency of communication with primary constituents
Wave

F(1,2410)=5.666, p=0.017

F(1,2415)=37.43, p<0.001

Communication frequency

F(1,2410)=2.090, p=0.148

F(1,2415)=17.39, p<0.001

Wave * Communication frequency

F(1,2410)= 7.306, p=0.006

F(1,2415)=11.11, p<0.001

Regarding accountability ratings, we find a significant interaction effect between communication frequency at
baseline and data collection wave, and interaction effect which is also present in accountability scale ratings.
Effects are broadly consistent for the two variables, by which we see significantly larger increases in accountability
ratings for organisations that communicated weekly or less than for those who communicated daily with primary
constituents.
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Baseline

Endline

Difference

Total

monthly or less

7.86

8.56

Increase not significant (p=0.750)

8.22

weekly

8.11

8.49

Increase significant (p<0.001)

8.31

daily

8.37

8.42

Increase not significant (p=0.997)

8.39

monthly or less

8.18

8.96

Increase significant (p<0.001)

8.60

weekly

8.50

9.00

Increase marginally significant
(p=0.053)

8.77

daily

8.81

9.05

Increase significant (0.017)

8.94

Accountability Rating
Communication
with primary
constituents frequency

Accountability Scale
Communication
with primary
constituents frequency

SUMMARY
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C.

Results regarding communication frequency show that improvements in accountability
ratings and scores were greater when the organisations communicated weekly or less
with primary constituents at baseline. This suggests that accountability-related
programmes may be most effective for organisations with low communication
frequency at programme start.

Staff dedicated and trained to engage with primary constituents
Accountability Rating

Accountability Scale

Model 3 - Wave by Organisation having dedicated primary constituent engagement staff
Wave

F(1,2410)=7.159, p=0.007

F(1,2415)=51.16, p<0.001

primary constituent engagement staff
(yes/no)

F(1,2410)=1.936, p=0.164

F(1,2415)=0.00, p=0.985

Wave * primary constituent engagement
staff

F(1,2410)= 32.797, p<0.001

F(1,2415)=0.71, p=0.399

Regarding accountability ratings, we find a significant interaction effect by which organisations that have dedicated
staff for primary constituent engagement significantly increased scores from baseline to endline, whereas those
without dedicated staff saw a significant decrease in scores. However, these results are not reflected in the
analysis on accountability scale score, so it is suggested to interpret the results with caution.

31

Baseline

Endline

Difference

Total

Accountability Rating
primary constituent
engagement staff

No

8.74

8.17

Decrease significant (p=0.004)

8.27

Yes

8.10

8.68

Significant increase (p<0.001)

8.39

Accountability Scale
primary constituent
engagement staff
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No

8.66

8.58

Not tested (no interaction)

8.84

Yes

9.01

9.05

Not tested (no interaction)

8.84

Results regarding primary constituent engagement staff present some suggestion that
organisations that have dedicated staff prior to the project commencing, saw a
significant increase in accountability scores, while those with no staff saw a decrease.
However, results are somewhat inconsistent for the two accountability measures so no
clear conclusions are drawn from these results.

Category 3. Project-related factors
The factors considered here are (A) whether the organisation has focused on feedback received and
communicated how the feedback will be used, (B) whether the new accountability activities are mainstreamed
through the organisation/address most primary constituents, (C) whether the new accountability activities are
integrated in organisational practice (as opposed to one-off activities), and (D) whether changes were made as a
result of the feedback gained during the project.
A. Focus on closing the feedback loop
Organisations were evaluated on the basis of having taken action to close the feedback loop with primary
constituents (for details on how the variable “focus on closing the feedback loop” was measured, please refer to
the table in section 3.1). We see that, overall, organisations that have made efforts to communicate the results of
feedback collection back to respondents have greater accountability scores than those that do not. We also see
that these organisations who focus on closing the feedback loop had higher increases in scores from baseline to
endline compared to those who do not focus on feedback.
Accountability Rating

Accountability Scale

Wave

F(1,2410)=7.117, p=0.007

F(1,2415)=52.95, p<0.001

Closing feedback loop (yes/no)

F(1,2410)=14.859, p<0.001

F(1,2415)=74.42, p<0.001

Wave * Closing feedback loop

F(1,2410)= 5.443, p=0.019

F(1,2415)=10.41, p=0.001

Model 4 - Wave by Closing feedback loop
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Baseline

Endline

Difference

Total

Accountability Rating
Closing feedback
loop

No

8.03

8.25

Increase not significant (p=0.501)

7.89

Yes

7.67

8.53

Significant increase (p=0.013)

8.41

Accountability Scale
Closing feedback
loop

SUMMARY
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No

8.14

8.67

Increase not significant (p=0.849)

8.12

Yes

7.99

9.13

Significant increase (p<0.001)

8.93

We looked at differences in organisations that focused on closing the feedback loop.
We find that accountability scores increased significantly for those organisations who
have made efforts to close the feedback loop with primary constituents, suggesting
that accountability interventions may be more effective when organisations clearly
communicate how primary constituents’ feedback will be used to make changes.

B. Accountability activities - integrated in organisational practice
We also looked at differences in organisations that implemented accountability activities that were integrated in
their organisational practices, versus those for whom accountability activities were one-off events. For
accountability scale scores, we see that increases in scores from baseline to endline are only significant for those
organisations where accountability activities were mainstreamed. However, this effect is not replicated for
accountability ratings.

Accountability Rating

Accountability Scale

Model 1 - Wave by Accountability activities are integrated
Wave

F(1,2410)=5.193, p=0.028

F(1,2415)=42.657, p<0.001

Accountability activities are integrated
(yes/no)

F(1,2410)=5.847, p=0.015

F(1,2415)=187.413, p<0.001

Wave * Accountability activities are
integrated

F(1,2410)=4.153, p=0.041

F(1,2415)=1.189, p=0.276
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Baseline

Endline

Difference

Total

Accountability Rating
Accountability
activities are
integrated

No

8.23

8.25

Increase not significant (p=0.893)

8.17

Yes

8.10

8.54

Increase significant (p=0.021)

8.42

Accountability Scale
Accountability
activities are
integrated
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No

7.90

8.92

Not tested (no interaction)

8.16

Yes

8.36

9.23

Not tested (no interaction)

9.10

Results relating to accountability ratings show a significant increase in scores for
organisations where accountability activities were integrated in their long-term
practice, versus those organisations that implemented activities as a one-off event.
However, these results were not replicated with accountability composite scores, so
caution should be taken interpreting these conclusions.

C. Changes made following feedback
Finally, we looked at differences between organisations that made changes following feedback gained during the
project and those who did not make such changes. We find an effect of feedback use, in the sense that
organisations who used the feedback more to make changes, are also those with higher scores both at baseline
and endline. However, there was no interaction effect with data collection timing (baseline versus endline).

Accountability Rating

Accountability Scale

Model 4 - Wave by Changes following feedback
Wave

F(1,2410)=7.094, p=0.017

F(1,2415)=54.169, p<0.001

Changes following feedback

F(1,2410)=11.248, p<0.001

F(1,2415)=140.085, p<0.001

Wave * Changes following feedback

F(1,2410)=1.446, p=0.229

F(1,2415)=2.501, p=0.114
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Baseline

Endline

Difference

Total

modest

8.05

8.04

Not tested (no interaction)

8.06

moderate

8.17

8.30

Not tested (no interaction)

8.25

very much

8.29

8.56

Not tested (no interaction)

8.44

modest

8.02

8.20

Not tested (no interaction)

8.14

moderate

8.42

8.72

Not tested (no interaction)

8.60

very much

8.82

9.24

Not tested (no interaction)

9.06

Accountability Rating
Changes following
feedback

Accountability Scale
Changes following
feedback
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Results regarding changes made based on feedback do not show differences in the
magnitude of increases in accountability from baseline to endline as a function of
whether the organisation used the feedback gained during the project to make changes.

2.2.4. Accountability and resilience

PURPOSE

In this section, we explore the proposed link between accountability as perceived by primary
constituents and resilience. We look at whether scores in primary constituent accountability
predict resilience scores, and also at a host of other variables that can be involved in
determining resilience, alongside accountability.

To explore the potential link of accountability and resilience, we can carry out a linear regression analysis with
accountability as predictor and resilience as outcome.
Resilience measures
-

-

Resilience A. Response to threats. On the other hand, we will be including a measure of resilience as
calculated following interviews with staff members about responses to threats (for an overview of the
method, see section 5).
Resilience B. Perception. On the one hand, we will be looking at resilience as reported by staff and
volunteers (national averages) in the accountability survey (‘I am confident that the organisation is
becoming more resilient’).
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A correlation test of resilience as reported in the staff accountability survey and resilience scores from the
interviews shows a weak positive association between the two measures of resilience (Pearson correlation, r(634)
= 0.21, p < 0.01). This suggests that while the two variables are significantly correlated, they do not point to the
same construct. One reason might be that Resilience A as measured through interviews captures responses to
threats experienced at a certain point in time, while Resilience B measures development (‘the organisation is
becoming more resilient’). Future research should pay special attention to which type of resilience measure is
considered more valid.
Here, we provide separate analyses for the two
different types of resilience measures.
A. Resilience A. Response to threats - as
measured thought organisational
interviews
Overall, we find that both accountability
measures show a positive association between
accountability and resilience as measured
through organisational interviews.
In the graph plotting the relationship between
accountability and resilience scores, the
estimated regression line shows that the two are
positively related, i.e. higher accountability
scores are associated with higher resilience
scores.
Two models, one using Accountability rating as
predictor (Model1), and one using Accountability
scale score (Model2) are presented below. By
looking at the explanatory power of the two
models (comparing R2 coefficients), we find that
the model using the scale measurement has the greatest explanatory power, and thus we carry out the remaining
analysis with the Accountability scale measure.

B

t

p

Model 1
Accountability

0.005

4.865

0.018

11.43

p

R2

Adj R2

F(1,2412)=23.67

<0.001

0.009

0.009

F(1,2417)=130.6

<0.001

0.051

0.050

<0.001

Model 2
Accountability Scale

F, p

<0.001

Further, we take into account other variables that may influence the relationship between accountability and
resilience and increase the explanatory power of the model.
Civic space. Model 3a takes into account the effect of civic space (the variable was coded in 2 categories,
1=repressed, and 2=non-repressed, as measured in the Civicus Monitor at baseline and endline, respectively).
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B

t

p

Model 3a
Accountability Scale

0.018

7.934

<0.001

Civic space

0.055

1.952

0.051

Accountability Scale *
Civic space

0.000

0.164

0.869

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(3,2415)=99.05

<0.001

0.109

0.108

The inclusion of civic space shows no significant main effect of civic space on resilience and no interaction effect
between accountability and civic space.
Model 3b employs a more refined definition of civic space (the variable was coded in 3 categories, 1=repressed,
2=obstructed and 3=narrowed or open, as measured in the Civicus Monitor at baseline and endline, respectively),
but this method still shows no significant main effect of civic space on resilience and no interaction effect between
accountability and civic space.
B

t

p

Model 3b
Accountability Scale

-0.002

-0.595

0.551

Civic space(3 levels)

-0.034

-1.694

0.090

Accountability Scale *
Civic space(3 levels)

-0.001

-0.805

0.420

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(3,2412)=80.54

<0.001

0.091

0.089

Organisation field of work. Another category of factors we took into account is the field of work of the
organisation. The following models test several variables: Model5 - the effect of the organisation being serviceoriented, Model6 - the effect of the organisation being advocacy oriented, Model7 - the effect of the organisation
working on a contentious topic.

B

t

p

Model 5
Accountability Scale

0.026

11.572

<0.001

Service oriented

0.046

1.766

0.077

Accountability Scale *
Service oriented

-0.019

-6.540

<0.001

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(3,2415)=348.2

<0.001

0.301

0.301
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Model 6
Accountability Scale

0.009

3.394

<0.001

Advocacy oriented

-0.012

-0.431

0.666

Accountability Scale *
Advocacy oriented

0.013

4.166

<0.001

Model 7
Accountability Scale

-0.014

-3.552

<0.001

Contentious topic

-0.014

-0.970

0.331

Accountability Scale *
Contentious topic

0.011

6.937

<0.001

F(3,2415)=217

<0.001

0.212

0.211

F(3,2415)=598.3

<0.001

0.426

0.425

Of the above variables, we see that the organisation being service-oriented, being advocacy_oriented and the
organisation working in a potentially contentious area, all have an effect on the relationship between
accountability and resilience. Therefore, we further include these variables in a comprehensive model to predict
resilience.
B

t

p

Model 8
Accountability Scale

0.023

3.941

<0.001

Service oriented

0.003

0.143

0.886

Accountability Scale *
Service oriented

-0.004

-1.671

0.094

Advocacy_oriented

0.174

6.635

<0.001

Accountability Scale *
Advocacy_oriented

-0.010

-3.613

<0.001

Contentious topic

0.080

5.833

<0.001

Accountability Scale *
Contentious topic

-0.000

-0.223

0.823

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(7,2411)=454.8

<0.001

0.569

0.567

The resulting model has a large effect size (R2), and the variables taken together explain a significant proportion of
the variation in resilience scores. We next explore the significant interaction term in the model.
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In regard to the interaction of accountability and advocacy-oriented organisations, we see that although we find a
significant interaction, the relationship between accountability and resilience is positive and significant for both
advocacy-oriented and non advocacy-oriented organisations. However, we notice that for advocacy-oriented
organisations, changes in accountability lead to greater changes in resilience than for those that are not advocacyoriented.
B

t

p

Model 8A
Advocacy-oriented = yes
Accountability Scale

0.023

11.84

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(1,1735)=140.1

<0.001

0.074

0.074

F(1,680)=26.32

<0.001

0.037

0.035

<0.001

Model 8B
Advocacy-oriented = no

Accountability Scale

0.009

5.131

<0.001

Although the analysis above does provide a test of the central
hypothesis concerning the relationship between accountability
and resilience, it is worth noting some words of caution regarding
the outcome variable of resilience in this case. The nature of the
resilience scores of low dispersion and distribution size, pose
some issues regarding the use of linear regression, as can be
observed in the Q-Q plot regarding non-normal distribution of
residuals. While linear regression for large samples such as the
current one should be robust to such assumption violations
(Field, 2009), more comprehensive measures of resilience could
be used in future research to provide greater confidence in the
results.

SUMMARY
&
IMPLICATIONS

Overall, we find that accountability ratings predict resilience scores as derived from
organisational interviews (Resilience A). This result holds true for both direct
accountability ratings and the composite accountability scale score.
The inclusion of several other variables, such as field of work and civic space, did bring
significant improvements to the model. The notable results from these analyses for the
relationship between accountability and resilience is that changes in accountability
may lead to larger changes in the same direction for resilience, particularly for
advocacy-oriented organisations.
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B. Resilience B. Perception the organisation is becoming more resilient - as measured in the accountability
staff survey
We also tested the relationship between accountability and resilience using an alternative measure of resilience,
as reported by organisation staff and volunteers in the Resilient Roots Staff and Volunteers Accountability Surveys,
by answering the question ‘I feel the organisation is becoming more resilient’. Country level averages of responses
by staff to this question were tested in relation to accountability scores provided by primary constituents. The
results mirror those above to an extent, as reported below in Model1b and Model2b, although the relationship
between the accountability scale score and this particular resilience measure is not significant.
B

t

p

Model 1b
Accountability

0.022

2.897
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-0.014

-1.296

p

R2

Adj R2

F(1,2412)=8.391

0.003

0.003

0.003

F(1,2414)=1.68

0.195

<0.00

<0.001

0.003

Model 2b
Accountability Scale

F, p

0.195

The relationship between accountability and the second measure of resilience
(Resilience B. Perception) derived from the staff accountability survey is not statistically
significant.

2.3. Staff and volunteer accountability survey results and relationship to
resilience
PURPOSE

The purpose of this section of the data analysis is to provide an overview of the variables
measured in the survey with staff and volunteers. This section explores these variables to
provide empirical evidence on (1) the constructs linked to accountability; (2) changes in
accountability, resilience and other variables from the survey baseline to endline; (3) the
relationship between accountability and resilience.

The main variables analysed here are:
●
●
●
●
●
●

Respect (‘Does [ORG] treat you with respect?’)
Trust (‘Does [ORG] do what it says it will?’)
Voice (‘Is it worth your effort to try to make [ORG] better?’)
Responsiveness (‘How likely do you think it is that [ORG] will make changes as a result of this survey?’)
Communication (‘To what extent do you feel you get timely and accurate answers that address any
concerns you may have?’)
Transparency (‘To what extent do you feel [ORG] is transparent in its decision making?’)
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●
●
●

Accountability (‘Taking all these things into account to what extent do you feel the organisation is
accountable to you?’)
Safety (‘How safe do you feel undertaking your work?’)
Resilience (‘How confident do you feel that the organisation is becoming more resilient?’)

Other variables included in the analysis are the country of the organisation, the gender of the respondent, length
of service with the organisation, the wave of data collection.

2.3.1. Description of variables

PURPOSE

The purpose of this section is to explore the structure of the data. We explore the way
responses to questions are distributed. Exploring the distribution allows us to understand
the tendencies of responses, and will also be important for choosing appropriate
quantitative analyses.

First, an overview of the main variables shows that, on the whole, respondents’ answers are skewed toward the
higher end of the scale, for all variables. All variables were measured on scales ranging from 0 to 10, and all means
are above 7.
Minimum
value in
dataset

Quartile 1
(75% values
in dataset
are above
this value)

Median
(50% of
values in
dataset
are above
this value)

Quartile3
(25% of
values in
dataset are
above this
value)

Maximum
value in the
dataset

Mean

Standard
deviation

Respect

0.000

7.000

9.000

10.000

10.000

8.293

2.12

Trust

0.000

7.000

8.000

10.000

10.000

7.796

2.26

Voice

0.000

8.000

9.000

10.000

10.000

8.305

2.23

Responsiveness

0.000

6.000

8.000

9.000

10.000

7.305

2.71

Communication

0.000

6.000

8.000

9.000

10.000

7.372

2.38

Transparency

0.000

6.000

8.000

9.000

10.000

7.156

2.63

Accountability

0.000

6.000

8.000

9.000

10.000

7.458

2.38

Safety

0.000

7.000

8.000

10.000

10.000

8.003

2.06

Resilience

0.000

7.000

8.000

9.000

10.000

7.637

2.12
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The shape of the distributions, skewed towards the largest values, can also be noticed on the histogram graphs of
the main variables, which are included below.
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The general tendency of respondents was to answer the questions with high scores.
For all the variables, more than 50% of answers are above 8 on a scale of 0 to 10, and
most responses for most questions were a score of 10 out of 10. This produces a
distribution of responses strongly skewed towards positive values. This type of
distribution may limit the options for statistical analyses that can be carried out on the
data.

44

2.3.2. Relationships among variables
PURPOSE

In this section, we explore the way variables are related to each other. The main purpose is
to test assumptions that have been made about the ‘structure’ of the concept of
accountability. It has been suggested in the survey design that the perception of an
organisation’s accountability has several underlying factors, such as feeling respected by the
organisation, trusting the organisation, etc. In this section, we use several tests to see how
these proposed underlying factors vary together and relate to accountability.

Further, we explore the relationships among the main variables. The associations between variables can be seen in
the correlation matrix below. All the variables are significantly associated, generally exhibiting moderate to high
associations.
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

1. Respect

1.00
(642)

-

-

-

-

-

2. Trust

0.76***
(642)

1.00
(642)

-

-

-

-

3. Voice

0.67***
(642)

0.70***
(642)

1.00***
(642)

-

-

-

4. Responsiveness

0.68***
(642)

0.73***
(642)

0.72***
(642)

1.00***
(642)

-

-

5. Communication

0.72***
(642)

0.77***
(642)

0.64***
(642)

0.70***
(642)

1.00
(642)

-

6. Transparency

0.68***
(642)

0.75***
(642)

0.66***
(642)

0.76***
(642)

0.77***
(642)

1.00
(642)

7. Accountability

0.69***
(642)

0.69***
(642)

0.68***
(642)

0.73***
(642)

0.69***
(642)

0.73***
(642)

1.00
(642)

8. Safety

0.58***
(642)

0.58***
(642)

0.46***
(642)

0.51***
(642)

0.57***
(642)

0.57***
(642)

0.53***
(642)

1.00
(642)

9. Resilience

0.65***
(642)

0.70***
(642)

0.65***
(642)

0.68***
(642)

0.69***
(642)

0.69***
(642)

0.70***
(642)

0.59***
(642)

9.

1.00
(642)

One of the aspects considered was whether the aspects measured in the survey can be viewed as aspects of
accountability. In order to explore the way that some of the variables are consistent with a view that they could be
considered aspects of the same construct (accountability), we carried out an exploratory factor analysis, a statistical
method used to identify the underlying structure of a dataset. By applying a Very Simple Structure analysis, we find
the optimum number of factors that would explain the data structure is one, and carry out an analysis on the
variables on one factor.
We find that the variables in the dataset load on one factor. As the table below illustrates, Respect, Trust, Voice,
Responsiveness, Communication and Transparency load on one factor, with good communality values (>.6).
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Loadings
Respect

0.83

Trust

0.89

Voice

0.79

Responsiveness

0.85

Communication

0.85

Transparency

0.86

One option could be to compute the scores to the variables above in a scale. A scale reliability analysis performed
on the six variables shows an alpha score of 0.94. No improvement in score can be obtained if any of the items
would be deleted, suggesting that all variables should be retained. Based on this, we can compute the six variables,
Respect, Trust, Voice, Responsiveness, Communication, Transparency could be computed in an ‘accountability’
score. If we correlate this resulting Accountability Scale (as the mean of Respect, Trust, Voice, Responsiveness,
Communication, Transparency) with the Accountability question, we find a Person correlation score of 0.81 (N =
742, p < 0.001). This indicates a strong association between the two variables.
The implication involves a decision for future research. One option would be to measure accountability using the
direct question (‘how accountable is the organisation to you’). The other option would be to use a combined score
of Respect, Trust, Voice, Responsiveness, Communication, Transparency instead as a complex measure of
accountability. The two options are very strongly positively associated, but not completely equivalent, so the pros
and cons of each option need to be considered. One the one hand, the single accountability question has face
validity, meaning that is a straight-forward way of measuring accountability. On the other hand, scales made of
several questions are often more valid ways to measure a higher-order construct, because it allows the researchers
to capture the many facets of the construct. Also, the term ‘accountability’ is fairly abstract and may be
interpreted very differently by respondents, so asking questions that are less abstracts may ensure that
respondents understand the question the way it was intended.

SUMMARY
&
IMPLICATIONS

In looking at the relationship among variables, we find that responses to questions about
Respect, Trust, and Voice vary together, and that we can compute a combined score from
these variables. Given that it was proposed that these variables underlie the construct of
accountability, we can use the scores of Respect, Trust and Voice to compute a scale
measuring Accountability.
Although the Accountability Scale scores are positively associated with the direct
Accountability question asked of participants, the correlation is not large enough to
suggest the two are equivalent. Therefore, a decision needs to be made as to whether it is
more appropriate to use the combined scale or the single direct question.
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2.3.3. Results over time (Baseline versus Endline)

PURPOSE

The purpose of this section is to analyse changes in variables from baseline to endline. This
analysis includes a variety of organisational variables that may play a role in explaining how
accountability, resilience and related variables change over time for the different
organisations in the study.

We can look at the overall differences between scores at baseline and endline in each of the variables using an
analysis of variance. Note: This analysis does not include baseline data from Mauritania as there was no endline
collected.
Analysis of variance was employed for analysing the data. Although, as shown previously, the data are not
normally distributed, which is a prerequisite for linear model analyses such as analysis of variance and linear
regression, these tests are also robust to deviations from normality in the case of large sample sizes (e.g. over 200)
(Field, 2009; Glass, 1972). Given that the different variables in the dataset are highly correlated (see section 2
above), it was preferred not to include them in a multivariate analysis (given potential bias of results); instead, the
analyses reported are a series of univariate analyses.
For example, we can see that, overall, accountability scores have significantly improved from a mean score of 7.07
at baseline to a score of 7.77 at endline, F(1,632)= 13.86, p<0.001. The graph below illustrates the changes in
means from baseline (1) to endline (2). The same trend can be observed in the Accountability Scale score
(computed above from Respect, Trust, Voice, Responsiveness, Communication and Transparency). Score has risen
from a mean score of 7.40 at baseline to a score of 7.95 at endline, F(1,600)= 11.15, p<0.001.
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The trend in score improvement can generally be observed in all the other variables in the dataset, as summarised
in the table below.
Variable

Mean at baseline

Mean at endline

Respect

7.96

8.59

Trust

7.56

7.99

Voice

8.11

8.49

Responsiveness

6.85

7.65

Communication

7.06

7.62

Transparency

6.86

7.39

Safety

7.85

8.13

Resilience

7.36

7.81
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However, given that data is collected in different organisations, we need to take into account the results in the
context of the countries. Below, we present the ANOVA with two factors: wave (baseline/endline) and organisation
country.

Variable

Effect of wave (baseline vs
endline)

Effect of country

Effect of interaction
(country*wave)

Respect

F(1,630)= 14.155, p<0.001

F(1, 630)=2.246, p=0.134

F(1, 630)= 5.965, p=0.014

Trust

F(1, 630)= 5.703, p=0.017

F(1, 630)= 1.704, p=0.192

F(1, 630)= 2.582, p=0.108

Voice

F(1, 630)= 4.482, p=0.034

F(1, 630)= 2.508, p=0.113

F(1, 630)= 0.172, p=0.678

Responsiveness

F(1, 630)= 13.848, p<0.001

F(1, 630)= 4.186, p=0.041

F(1, 630)= 1.693, p=0.193

Communication

F(1, 630)= 9.007, p=0.002

F(1, 630)= 10.116, p=0.001

F(1, 630)= 1.693, p=0.193

Transparency

F(1, 630)= 6.625, p=0.010

F(1, 630)= 25.870, p<0.001

F(1, 630)= 0.984, p=0.321

Accountability

F(1, 630)= 13.917, p<0.001

F(1, 630)= 3.513, p=0.061

F(1, 630)= 1.283, p=0.257

Safety

F(1, 630)= 2.945, p=0.086

F(1, 630)= 16.750, p<0.001

F(1, 630)= 0.083, p=0.773

Resilience

F(1, 630)= 7.513, p=0.006

F(1, 630)= 5.903, p=0.015

F(1, 630)= 1.874, p=0.171

Accountability scale

F(1, 630)= 11.304, p<0.001

F(1, 630)= 8.289, p=0.004

F(1, 630)= 2.296, p=0.130

From the table above, we can see that when cross-country variation is taken into account, we still find a strong and
consistent significant difference between baseline and endline on all variables, apart from Safety, which had no
clear reason to increase as a response to accountability measures. Across many of the variables, we find no
significant effect of country, meaning that scores do not vary significantly across organisations, and for all but one
variable there are no significant effects of the interaction between wave and country.
In order to further explore the cross-organisation differences, we also look at organisation size, and on whether
the project activities involved staff members.
Organisation size
Organisation size was considered in terms of the number of staff and volunteers, with small organisations having
under 10 staff and volunteers, medium-sized organisations 10-49 staff and volunteers and large organisations over
50 staff and volunteers. Results on the accountability rating and the compositie accountability scale are consistent,
showing a significant difference across organisation size, whereby the smaller the organisation the more likely it
was to have larger accountability ratings. This effect was not different for baseline versus endline. A similar effect
was registered for resilience scores - the smaller the organisation, the more it was considered to be resilient by its
staff and volunteers.
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Accountability

Accountability Scale

Resilience

Model 1 - Wave by Organisation size
Wave

F(1,630)=15.374, p<0.001

F(1,630)=12.899, p<0.001

F(1,630)=8.090, p=0.004

Organisation size

F(1,630)=69.765, p<0.001

F(1,630)=100.926, p<0.001

F(1,630)=56.254, p<0.001

Wave * Organisation size

F(1,630)= 1.493, p=0.222

F(1,630)=0.073, p=0.787

F(1,630)=0.465, p=0.495

Size (staff + volunteers)

Baseline

Endline

Difference

Total

Accountability Rating
Small (under 10)

8.91

9.10

Not computed (No interaction)

9.03

Medium (10-49)

7.49

8.05

Not computed (No interaction)

7.79

Large (over 50)

6.08

6.99

Not computed (No interaction)

6.56

Accountability Scale
Small (under 10)

9.11

9.52

Not computed (No interaction)

9.34

Medium (10-49)

7.79

8.28

Not computed (No interaction)

8.05

Large (over 50)

6.48

7.03

Not computed (No interaction)

6.77

Resilience
Small (under 10)

8.80

8.99

Not computed (No interaction)

8.91

Medium (10-49)

7.71

8.08

Not computed (No interaction)

7.90

Large (over 50)

6.62

7.17

Not computed (No interaction)

6.91

The aim of the analysis was to explore whether differences in baseline versus endline are dependent on
organisation size, but no such effect was found given the lack of an interaction effect.

Accountability activities - staff involvement
Results on the accountability rating and the compositie accountability scale are consistent, showing a significant
effect of staff involvement in accountability activities, whereby the more an organisation involved staff in
accountability activities, the more likely it was to have larger accountability ratings. This effect was not different
for baseline versus endline.
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Accountability

Accountability Scale

Model 2 - Wave by Involvement of staff in accountability activities

Wave

F(1,630)=14.338, p<0.001

F(1,630)=11.678, p<0.001

Involvement of staff

F(1,630)=23.851, p<0.001

F(1,630)=31.455, p<0.001

Wave * Involvement of staff

F(1,630)= 0.137, p=0.711

F(1,630)=0.355, p=0.551

Involvement of staff

Baseline

Endline

Difference

Total

Accountability Rating
None

6.67

7.30

Not computed (No interaction)

7.01

Limited

7.31

8.03

Not computed (No interaction)

7.70

Significant

7.94

8.77

Not computed (No interaction)

8.39

Accountability Scale
None

6.91

7.55

Not computed (No interaction)

7.26

Limited

7.69

8.17

Not computed (No interaction)

7.95

Significant

8.46

8.80

Not computed (No interaction)

8.64

The aim of the analysis was to explore whether differences in baseline versus endline are dependent on involving
staff in accountability activities, but no such effect was found given the lack of an interaction effect.

SUMMARY
&
IMPLICATIONS

We find that scores for all the variables included in the analysis (Accountability,
Respect, Trust, Voice, Responsiveness, Communication, Transparency, Resilience) are
significantly higher at endline than at baseline, apart from Safety.
We also explore whether there could be factors influencing difference in baseline
versus endline. However, these differences do not vary significantly with organisation
country, or organisation size, nor do they vary as a function of whether the
organisation has targeted staff and volunteers in their accountability activities.

51

2.3.4. Accountability and Resilience

PURPOSE

In this section, we explore the proposed link between accountability as perceived by staff
and volunteers and resilience. We look at whether staff and volunteer scores in
accountability predict resilience scores, and also at a host of other variables that can be
involved in determining resilience, alongside accountability.

To explore the potential link of accountability and resilience, we can carry out a linear regression analysis with
accountability as predictor and resilience as outcome. We used the same two resilience measures as in the testing
on primary constituent data, only in this instance for Resilience B. Perception we used raw data reported by staff
instead of national averages.
Resilience measures
-

-

Resilience A. Response to threats. On the other hand, we will be including a measure of resilience as
calculated following interviews with staff members about responses to threats (for an overview of
the method, see section 5).
Resilience B. Perception. On the one hand, we will be looking at resilience as reported by staff and
volunteers in the accountability survey (‘I am confident that the organisation is becoming more
resilient’).

A. Resilience A. Response to threats - as measured thought staff interviews during resilience measurement
We look again at the regression analyses, this time using as outcome the resilience measure derived from
interviews with staff (for the methodology, see section 5).
Two models, one using Accountability rating as predictor (Model1), and one using Accountability scale score
(Model2) are presented below. By looking at the explanatory power of the two models (comparing R 2 coefficients),
we find that the model using the scale measurement has the greatest explanatory power, and thus we carry out
the remaining analysis with the Accountability scale measure.
B

t

p

Model 1
Accountability

0.011

5.301

0.015

6.224

p

R2

Adj R2

F(1,632)=28.1

<0.001

0.042

0.041

F(1,602)=38.74

<0.001

0.057

0.056

<0.001

Model 2
Accountability Scale

F, p

<0.001

Further, we also take into account other variables that may influence the relationship between accountability and
resilience and increase the explanatory power of the model.
Civic space. Model 3 takes into account the effect of civic space (the variable was coded in 2 categories,
1=repressed, and 2=non-repressed, as measured in the Civicus Monitor at baseline and endline, respectively).
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B

t

p

Model 3
Accountability Scale

0.019

6.30

<0.001

Civic space

0.117

2.743

0.006

Accountability Scale *
Civic space

-0.012

-2.327

0.020

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(3,630)=16.17

<0.001

0.071

0.067

The inclusion of civic space shows a significant main effect of civic space on resilience, by which a repressed civic
space is associated with higher resilience scores. There is also an interaction effect between accountability and
civic space. On unpacking this interaction, we see that accountability is a predictor for resilience only when civic
space is classed as not repressed.
B

t

p

Model 3A
Civic space = repressed
Accountability Scale

0.006

1.583

0.019

6.209

p

R2

Adj R2

F(1,280)=2.505

0.114

0.008

0.005

F(1,350)=38.55

<0.001

0.099

0.096

0.115

Model 3B
Civic space = obstructed,
narrowed or open
Accountability Scale

F, p

<0.001

Model 3b employs a more refined definition of civic space(the variable was coded in 3 categories, 1=repressed,
2=obstructed and 3=narrowed or open, as measured in the Civicus Monitor at baseline and endline, respectively);
however, using this measure no longer shows the significant interaction effect between accountability and civic
space. The only significant effect is a main effect of civic space on resilience, by which the greatest levels or
resilience were reported by those organisations operating in the most repressed or obstructed spaces.
B

t

p

Model 3b
Accountability Scale

0.009

1.580

0.114

Civic space (3 levels
measure))

-0.048

-2.351

0.019

Accountability Scale *
Civic space (3 levels
measure)

<0.001

0.193

0.847

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(3,630)=33.74

<0.001

0.126

0.134
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Organisation field of work. Another category of factors we took into account is the field of work of the
organisation. The following models test several variables: Model5 - the effect of the organisation being serviceoriented, Model6 - the effect of the organisation being advocacy oriented, Model7 - the effect of the organisation
working on a contentious topic.
B

t

p

Model 5
Accountability Scale

0.009

2.430

0.0154

Service oriented

-0.178

-4.6935

0.121

Accountability Scale *
Service oriented

-0.001

-0.376

0.706

Model 6
Accountability Scale

0.012

2.002

0.045

Advocacy oriented

0.040

0.762

0.446

Accountability Scale *
Advocacy oriented

0.003

0.574

0.565

Model 7
Accountability Scale

0.024

3.296

0.001

Contentious topic

0.177

6.354

<0.001

Accountability Scale *
Contentious topic

-0.006

-1.989

0.047

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(3,630)=183.3

<0.001

0.466

0.463

F(3,630)=24.33

<0.001

0.103

0.099

F(3,630)=220.2

<0.001

0.511

0.509

Of the above variables, we see that the organisation being service-oriented and the organisation working in a
potentially contentious area, both have an effect on resilience. Therefore, we further include these variables in a
comprehensive model to predict resilience.

B

t

p

Model 8
Accountability Scale

0.032

2.493

0.012

Service oriented

0.160

2.541

0.011

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(8,625)=150.3

<0.001

0.658

0.653
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Accountability Scale *
Service oriented

-0.014

-2.532

0.011

Civic space

0.039

1.409

0.159

Accountability Scale *
Civic space

-0.002

0.003

0.471

Contentious topic

0.190

5.017

<0.001

Accountability Scale *
Contentious topic

-0.005

-1.446

0.148

Service_oriented *
Contentious topic

-0.058

0.013

<0.001

The resulting model has a large effect size (R2), and the variables taken together explain a significant proportion of
the variation in resilience scores. We next explore the two significant interaction terms in the model.
In regard to the interaction of accountability and service-oriented organisation, we see that although we find a
significant interaction, the relationship between accountability and resilience is positive and significant for both
service-oriented and not service-oriented organisations.

B

t

p

Model 8A
Service-oriented = yes
Accountability Scale

0.008

3.675

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(1,444)=13.51

<0.001

0.029

0.027

F(1,186)=6.419

<0.001

0.033

0.028

<0.001

Model 8B
Service_oriented = no

Accountability Scale

0.009

2.534

0.012

In regard to the interaction of contentious topic and service-oriented organisation, we also see that although we
find a significant interaction, the relationship between the topic of the organisation being contentious and
resilience is positive and significant for both service-oriented and not service-oriented organisations. However, for
non service-oriented organisations, a climate where the topic is contentious leads to higher increases in resilience.
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B

t

p

Model 8C
Service_oriented = yes
Contentious topic

0.080

14.36

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(1,444)=206.2

<0.001

0.317

0.315

F(1,186)=125.6

<0.001

0.403

0.399

<0.001

Model 8D
Service_oriented = no

Contentious topic

SUMMARY
&
IMPLICATIONS

0.130

11.21

<0.001

As in the previous sections, we find that staff accountability ratings predict resilience
scores as derived from organisational interviews about responses to threats (Resilience
A). In that sense, the results from this section and those of the previous one looking at
accountability ratings by primary constituents, are consistent.
The inclusion of several other variables, such as field of work and civic space, did bring
significant improvements to the model. organisations operating in repressed and
obstructed countries show higher resilience scores in general (which is consistent with
the fact that they respond to a higher number of threats). However, concerning the
relationship between accountability and resilience, we find that this is positive in
general but much stronger for organisations who operate in non-repressed civic spaces
(further dismantling the categories obstructed, narrowed and open does not change
these results).

B. Resilience B. Perception the organisation is becoming more resilient - as measured in the accountability staff
survey
Two models, one using Accountability rating as predictor (Model1), and one using Accountability scale score
(Model2) are presented below. By looking at the explanatory power of the two models (comparing R2 coefficients),
we find that the model using the scale measurement has the greatest explanatory power, and thus we carry out
the remaining analysis with the Accountability scale measure.
B

t

p

Model 1
Accountability

0.61

24.41

0.788

31.03

p

R2

Adj R2

(1,632)=596

<0.001

0.485

0.484

(1,602)=962.9

<0.001

0.603

0.603

<0.001

Model 2
Accountability Scale

F, p

<0.001
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Further, we also take into account other variables that may influence the relationship between accountability and
resilience and increase the explanatory power of the model.
Civic space. Model 3 takes into account the effect of civic space (the variable was coded in 2 categories,
1=repressed, and 2=non-repressed, as measured in the Civicus Monitor at baseline and endline, respectively).
B

t

p

Model 3
Accountability Scale

0.815

26.244

<0.001

Civic space

0.532

1.219

0.223

Accountability Scale *
Civic space

-0.078

-1.441

0.150

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(3,630)=322.1

<0.001

0.605

0.603

The inclusion of civic space does not show any significant main effect of civic space on resilience or any interaction
effect. Furthermore, a comparison of Model3 and Model2 shows no significant improvement in explanatory
power with the inclusion of civic space, F(2,630)=1.294, p=0.274.

Model 3b employs a more refined definition of civic space (the variable was coded in 3 categories, 1=repressed,
2=obstructed and 3=narrowed or open, as measured in the Civicus Monitor at baseline and endline, respectively),
but this method still shows no significant main effect of civic space on resilience and no interaction effect between
accountability and civic space.

B

t

p

Model 3b
Accountability Scale

0.671

10.163

<0.001

Civic space

-0.424

-1.925

0.054

Accountability Scale *
Civic space

0.053

1.882

0.060

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(3,630)=323.1

<0.001

0.606

0.604

Organisation field of work. Another category of factors we took into account is the field of work of the
organisation. The following model tests several variables: Model5 - the effect of the organisation being serviceoriented, Model6 - the effect of the organisation being advocacy oriented, Model7 - the effect of the organisation
working on a contentious topic.
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B

t

p

Model 5
Accountability Scale

0.707

12.989

<0.001

Service oriented

-0.794

-1.5515

0.121

Accountability Scale *
Service oriented

0.106

1.728

0.084

Model 6
Accountability Scale

0.723

11.409

<0.001

Advocacy oriented

-0.877

-1.609

0.108

Accountability Scale *
Advocacy oriented

0.077

1.124

0.261

Model 7
Accountability Scale

0.802

7.584

<0.001

Contentious topic

0.251

0.641

0.522

Accountability Scale *
Contentious topic

-0.009

-0.212

0.832

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(3,630)=322.7

<0.001

0.605

0.603

F(3,630)=325.1

<0.001

0.607

0.605

F(3,630)=324.7

<0.001

0.607

0.605

The inclusion of these variables does not show any significant main effects or any interaction effects.
Furthermore, a comparison of Models 5 and Model7 against Model2 shows no improvement in explanatory power,
Fs(2,630)<2.835, ps>0.059. Model 6 shows some improvement in explanatory power compared to Model 2
(F(2,630)=3.073, p=0.046), but given the fact that there are no main effects or interactions of the additional
predictors, there is little value to adding these predictors.
Staff-related variables. Model 8 takes into account two staff-related variables and their effect on resilience: the
length of time with the organisation and feeling safe at work.
B

t

p

Model 8
Accountability Scale

0.691

20.323

<0.001

Length of service

-0.072

-1.396

0.163

Feel safe at work

0.157

4.680

<0.001

F, p

p

R2

Adj R2

F(3,581)=299.6

<0.001

0.607

0.605
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The inclusion of the two variables shows a significant main effect of feeling safe on resilience scores, but not the
length of service with the organisation.

SUMMARY
&
IMPLICATIONS

We find that accountability ratings are a strong predictor of resilience ratings in the
staff survey. The inclusion of several other variables, such as field of work and civic
space, did not improve the model. The only other factor included that had a direct
effect of resilience ratings were staff feeling they felt safe doing their work.

3. QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS ON ACCOUNTABILITY TO PRIMARY
CONSTITUENTS
3.1. Methodology overview for qualitative analysis
Sources for accountability qualitative analysis:

●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Organisational key info (spreadsheet)
Resilient Roots capacity assessment survey
Original implementation plans
Implementation plan updates
Quarterly updates (from Master Resilience Baseline Table)
Final Resilient Roots project reports
Occasional external sources for verification (mainly pilot partner websites and social media channels)

In the sources indicated, we sought to identify the types of information that could be relevant for explaining how
the primary constituents’ perception that the organisation is accountable varies between countries (pilot partners)
and between baseline and endline. Relevant factors include organisation size and type of activity, the contexts in
which they operate, their starting points in terms of previous experience with accountability, as well as their
different approaches to implementing new accountability mechanisms as part of the Resilient Roots project.
Out of this long list of potentially relevant factors, we made a short list of 10 variables that we found were both
relevant and consistently demonstrated in the sources for all pilot partners. These 10 variables were classified into
categories, coded and introduced into the quantitative analysis in order to test their ability to explain variations in
accountability data across the sample of primary constituents.
In this section we show which factors we chose, why, and how we went about analysing and classifying them into
categories. In the next section we will also be presenting some results of the qualitative analysis on the more
complex variables.
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Variables selected for testing in quantitative analysis
For some “simple” variables, the information was provided directly by the pilot partner organisations during the
initial capacity assessment survey or as key organisational info. The answers were already grouped into categories,
and we only occasionally changed those if the data suggested a good fit with fewer categories and bigger sample
sizes for each category.
Simple variables (measured only at baseline)

Original categories

New categories (used for
quantitative analysis)

1. Number of full time staff

No categories, number

Small (under 10), Medium (1049), Large (over 50)

2. Frequency of communication with primary
constituents at the start of the project

5 categories: Daily, Weekly,
Monthly, Quarterly, Other

3 categories: Daily, Weekly,
Monthly or less

3. Whether the organisation had a communication
strategy in place

Yes/No

Yes/No

4. No of staff dedicated/trained to engage with
primary constituents

No categories, number

2 categories: None; 2 or more

These variables were only measured at baseline, and most of the organisations made changes to at least 2 of them
(frequency of communication and staff dedicated to accountability) during the Resilient Roots project. For future
research, it would be useful to have them measured at endline moments as well in order to better assess their
impact. However, we decided to keep them in the analysis because even as baseline variables they proved to have
an impact on the organisations’ ability and speed at increasing accountability to primary constituents.
The remaining 7 variables were more “complex” and in some cases built, extracted and assessed based on multiple
sources of qualitative data.
Complex variables

Sources and criteria

Categories used for
quantitative analysis

5. Main type of activity: service delivery,
advocacy oriented or both

organisation mission, history and activity
provided by pilot partners

Yes/No for either services or
advocacy or both

6. Whether the organisation works on topics
that are potentially controversial in their
national context

Implementation plan SWOT/context
3 categories: Yes, Moderate,
analysis.
No
Resilience Survey phase 1 rank of threat d)
related to theme.
Resilience interviews phase 2 whether threat
d) related to theme was singled out as “most
significant” and/or details about threat d).

7. Focus on closing the feedback loop

Original implementation plans, updated
implementation plans and final reports. To
rank “consistent” the efforts in closing the
feedback loop needed to be
repeated/systematic and described
specifically (how, when, for whom).

2 categories: a) consistent
focus; b) little focus or
inconsistent
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8. Whether new accountability activities are
one off/here to stay (new practice)

Original implementation plans, updated
implementation plans and final reports.
We assessed whether the activities
implemented in the Resilient Roots Project
were one-off efforts to collect feedback or if
they resulted in accountability mechanisms
or policies that have become
institutionalised or mainstreamed through
the organisation and will be used
continuously.

3 categories: yes, partly, no

9. Whether the feedback received from primary Updated implementation plans and final
constituents was used by the organisations to
reports.
make changes
We assessed the number and types of
changes made by the organisations in
response to the feedback received from
primary constituents.

3 categories: 3=very much
(affected both practice and
programming/content
delivered); 2=limited (to
specific practices, but able to
specifically identify the
changes); 1=very modest.

10. Whether any project activities were directly Original implementation plans, updated
aimed at staff and volunteers
implementation plans and final reports.

3 categories: 3=yes, implem.
activities focused on staff;
2=yes, but activities more
focused on making staff
accountable to primary
constituents, and ogr. acc. to
staff unaddressed or
addressed but undelivered;
1=No.

Other potentially relevant variables identified in the sources but not included in the quantitative
analysis
Key information about the organisations and initial accountability practices (at baseline):
Organisation mission, history and activities

Used to inform on main type of activity
(service/advocacy/both)

Categories of primary constituents listed by organisation

Too broadly described to create coherent categories

Number and types of accountability practices currently in place

Too diverse/broadly described

Frequency of applying current practices

Less relevant than frequency of communication with
primary constituents (selected)

Frequency with which the organisation intends to collect feedback from
primary constituents during the project

Not always consistent with/relevant for actual
implementation

Main tools intended for feedback collection throughout the project

Too diverse and not always implemented as initially
planned

Positive feedback practices in place at the start of the project: whether
such practices are clearly established and what they are

Very broadly described

Negative feedback practices in place at the start of the project: whether
such practices are clearly established and what they are

Very broadly described

Key words/phrases used to describe current accountability practices

High diversity, multiple original languages

61

Accountability mechanisms implemented during the project (qualitative analysis)
Types of new accountability activities planned

Too diverse and not always implemented as initially
planned

Whether new accountability activities promote autonomy of the primary
constituents and empower them

There was insufficient information to reliably assess
for all pilot partners whether the activities resulted
in increased autonomy or not, so this variable was
not coded for the quantitative analysis.

3.2. Analysis of complex factors related to accountability
Service delivery or advocacy focus
Why this matters
One of the main reasons to distinguish between service and advocacy oriented organisations and test whether this
distinction is relevant for primary constituent accountability, was an assumption that primary constituents who
receive direct services or benefits from the organisation (related to health, education, housing and livelihoods)
would be more biased towards providing favourable ratings to the organisation. In several cases, the organisations
themselves expressed a concern regarding this potential bias in the data - fearing that people would give positive
answers because they fear a negative evaluation could result in fewer services.
What we found
This hypothesis is not confirmed by the statistical analysis. Increases in accountability scores were also not
significantly different for organisations who focus on service delivery, compared to those who do advocacy and
policy research.
On the other hand, the difference between organisations focused on delivering services to their primary
constituents and those focused on conducting advocacy and policy research is also a factor that influences the
types of strategies organisations adopt in order to be resilient, particularly in respect to their relationships with
state actors. This variable will also be discussed in the resilience analysis in chapter 5 of this report.

Working on potentially controversial topics
Why this matters
We hypothesised that organisations who work on contentious topics in their contexts - i.e. LGBT rights, gender
based violence, sexual and reproductive health education, refugees, threatened ecosystems, political repression
etc. might have different relationships with their primary constituents - as well as with other stakeholders, and
that such effects might be visible in the surveys.
What we found
The quantitative analysis did not confirm any of the presumed effects, either on accountability or on resilience
perceptions of staff. However, this finding should be interpreted with caution due to the small sample size and
how the variable was coded, explained below.
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In order to evaluate whether the organisation’s main theme of work is contentious or not, we mostly relied on the
organisations’ own accounts expressed in the resilience interviews and scores, as well as in some of the context
analysis they provided in the original implementation plans. This approach has resulted in 65% of the organisation
themes being classified as highly or moderately contentious, as well as very contextualised understandings of what
it means for an issue to be contentious. For instance, one organisation working on education and child protection
has a score of 1 out of 3 on contentious topics, another organisation working on similar topics scored 3 out of 3.
The difference comes from the fact that the second is more focused on preventing violence against children, and
ends up touching on gender violence within families as well, and thus feels that its work generates controversy
among its primary constituents.
While classifying contentiousness based on the organisation’s own evaluations is probably most accurate because
it accounts for the context and actual experience of the organisation, this also means that within our small sample
of 14 organisations we have too little variation for statistical significance.
On the other hand, the qualitative analysis did reveal that, in the case of service delivery organisations,
contentiousness of their theme was a factor contributing to their reluctance in taking strong public stances and
their cautious approach to setting relationships with state actors.

Closing the feedback loop
Why this matters
The Resilient Roots team systematically aimed to increase the pilot partners’ understanding of the importance of
closing the feedback loop with the primary constituents who were asked for feedback, as a key component of
increasing accountability. From a methodological perspective, returning to the constituents who provided
feedback with information about how the feedback was understood, analysed, and how it is being used to make
changes, is essential in order to observe a change in their perception of accountability. More importantly, closing
the feedback loop is essential to showing constituents that feedback collection is more than a formality, that their
opinions matter, they can affect change, and accountability is a two-way relationship governed by mutual trust and
respect.
What we found
Both the quantitative and the qualitative analysis confirm this intuition that closing the feedback loop is a major
factor explaining accountability increases both in terms of perception and with regard to the effects.
When the organisations first designed their accountability mechanisms for the Resilient Roots projects, most were
not familiar with the practice of soliciting feedback from constituents and then getting back to the same
constituents to discuss the organisation’s response to that feedback. Many did not fully grasp the concept or its
importance, and the accountability activities they originally planned were mostly designed to collect feedback and
use it internally.
During the project’s implementation, following the efforts of the CIVICUS and partners’ Resilient Roots team to
stress the importance of closing the loop, but also as a natural by-product of sustained interaction with primary
constituents, most organisations began to see for themselves that it was both necessary and useful to show
constituents how feedback was being used. As a result, by the end of the project 11 of the 14 organisations had
made “consistent” efforts to close the feedback loop.
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To rank as “consistent” on our 2 point scale, the efforts in closing the feedback loop needed to be repeated or
systematic and described specifically: how, when, for whom the feedback loop was closed3.
While we can observe a general increase in primary constituent accountability scores for the entire cohort of pilot
partners, the statistical analysis testing for the effect of closing of the feedback loop shows that only those
organisations who made “consistent” efforts to close the loop showed significant increases in their scores.
The qualitative analysis further shows strong examples of how organisations came to understand the importance
of closing the feedback loop, what they did to strengthen this component and what effects they witnessed.
Efforts to close the feedback loop were most impactful when:
a) Activities to close the feedback loop were deliberate and specific, not an afterthought of feedback
collection. Some organisations planned and implemented activities specifically designed to convey to
primary constituents:
Summaries of the feedback collected
Changes that the organisation is implementing based on feedback, but also
Discussing the constituents’ concerns and suggestions that the organisation cannot implement,
explaining why and what alternatives could be found.
b) Organisations were not just ticking the box on closing the loop, but genuinely interested to reach as much
of the constituent audience as possible:
Hand-delivering materials to make sure they reach the right people
Making emailed reports more appealing and easy to read, changing the frequency of emails and
newsletters to get more readership, and even tracking the open and click rates on reports sent
by email to assess how many of the primary constituents actually read the materials.
Closing the feedback loop was often done in person during follow-up meetings, to make the
communication more meaningful and to allow for reactions.
Asking constituents how they prefer to hear back from the organisation and then implementing
those suggestions (for instance, using radio broadcasts or social media).

New accountability activities are one off or here to stay (institutionalised practice)
Why this matters
This variable is not necessarily expected to affect the results of the endline survey - i.e. to increase the primary
constituents’ perception that the organisation is accountable between the two waves, since the longevity of
accountability mechanisms would only be visible after the project ends - thus after the endline survey.
However, whether the new accountability mechanisms are becoming an organisational practice or ending with the
project’s is very relevant when considering the sustainability of the effects of new accountability mechanisms on
the organisation in the longer run. This includes the sustainability of increased trust from primary constituents,
which might be more difficult to maintain for the group of primary constituents who were familiarised with the
new mechanisms and being given account, if this practice is not maintained.

3

While there is of course variation among the 11 organisations who obtained the higher score on this variable, there is not enough information
to classify this variation. In turn, the difference between the 11 who scored “significant” and the remaining 3 organsiations who scored “little or
inconsistent” on their focus to close the feedback loop is clear enough to justify the classification into 2 categories.
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What we found
There is a weaker statistical relationship between this variable and the variation in accountability scores of primary
constituents, which can be explained by the delay with which institutionalisation produces effects in addition to
those already observed during the project.
However, the qualitative analysis shows that most organisations will sustain the accountability mechanisms tested
in the Resilient Roots pilot project after the project ends. Of the 14 total, 8 have significantly institutionalised the
mechanisms and their results, 3 are likely to maintain part of the mechanisms, 2 are unlikely to maintain repeat
them in the near future, and for one organisation this could not be determined.
In concrete terms, 11 of the 14 organisations will sustain accountability practices through one or more of the
following:
Regular feedback collection processes that have become embedded in the organisation’s work, usually
supported by either
A new structure (primary constituent group, mixed staff/primary constituent group, committee etc.) or
A new technical mechanism (dashboard, online or mobile app etc.).
In some cases accountability practices have also been formalised as organisational internal policy
documents, integrated into organisational strategies or by creating internal committees and positions
responsible with mainstreaming and monitoring accountability.
Two interesting examples show a natural progression from engaging with primary constituents as a pilot activity to
making this practice permanent and embedded in the organisation’s ways of working.
The first is the case of an organisation who, during an event, debated with the primary constituents how to
implement feedback mechanisms in the future and ended up co-creating continuation mechanisms that fit the
constituents’ preference for how they want to be consulted.
In another example, an organisation found that the constituents themselves were asking for continuation:

‟

“It was gratifying to know that the space created was valued by the [constituents] who
repeatedly asked for the continuity of the workshops, a requirement that we wish to
meet.”

Changes made by the organisations based on feedback received from primary constituents
Why this matters
This variable was expected to have a limited effect on the primary constituent’s perception of accountability in the
endline survey, because such effects would depend largely on:
a) Whether the changes were operated early enough to produce effects between the baseline and endline
surveys;
b) Whether they were communicated as such to the primary constituents who were surveyed.
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What we found
Half of the pilot partners (7 organisations) made important changes based on the feedback received from primary
constituents, altering both current practices and mechanisms and the contents of their programming (services
delivered, content produced etc.). An additional 3 organisations made more limited changes, usually confined to
specific practices, but those changes can clearly be identified and attributed to feedback from primary
constituents. The remaining 4 organisations made more modest changes.
The statistical analysis does not show differences in the magnitude of increases in accountability from baseline to
endline as a function of whether the organisation used the feedback gained during the project to make changes.
However, the trend in the data does show that the average score increases more for organisations with more
substantial changes, but this trend is not at a level of statistical significance.
Moreover, the qualitative analysis shows that this variable has been strongly related to the other complex
variables analysed. In general, organisations who made fewer or less significant changes (score 1) had also been
less focused on closing the feedback loop, and the accountability mechanisms are only partly if at all
institutionalised at the end of the project. As these variables mostly go hand in hand in the analysis, we expect the
longer term effects of this variable to also be aligned.

Other factors that could explain variation but were not tested
Sampling of primary constituents for the survey
Some organisations have a wide primary constituent base with diverse relationships to the organisation, and have
sampled randomly from this large group. Other organisations operate with a tighter group of primary constituents
and have thus surveyed a rather coherent group with similar experiences. For instance, the organisation who saw
the biggest proportional increase of its accountability score was one who sampled for the baseline a group of
primary constituents it had just started to work with and who had little initial knowledge and trust, and then the
same group one year later after providing some services. Another organisation randomly selected from a very
wide sample of constituents, some of which were fairly new and had little knowledge about the organisation.
Another organisation works with students of a specific age, so in a one year timeframe their constituent group
surveyed is completely new.

Building autonomy
On this variable, in some cases there was sufficient information to assess that the activities did promote
autonomy. In a few cases the information available suggests that the activities do not appear to have built
autonomy of the primary constituents. However, for many pilot partners we could not reliably assess this
information, so the variable was not included in the quantitative analysis.
However, building autonomy and empowerment is potentially linked to both accountability and resilience, and
should be a factor to consider in further research as well as practice of accountability efforts.
Examples of activities that built autonomy for the constituents:
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-

-

One organisation decided to train a core group of primary constituents to act as an interface between the
organisation and harder to reach groups of constituents. For instance, this core group of trained
individuals assisted other people in completing survey tools and facilitated focus group discussions,
making it easier for constituents to provide people to people like them.
Another organisation designed a series of workshops specifically for a group of young constituents that
they previously had difficulty engaging. Once they started the workshops, they encouraged this group to
“plan and implement the whole process independently”, and as a result the young constituents “made
decisions independently, motivated each other, and regularly updated the organisation about the
progress”.
After

‟

the project, this group told the organisation that they felt
“Empowered, respected, appreciated by the organisation, because it provided
them space to act and trusted their choices”.

Reverse bias - higher expectations introduced by baseline survey
Asking constituents for their opinions about the organisation during the accountability baseline survey may likely
have generated, for the respondents, the expectation that their feedback is important and will be taken into
account. If the same people were surveyed again at the endline moment, which was the case for between 3% to
95% depending on the organisation, but their expectations were not met in the interval between the baseline and
the endline survey or the changes were not accurately communicated, then these respondents would have a
“reverse” / negative bias to punish the organisation with lower scores in the endline.

‟

“Primary constituents now better understand the importance of giving
honest/more critical responses, as the org has now been consistently asking for
this.”

It was not possible to test this assumption because, even though we knew the percentage of respondents who
took the survey twice, they could not be identified as a group in order to test if their responses are particularly
different in the endline survey compared to the baseline.
This is particularly relevant for larger organisations who take longer to implement changes, organisations that have
inconsistently closed the feedback loop and/or the time lag between when the organisation announces that
they’re going to do something in response to feedback, and actually rolling it out.

3.3. Meanings of accountability
One of our first observations in reading the project documents produced by pilot partners was that, in describing
their existing accountability practices and planning for new ones, the pilot partners attached different meanings to
accountability, in some cases more than one. Without attempting to classify these different understandings of
accountability, least of all to rank them, we found it useful to bring these multiple meanings to light in a structured
manner and to explore potential ways in which they can be clustered together and in relation to the types of
primary constituents of the organisation. If nothing more, this helps illustrate that accountability is not a simple
concept or a linear process but rather complex, dynamic and multi-directional.
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3.4. Effects of new accountability mechanisms for organisations
In the Resilient Roots project, the CIVICUS team worked with 14 organisations, providing them with financial and
technical support to design and implement year-long projects to increase their accountability to primary
constituents. Each organisation designed its own accountability mechanisms and chose how to deploy them and
for which constituent groups. The CIVICUS Resilient Roots team supported the organisations to define a theory of
change for their accountability project, to reflect about the impact and the limitations of the mechanisms and to
adapt them in order to enhance the quality of feedback collected from constituents and to enhance their capacity
to close the feedback loop. At the end of the project, each pilot partner team was asked to reflect, in their final
report, on the highs and lows of implementing the project and on the effects that the new accountability
mechanisms had produced for the organisation4.
As a part of the qualitative analysis to test the project’s central hypothesis, we harvested those reflections and
compiled a list of the most important effects/changes that can be observed across the pilot partner organisations
4

The Resilient Roots team has also published a case study analysing the broader impact of primary constituent accountability approaches
within national partner organisations. “Case Study no. 4: Reflecting on the Impact of Primary Constituent Accountability” identifies three main
types of impact: programmatic, operational and strategic, and provides examples from pilot partners on each of the three.
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which can be attributed to their implementation of new accountability mechanisms. The purpose of this analysis
was to:
a) Identify all of the observed effects on organisations of increasing accountability to primary constituents,
and
b) Asses which of these effects can be considered to directly or indirectly enhance the organisations’
resilience to external threats.

Observed effects of implementing new accountability mechanisms in the Resilient Roots project
Most of the effects identified interact with each other, are often mutually reinforcing, and in some cases one could
be considered a component or necessary condition of another. The list below is not a hierarchy or definitive
structure, but a reflection of the observations of pilot partners.

Better understanding by constituents of the organisation’s mandate
-

-

-

-

-

-

Some organisations had identified from the beginning the problem that many constituents did not know
or understand what the organisation does, what it does and what it does not/cannot do. Many realised
this problem during the project, while asking for feedback, and took action to clarify the scope of their
work for constituents.
Clarification of mandate was important for both service-delivery organisations who needed to clarify the
scope of their services, as well as for advocacy organisations who needed to explain their non-service
approach and its relevance for constituents.
Being open and accountable has helped some organisations contain unrealistic expectations from primary
constituents, although this has remained a challenge. Managing misunderstandings and unrealistic
expectations of primary constituents has proven more difficult for organisations who did not focus
significantly on closing the feedback loop.
For an advocacy organisation in Africa, making clear to constituents that it does not provide humanitarian
aid has resulted in constituents becoming more aware of advocacy issues - proven by the fact that they
started to share with the organisation information that was relevant for its advocacy work.
One organisation used an accountability event with one group of adult primary constituents to recreate
the way it works with young primary constituents - in an effort to help primary constituents “fully
experience and live the organisation’s culture and values”.
One advocacy organisation’s approach was to honestly “say no to direct service provision” when this was
requested by primary constituents, but in turn they made a deliberate effort to connect those
constituents to other CSOs who did offer the services the constituents needed. Moreover, the
organisation also supported these service-provision CSOs with capacity building activities. The result has
been doubly beneficial: on the one hand, they were able to explain to their constituents the scope of their
work without ignoring their other concerns and disappointing them; on the other hand, they
strengthened their partnership with an entire range of CSOs that provide services to their constituents.

Improved trust of primary constituents in organisation
-

Attributed to the fact that, where communication was previously one-way from organisation to
constituents, a two-way dialogue has been established
Gaining the trust of one group of constituents improved the organisation’s trust with other groups of
constituents (including donors, peer-organisations, etc). For instance, one organisation found that the
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-

-

feedback provided by individual donors helped it to improve the level of trust with activists and readers of
their platform.
Another organisation found that its work with primary constituents has improved its standing with both
donors and peer organisations, both of which have shown interest in learning from the accountability
practice of the former.
For one pilot partner, improved trust resulted in increased donations from individuals.

Greater transparency
-

-

One organisation observed that increasing its transparency was directly linked to achieving more trust
from primary constituents.
Being open with constituents about the organisation’s mission and structures has also helped an
organisation operating in a very polarised context to counter misconstructed opinions about political
affiliations.
In a feedback survey conducted with primary constituents, satisfaction about the organisation’s
transparency was linked to satisfaction about what the organisation was doing.
Increased transparency and being able to communicate feedback from primary constituents have also
been linked by organisations to increased trust from other institutional donors.
Another organisation observed that, in a context where most of their primary constituents knew little or
even had false information about the work of civil society organisations, being transparent about the
organisation’s sources of funding and motivations behind their work was crucial to avoiding tensions and
false claims.

Improved communication to primary constituents and wider audiences
-

-

Some organisations learned from their primary constituents that they need to translate some of the
information they distribute into local language
Others started to change the wording in their communication to be less technical or domain-specific
jargon and use more words that their audience can relate to
One organisation changed its motto based on feedback from the audience
organisations also started to use more channels to reach their constituents, such as Whatsapp groups and
text messaging, direct phone lines and hotlines, social media channels and radio
Some organisations have adapted their communication practices for hard to reach groups of constituents
(more isolated/rural who cannot access online channels, illiterate, disabled etc.)
In some cases communication has become more fluid and responsive, for instance by continuing face to
face conversations with primary constituents over text messaging groups and social media because the
next face to face meeting would be too distant.
organisations have also reported that accountability has become incorporated in the organisation’s
discourse, both within the organisation and in its communication with donors, public institutions and
networks.

Services and content delivered are more relevant to primary constituents' needs
-

Feedback from primary constituents was used to track the performance of organisational projects and
make decisions
Some organisations decided to provide more of a certain service because they identified a greater need in
their primary constituent base
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Organisational structures shift towards more accountability and participatory governance
-

-

Many pilot partners have decided to create or change specific roles and job descriptions in their
organisation with a focus on engaging with primary constituents, efficiency and transparency (in some
cases deciding to make positions initially designed for the Resilient Roots project permanent).
The availability of survey data helped organisations make decisions on priorities, including on which
specialists to hire based on the needs identified from feedback.
We also observed steps taken towards more participatory governance structures and shared decisionmaking. For instance, several organisations have created staff and/or primary constituent committees
that participate in decision-making.

Organisational culture shifts towards more collaboration and openness
-

-

-

Pilot partners reported that, as a result of increased engagement with primary constituents, they also
started to change how they communicate internally as a team, particularly in the sense of making
decisions and carrying them out more efficiently.
Another team has incorporated online collaborative tools and is using them to share information within
the team and provide feedback to each other on those activities.
In some organisations, vertical relationships (i.e. between first line staff and supervisors, between field
level staff and central management) have become more open and better able to communicate feedback
from one another.
They are also responding more quickly to some of the issues raised by primary constituents in order to
maintain their motivation and enthusiasm
One organisation is changing the way in which it approaches new beneficiaries and establishes
relationships with them, because they learned from feedback that the first contact was crucial for the
future relationship.

New skills
-

organisations gained new skills including data collection, interviewing, survey analysis, audience analysis
but also time management and communication skills etc.
New listening skills
Skills related to using technology to engage different audiences.

‟

“[We have gained] the ability to listen without being judgemental, dismissive or
defensive”.

Changes in team mindset and attitudes
-

-

Awareness that primary constituents are not passive recipients of an organisation’s programs, but active
participants
Observed changes include more openness to criticism, willingness to change and less fear to fail
Some organisations observed the new accountability mechanisms implemented in the Resilient Roots
Project had a spillover effect into other projects of the organisation, with team members not involved in
the Resilient Roots Project starting to collect and analyse feedback in their own projects.
Empathy and connection were built between the organisation and primary constituents.
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‟

“It was gratifying to confirm that they have creative ideas and that we have
common interests”, to “understand that they feel proud to belong”.

More empowered and motivated primary constituents
-

-

-

One organisation observed that the people it engaged in the accountability mechanisms “valued these
meetings very much when they understood that their word was heard and taken into account”.
The primary constituents involved “were motivated by the possibility of being representatives of their
area in front of their neighbors and others”. The same organisation decided to involve some of these
people in “leading roles” and to give them “prominence” in representing the organisation in front of
others.
For the first time, primary constituents who are part of a vulnerable group and receive essential services
from an organisation were encouraged and able to share negative feedback and unpleasant experience
with the organisation’s facilities or services, trusting that their feedback would not have negative
repercussions.
One organisation described one of its permanent accountability mechanisms as

‟

“a space where the constituents can grow much more deeply as leaders,
and can become part of our future governance”.

Manifest and structured public support
-

-

-

Has been directly associated with increased resilience in the face of mounting bureaucratic and repressive
threats. One organisation specifically pointed to the protective effect of having a larger and more
supportive audience.
One manifestation of social trust from the wider community has been, in the case of an organisation who
uses crowdfunding, that local businesses (i.e. a small bar, a sports media outlet etc.) have independently
launched campaigns in support of the organisation or donate a percentage of their proceeds.
Another organisation noticed that by using a creative accountability mechanism involving theatre, they
were able to bring closer to their work many members of the community from different categories
(children, adolescents, parents, authorities) with a sustained presence. As a result, the organisation felt it
had garnered more trust and credibility.

Strengthened legitimacy
-

-

‟

“making the organisation more resilient by having a solid community base
that allows it to face the adversities of the context”.

Legitimacy as described by organisations themselves, refers to the organisation’s purpose and activities
being justified, valid and in general useful for the larger community, and recognised as such by not just
direct beneficiaries but other stakeholders as well - whether local actors, donors and the wider
community.
An organisation based in Africa and focused on policy research and advocacy described how a greater
understanding of the organisation’s mandate by the primary constituents has:
72

-

-

‟

“cultivated a sense of belonging among primary constituents to the
organisation and its activities which in turn strengthened the legitimacy of
the organisation’s presence in the area”

Another organisation noticed that by reaching many constituents with events and materials specifically
dedicated to them, the organisation has projected the image of a professional, long-lasting organisation
and increased its legitimacy among constituents.
Another organisation directly linked being seen as a more accountable organisation to increased
legitimacy with primary constituents but also with wider audiences.
One organisation noted that it is easier for them to provide evidence of their impact to government
officials because this evidence is informed directly by primary constituents.
An advocacy organisation noted that their new practice of consulting primary constituents before
preparing each advocacy activity improved the legitimacy of their advocacy demands and increased their
outreach:

‟

“Advocacy demands are more concrete, have specific references to target
groups, women’s statements, life stories.”

Improved relationship with state actors, particularly local government
-

This effect has been observed by fewer organisations, mainly the ones who work closely with state actors
and involve them in the accountability mechanisms in one capacity or another.
One organisation that regularly engages with local authorities on environmental policies has noted that
previously, accountability, timely participation and feedback was something that they demanded from
authorities. The work in this project helped them, on the one hand, to better grasp the concepts and be
more clear about what they are asking of authorities, but at the same time they are now able to show
that they themselves practice what they demand in relation to their own constituents.

4. QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF ACCOUNTABILITY TO STAFF AND
VOLUNTEERS
Accountability to staff and volunteers was measured at baseline and endline, but the focus of project activities was
on increasing the organisations’ accountability to primary constituents, rather than their accountability to staff and
volunteers.
However, given the fact that the staff was integral to implementing the accountability mechanisms and that some
organisations did plan to increase their staff’s capacity to practice accountability, we looked at whether the extent
of staff involvement in the Resilient Roots Project helps explain variation in the staff and volunteer accountability
survey. We also present below some qualitative evidence of the effects - observed or potential - of staff
involvement in accountability work.
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4.1. Staff involvement and perception of accountability
Based on information related to staff involvement from the original and updated implementation plans and the
final reports, we classified staff involvement into a variable with 3 categories:
A score of 3 if the organisation implemented some activities which directly addressed the organisations’
accountability towards staff and/or attempted to respond to staff feedback and concerns;
A score of 2 if the organisation did consistently involve staff in the Resilient Roots Project activities, but
more with a focus on making staff (and the organisation) more accountable to primary constituents, and
less on making the organisation accountable to staff;
A score of 1 if the organisation’s accountability to staff was either not addressed, or it was addressed (at
least in analysing the results of the baseline staff and volunteer survey) but the feedback loop was not
closed and/or changes in response to staff feedback were not delivered.
This variable measuring on a scale of 1 to 3 the extent to which organisations involved staff and volunteers showed
a significant effect in the sense that the more an organisation involved staff in accountability activities, the more
likely it was to have larger accountability ratings from staff/volunteers.
However, this effect was not different for baseline versus endline, so the variable did not also explain increases in
accountability scores.
In other words, organisations who involved staff more had overall higher scores but not higher increases. This
suggests that organisations who would tend to involve staff more (even at baseline, before the activities
started), tend to be in general considered more accountable by staff. However, the staff’s involvement did not
itself contribute to increasing scores between baseline and endline for the same organisation - where it happened,
the increase was explained by other factors.
This finding needs to be interpreted with caution having in mind the structure of the sample. On the one hand, in
general for the staff and volunteer survey the sample was much smaller compared to the primary constituents
survey, which makes it more difficult to identify statistically significant effects (effects may be present, but they
cannot be proven statistically). At the same time, the variable we introduced measuring on a scale of 1 to 3 the
extent to which organisations involved staff and volunteers had only 14 data points (one for each country) and the
results were very much skewed towards lower scores, since most organisations did not actually implement
activities aimed at staff.
On the other hand, qualitative evidence suggests that when some organisations opened up the staff accountability
topic but then did not close the feedback loop with staff members or was unable to deliver changes in response to
staff feedback, this backfired into lower endline scores. In fact, for 3 organisations who experienced good results
with primary constituents but struggled to maintain the trust of staff members, not closing the feedback loop with
staff was identified as the main cause of this problem.
Their lesson is that staff members who were involved in strengthening the organisation’s accountability to
primary constituents were - and felt - overlooked and less important.
In conclusion, while some organisations experienced important variations in the scores given by staff and
volunteers between baseline and endline, some for the better and others for the worse, the reduced explanatory
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power of the staff involvement variable suggests that the changes observed in staff NPS scores between baseline
and endline are mostly affected by organisational factors that were beyond the scope of this research (i.e. staff
turnover, organisational restructuring, internal organisational dynamics, external events etc.)

4.2. Staff involvement and effects of accountability mechanisms
While increased participation of staff in accountability mechanisms is little able to explain the dynamics of
accountability ratings measured in the staff and volunteer surveys with statistical significance, there is qualitative
evidence that staff involvement is linked to increased effects of accountability for the organisation in general.
There is a noticeable difference between organisations who consistently involved staff in activities generating
accountability to primary constituents and those who did not. In the first case, even though the staff might have
felt their own concerns neglected and perhaps punished the organisation with lower endline scores, at least the
staff were directly influenced by the positive effects of the accountability work, understood its role and learned
from the process - all of which is related to further enhancing those positive effects and making those sustainable.
On the other hand, organisations whose Resilient Roots Project activities were carried out by a small project
team without involvement of other staff members did not achieve the same effects internally (changes in
mindset and attitude, internal process changes etc.), and this appears likely to have affected the impact of the
primary constituent accountability work as well.
For instance, in one larger organisation for whom the project had a top-down approach initiated by a central
management team, there was even a push-back from field-level staff. The staff’s acceptance of the accountability
mechanisms improved throughout the project, however the organisation reported difficulty in closing the
feedback loop, implemented fewer and less significant changes based on feedback and has not witnessed
significant organisational change as a result of the Resilient Roots Project.
The organisation’s accountability to staff is all the more relevant for organisations who deliver direct services, in
particular those who work on controversial issues and with vulnerable groups, and for whom accountability
includes ensuring staff act responsibly to safeguard the vulnerable.

5. QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS AND ACTIONS RELATED TO
RESILIENCE
5.1. Methodology and sources
Sources for resilience qualitative analysis:
Resilience baseline reports
Resilience endline reports
Original and updated implementation plans (context info)
Quarterly updates (from Master Resilience Baseline Table)
Final Resilient Roots project reports
External sources: Resiliency+ Framework (Partners Global and CIVICUS)
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In order to test the relationship between accountability and resilience, two measures of resilience were used.
Neither fully encompasses the concept, but both have proven useful to explaining the relationship between
variables.
Resilience B. Perception is based on the answer to the question asked in the staff and volunteer surveys: “How
confident do you feel that the organisation is becoming more resilient?”
Resilience A. Response to threats is a computed measure based on attributing scores to the responses to threats
described by staff members during in-depth interviews with the Resilient Roots team. We will further explain how
the data for this variable was generated.
Method for computing resilience scores based on response to threats
During interviews, staff were asked to assess how different threats (from a list of bureaucratic and repressive
threats) have an impact on their work, and how the organisation is responding. The responses to threats were
then analysed by the Resilient Roots team and classified into 4 broad categories of response. We then allocated a
numeric value to each response, as follows:

Reaction
category

Outcome of response
(defined by Resilient Roots team as part of the testing methodology)

Numeric value
allocated for
quantitative
testing

RESIST

A CSO continues or increases challenging the state/non-state actors, disregarding and/or
speaking out against restriction(s), which can include advocacy which directly and visibly
opposes the actions of those making the threats/restrictions. In doing so they make no
observable change to their strategy or mandate to reduce or stop opposing these actors.

3

ADAPT

A CSO continues challenging the state/non-state actors but does so by adopting an
alternative advocacy/communications strategy in light of restrictions/threats. Consequently,
the CSO makes tactical concessions or reframes activities to adapt to restrictions.

2

DESIST

A CSO stops advocating on a particular sensitive issue and refocuses activities in light of
restrictions/threats. In doing so, they change their area of advocacy/communications to
avoid aggression/persecution from state/non-state actors.

1

N/A

A CSO disbands and ceases operation altogether as a result of restrictions, including to
protect individuals involved with the organisation.

No value

For each organisation, we then calculated two average scores (at baseline and endline) by dividing the total sum of
values attributed to reactions to the total number of threats that elicited a reaction.

Caution: Does a higher score mean the organisation is more resilient?
Not necessarily. The numeric value attached does not mean that organisations can be compared to each other
based on the numeric sum of their reactions, as each reaction is relevant in its given context.
It is also important to note that the difference between “adapting” and “resisting” was qualitatively assessed by
the Resilient Roots team based on the organisations' experiences with threats and how they described their own
76

reactions. In many cases, the line between adaptation and resistance is very thin. Moreover, in some cases it is
possible that a reaction that started out as “resisting” because it was new and challenging, in time becomes part of
a new normal and is described closer to “adaptation”.
Even for the same organisation, an increase in the sum of reactions between baseline and endline does not
necessarily mean that the organisation is overall more resilient, since resilience is impacted by many factors
including the openness of the civic space, the topic on which the organisation is working etc. Most of these factors
were not captured systematically in the data, but we discuss them at a theoretical level - with partial confirmation
from the qualitative analysis - in the section 5.2 below.
The one year timeframe also imposes limitations to the extent we can observe changes related to resilience. The
resilience interviews conducted by the project team investigated the organisations’ responses to threats, but also
the decision-making mechanisms that triggered those responses. The underlying processes: from a threat
becoming present, to the organisation perceiving the threat, making decisions about how to react, reacting and
then observing the consequences of that reaction, adjusting etc. - all of these processes that speak to an
organisation’s resilience sometimes need more time to be observed than was available within the project.
However, the computed baseline and endline average response to threat scores do offer a relevant measure of
resilience for the following reasons:
They show if an organisation has adopted a more active response strategy between the baseline and the
endline
Although they are not able to precisely capture increased resilience, they do capture change in reactions
and in many cases new reactions to old or new threats which signal an organisation’s increased
awareness and understanding of the threats, as well as increased capacity to devise and sometimes
negotiate responses. Both of these are associated with increased resilience.
Civic space indicators
In order to account for context, we also introduced into the quantitative analysis of resilience country-level scores
for civic space openness. Based on the CIVICUS Monitor scores which are updated quarterly and considering the
existing variation within our sample, we tested the impact of civic space by creating two variables:
1) In which civic space is coded into two categories: one for countries in the “repressed” category, and
another for countries in the “obstructed”, “narrowed” and “open” 5. Each country had a baseline as well as
an endline civic space score.
2) In which civic space is coded into three categories: the first includes “repressed” countries, the second
category includes “obstructed” countries and the third includes “narrowed” and “open” countries. Again,
we included both baseline and endline scores in case the civic space context had changed.
The first version of the variable was more useful in explaining variation with statistical significance - probably
because of how fewer categories resulted in bigger samples. However, the version with 3 categories was able to
show that organisations operating in countries in the “obstructed” category, like those who are “repressed”, had in
general higher resilience scores when resilience was measured based on responses to external threats.

5

There was only 1 country in the “open category”, which would have made the category irrelevant for statistical analysis. For the purpose of
creating larger samples, it was useful to limit the number of categories.
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5.2. Factors that influence resilience
The following list of factors that influence an organisation’s resilience has been compiled based on qualitative
observations, inputs from the Resilient Roots team from CIVICUS and partners Keystone Accountability,
Accountability Now and Instituto de Comunicación y Desarrollo, and additionally informed by the Resiliency+
Framework developed by Partners Global and CIVICUS.
Each of these can be regarded as an intermediate indicator that can show progress towards resilience. As was the
case with accountability, most of these factors interact with each other. Some are related to skills and resources,
but even more resilience factors are underpinned by relationships based on trust, respect and mutual support.
Connectedness To Primary Constituents And The Wider Community
Networks & Partnerships
Legitimacy And Transparency
Funding Diversification
Staff Mindset And Capacity
Clarity And Relevance Of Mission And Focus
Capacity To Deliver The Right Services To The Right People
Capacity To Communicate With Clarity And Creativity
Situational Awareness / Systems Thinking
Adaptive Capacity
Legal And Bureaucratic Capacity

The main elements of each of the above are presented below, as well as the reactions and processes undertaken
by the 14 pilot partners that show organisations taking steps towards more resilience.

1. CONNECTEDNESS TO PRIMARY CONSTITUENTS AND THE WIDER COMMUNITY
What it means
-

Relationships with primary constituents based on trust and mutual respect

-

The space and ability of primary constituents to make their voice heard and to influence
decision-making in the organisation.

-

Relationships with local institutions (i.e. schools, grassroots groups, formal and informal leaders
and gatekeepers) - includes partnerships and support from these institutions but also more

78

complex relationships, from giving them space to influence the organisation to dependency on
local institutions in the provision of services. In this sense, close relationships can both enhance
resilience and be a vulnerability at the same time.
-

Capacity to source information from communities to inform delivery of services or advocacy, and
in turn giving communities a platform to elevate their voices and connecting them with decision
making processes.

What we found
A very interesting finding that differs in the endline from the baseline is that two organisations, in
discussing their experience of threats during the resilience measurement interviews, have started
to include in the discussion elements regarded as threats to their primary constituents (not just
the organisation) and to describe the organisations’ efforts in supporting the threatened primary
constituents to better protect themselves.
-

Two organisations who saw that some of their constituents could not participate in meetings
because of restrictions related to travel and size of group have decided to host events in places
that are more easy to reach and in smaller formats to avoid restrictions.

-

The relationship with constituents can be protective for the organisations in as much as the
constituents have a sense of ownership.

‟

“Faced with threats that may arise in the civic space, we can respond with
greater security since our target population feels more part of our
organisation. Although we have not yet been able to verify it because in the
period of execution of the pilot project there have been no significant threats
in the civic space, we feel more empowered to be able to face them if they
arise.”

2. NETWORKS & PARTNERSHIPS
What it means
-

Close, trusting relationships with other CSOs who work on similar issues or in similar contexts
and who act in solidarity when one organisation experiences threats.

-

Participation in national-level CSO networks able to take concerted action to address specific
threats.

-

International networks and partnerships, including with donors, who can provide support.

-

Cross-sector collaborations (with academia, business-networks, media etc.).

What we found
- Many of the organisations who feel reluctant to take strong open positions criticising the
government are using networks and coalitions to support and promote advocacy messages while
exposing the organisation less.
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-

-

-

-

Some organisations who have difficulty accessing foreign funds because of restrictions use
intermediaries to bypass the restrictions and to reduce their own administrative and audit
scrutiny burden.
One organisation who experienced online harassment along with other CSOs working on the
same topic is relying on their partners, CSOs networks and supporters to find suitable solutions
and protection together.
Networks and partnerships make it easier for organisations not only to criticise, but also to
collaborate with the government - as part of working groups and coalitions that consult on policy
matters.

‟

“The capacity of the organisation has strengthened during the project
implementation, because we established closer cooperation and
partnership with a wider network of women’s CSOs. This influences greater
legitimacy and solidarity in advocacy actions, but it also creates a stronger
support in cases of external threats or attacks.”

Another organisation who works on some contentious environmental issues is partnering with
universities and research organisations in order to use scientific data to inform its advocacy.

‟

“Establishing alliances with organisations (for example, private sector,
academia), has been a good practice, since it has allowed to feed the
initiatives promoted by the organisation with social and economic indicators
(and not only environmental and scientific), strengthening legitimacy and
credibility.”

4. FUNDING DIVERSIFICATION / FLEXIBLE FUNDING STREAMS
What it means
-

Moving away from exclusive dependency on project-based funding from institutional donors
towards a mix of institutional, individual, business donors
Capacity to generate non-tied funding for both mission-related and operational expenses
Local resources (financial + other)
Long-term financial planning and reserves
Dependence on state actors for funding or permits (influencing ability to criticise government
and local state actors or take strong stances on policy issues)

What we found
Three different organisations have talked, in the in-depth interview discussing the threats they
perceive and the organisation’s responses, about diversifying the sources of funding.

‟

“In order to generate strategic alliances with other organisations, we work
on new issues for ourselves, such as sponsorship, traction of private
donations, etc. This new area that we explore is done with the advice of a
communication consultancy, but it did not yield the fruits we expected
since new relationships were not consolidated.”
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5. STAFF MINDSET AND CAPACITY
What it means
What we found

Staff professionalisation (beyond only administrative and technical skills, to capacities that
strengthen relationships, collaboration, local ownership, institutions and agency)
Buy in, commitment and support from senior leadership
Reducing staff turnover
Strong expertise and motivation
Recognition and wellbeing
Mainstreaming learning within organisation so that expertise is not lost when staff change
Internal communications
Specific staff skills, e.g. digital security expertise, crisis management, etc

‟

“Increased hostility from far-right groups makes safety issues
more challenging, and has a direct impact on staff. To help with this sort of
thing they’ve developed a self-care and resilience package for the staff.”

6. CLARITY AND RELEVANCE OF MISSION AND FOCUS
What it means
-

-

Strength of correlation between organisation's mission and actions and societal needs (not in a
statistical sense; not just referring to primary constituent expectations but what is happening in
the local/national/international context in which the organisation operates)
Clarity of mission (not being too confused about what you are trying to do or how) and shared
mission (where the mission is clear and shared among all constituents).

What we found
While none of the organisations reflected on the internal clarity of their mission, several
organisations observed that their primary constituents have misguided understandings of the
organisation’s mission and as a consequence took some deliberate actions to clarify their mandate.
-

A number of organisations have also used this strategy of proactively communicating their mission
and activity as a response to perceived or potential threats.

7. CAPACITY TO DELIVER THE RIGHT SERVICES TO THE RIGHT PEOPLE
What it means
-

Performance in achieving organisational objectives
Delivering the right kind of services in the right way, fostering satisfaction and loyalty from
constituents and partners
Performance in meeting primary constituents’ expectations
Ability to be targeted, minimise waste (resources), reach the right people, etc
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What we found
One organisation has diversified its constituent base upon receiving criticism that it focuses on
one vulnerable category while ignoring the second. Their response has been to offer more
services to the category that was previously neglected.
Another organisation decided to provide more legal assistance based on the preferences
expressed by primary constituents, and dedicated more staff to delivering legal aid. The insight
proved to be correct as it coincided with a high rise in the demand for that service.
8. CAPACITY TO COMMUNICATE WITH CLARITY AND CREATIVITY
What it means
-

Capacity to communicate with clarity what the organisation does and does not do, in a language
that is appropriate for non-professionals
Capacity to use channels that reach relevant audiences and use new technologies
Capacity to counter false narratives (relates to thematic issue of focus, and approach used
(e.g. services or advocacy))
Relationships with media
Size of audience
Driving the narrative
Crisis communication

What we found
One organisation who works on topics which are highly contentious in the national context and
taboo in local conservative communities is adapting its communication strategies in order to
reframe controversial topics and gradually sensitise the audience. They are also choosing to
present certain aspects of the organisation’s mission more prominently than others depending
on the target audience.
-

Another organisation, also operating in a repressed context, has taken the opposite approach.
They publish a high volume of very diverse content representing the voices of people on the
ground. They feel that the combination of volume, diversity and grassroots voices protects them
from narrow and detrimental associations.

‟
-

“One core insight gained from Resilient Roots was about how to
communicate weaknesses or how to communicate when you aren’t totally
clear. That to me was fairly profound. Before, we only wanted to
communicate when we were totally clear, when we had all the answers.
Now, we have the confidence to say when something has gone wrong, when
we’ve mis-stepped, or don’t have all the answers. I feel that this skill - openness,
regular communication - are skills that will be valuable if we ever need to
defend our organisation from a civic space threat.”

One advocacy organisation who feels that the traditional media is biased in support of the
government is tackling this challenge by trying to be present and visible in more independent
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spaces, organising press-conferences to talk about burning issues and relying mostly on social
media as the preferred channel for advocacy demands and promotion.
-

Two organisations have mentioned they use transparency as a proactive measure against
disinformation. One of them, who feels that its work regularly misrepresented in the media has
decided to shift from a low-key communication strategy to open campaigns about transparently
communicating its work, as a mechanism to prevent and counteract disinformation. They also
feel this approach is a means to counter potential subversion of infiltration by hostile actors. The
philosophy is that if the less they have to hide, the less they need to fear.

‟

“The organisation has positioned itself nationally and, now more locally after the
implementation of this project, as a political actor that promotes decision-making in a
participatory and transparent manner. The political impact on local governments has
been strengthened based on the learning of the project. Both the organisation and the
local community network it supports are more visible in the civic spaces of the areas
surrounding the communities of the network.”

9. SITUATIONAL AWARENESS / SYSTEMS THINKING
What it means
-

Capacity to analyse the complex system in which the organisation operates
Awareness of external threats
Awareness of internal vulnerabilities

What we found
- Service delivery organisations interpret their relationship to state actors as a vulnerability and
adapt in order to avoid conflict.
- Organisations who deliver direct services to their primary constituents (related to health,
education, livelihood, housing etc.) are more likely to depend on state actors who act as
regulators or entry points for such services, whether at national local government level. Some
organisations may need permits issued by state authorities in order to deliver their services,
others may need smaller state actors such as schools in order to access their beneficiaries.
- The findings from the pilot partners who deliver services confirm the expectation that these
organisations adopt a strategy that involves caution in approaching politically contentious issues
and a deliberate avoidance of taking strong public advocacy positions on such issues.
- Advocacy-focused organisations tend to be more activist (with some exceptions) and also more
open in criticising the government, even when the civic space in which they operate is obstructed
or repressed and has seen a worsening in the period between the baseline and the endline.
- organisations are demonstrating more awareness of their landscape, ability to identify trends
and to anticipate potential new threats.

‟

“We are now paying much more attention to any external element or threat
that could prevent our work and affect the resilience of the organisation, thanks
to the resilience assessment carried out within the framework of Resilient
Roots”.
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10. ADAPTIVE CAPACITY
What it means
Agility and flexibility in preparing for the unknown
-

The ability to act in anticipation of or in response to threats, vulnerabilities, or opportunities

-

Dedicating resources to prevent and prepare for threats

What we found
One organisation is putting in place data protection policies as well as staff protection policies, although
it has not experienced excessive monitoring and surveillance, but if feels that because the civic space
has been deteriorating lately they should be prepared.
-

One organisation who is particularly sensitive about the topics it works on is choosing to be less vocal
publicly about the sensitive issues but instead to prepare their staff to respond safely when sensitive
issues come up.

-

Another approach, used by an organisation who published content about human rights violations in a
repressed context and who has received threats with litigation, is to only publish fact-based content and
to avoid publishing opinions and recommendations. This way they can publish the information that is
relevant to their constituents while limiting the risks to the organisation.

-

Another organisation whose main topics have recently become more controversial is adopting a policy to
safeguard its staff when doing field work, as well as changing its approach to discussing the issue with
members of very polarised communities.

-

Another organisation operating in a repressed context, who feels that infiltration and subversion are
real threats, has taken to warning its primary constituents and educating them to recognise infiltration
and know how to protect themselves and the information they possess. The same organisation has a
security plan to deal with repression and threats of arrest during protests, as well as access to legal
experts in case of detention.

-

One organisation who operates in a repressed context and finds it difficult to obtain public information
is now increasingly using electronic solutions to collect open data from state bodies - this has come with
additional costs but had positive results.

-

Asking for feedback from primary constituents in new ways (mainly because of the Resilient Roots
project) this organisation received a more honest feedback (without the previous courtesy bias) which
showed them how sensitive the primary constituents themselves were to the organisation’s main areas
of work.

‟

“The project helped us to further scrutinise possible civic space related threats in
our context such as negative media or community narratives/smear campaigns
and we recognised the importance of effective communication in quashing,
clarifying or defending the allegations. We learned the importance of listening
and understanding the nature and issues of criticism and ponder appropriate
action. In addition the project helped us to conceptualise possible resilience
response approaches [e.g. resist, adopt, and desist] and weighing of the most
appropriate depending on particular circumstances. We are now better placed to
explain how we navigate the rough civic space terrain.”
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11. LEGAL AND BUREAUCRATIC CAPACITY
What it means
-

Capacity to comply with current legal requirements or find ways to work around to avoid or
minimise them

-

Capacity to monitor and implement changes in legislation

-

capacity to use existing legislation to their advantage - many probably do not know how or do
not have capacity in house to do this

-

Links to relationships/networks with other orgs who have these skills and contacts in the right
depts/ministries

What we found
One organisation who has become better aware of the threats and has identified a trend of
deteriorating civic space is resorting to lawyers to make sure that its actions criticising the
government do not expose the organisation to legal retaliation from those they criticise.
-

One organisation who feels threatened by a legislative proposal that would restrict their ability
to assemble is trying to counter this threat by using its stronger relationships with local level
government and police.

-

Another organisation who feeld that recently CSOs are more threatened by bureaucratic
measures such as excessive scrutiny and fiscal audits has responded by hiring more accountants.

5.3. The influence of civic space context on resilience
The most important finding with regards to the impact of civic space openness is that it influences not only the
resilience of organisations, but also the relationship between accountability and resilience.
The positive relationship between accountability and resilience has been found to be statistically significant only
in the case of organisations operating in non-repressed contexts, and not significant for organisations in the
“repressed” category.
Most of the organisations in the “repressed” countries improved their accountability scores between the baseline
and the endline measurements - in more than half of cases, scores improved in both the primary constituent and
the staff surveys. However, the lack of statistical significance reported above might mean that in repressed
contexts improved accountability is more difficult to translate into impact on the organisations’ capacity to
recognise and respond to threats.
At the same time, organisations operating in countries where the civic space is repressed or obstructed identify
and respond to a larger number of threats compared to those in narrowed and open civic spaces.

85

The findings in the quantitative analysis confirm that organisations in “repressed” and “obstructed” contexts
obtain higher resilience scores on the composite Resilience A measurement which is based on responses to
threats.
Another finding is that, for organisations operating in the repressed countries, self-censorship and avoidance of
some topics is “inbuilt” in the organisation’s identity, and it has become normalised for the organisations to be
careful about their language and the topics they approach.
However, the level of CSO repression in the civic space is not necessarily proportional to how severely the
organisations regard threats. For instance, one organisation in a repressed context, where protests are regularly
repressed, does not regard this as a serious threat because they are focused on service delivery and they do not
attend protests. Another organisation working in an obstructed space views this threat as more serious, because
they wish they could participate more but they feel that staff is uncomfortable.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
The statistical analysis offers a partial confirmation of the hypothesis. Accountability perceptions, both those of
primary constituents and those of staff and volunteers, are positively correlated with resilience scores computed
from organisational responses to threats. In the case of staff and volunteers, accountability also correlates with
statistical significance to staff perception that the organisation is becoming more resilient. This measure of
resilience is not significantly associated with accountability as perceived by primary constituents.
Statistically significant correlation

ACCOUNTABILITY

Yes

RESILIENCE
A. Response to threats

No

RESILIENCE
B. Staff perception

Yes

RESILIENCE
A. Response to threats

Yes

RESILIENCE
B. Staff perception

reported by

PRIMARY CONSTITUENTS

ACCOUNTABILITY
reported by

STAFF AND VOLUNTEERS

At the same time, the qualitative analysis looking at the characteristics of organisations, their accountability work
and their reactions to threats also shows that increasing accountability to primary constituents has multiple effects
for organisations, and some of these effects constitute or relate to factors that increase an organisation’s resilience
to external threats.
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Both accountability and resilience are complex, dynamic and multi-dimensional constructs, and in that sense it is
difficult to evaluate whether A causes B. Instead, both the quantitative modelling of survey data and the
qualitative analysis of project documents attempt to deconstruct accountability and resilience and to show how
these elements interact with each other in a directional manner.

What does it mean to be accountable?
The survey data for the most part confirms the theoretical assumptions on which the survey was built. The scores
on Respect, Trust, and Voice as defined by the primary constituent accountability survey are strongly associated
both to each other and to the score for Accountability for Primary Constituents. The association is maintained for
the staff survey (although they mean different things in the staff context). Additionally, they are strongly
associated with the scores on Responsiveness, Transparency and Communication.

COMPONENTS OF ACCOUNTABILITY*
Significantly associated

Primary
constituents
accountability

Respect
Trust

Does the organisation do what it says it
will?

Voice

How likely do you think it is that [ORG]
would respond to your concerns?

Recommendation

Staff and
volunteers
accountability

Do staff at the organisation treat you with
respect?

Does [ORG] treat you with respect?

Trust

Does [ORG] do what it says it will?

Voice

Is it worth your effort to try to make [ORG]
better?

Responsiveness

How likely do you think it is that [ORG] will
make changes as a result of this survey?

Communication

Communication

Do you understand what [ORG]
does and does not do?

How likely would you be to tell others to
engage with [ORG]?

Respect

Transparency

Not associated with statistical
significance

Safety

How safe do you feel undertaking
your work?

To what extent do you feel [ORG] is
transparent in its decision making?

To what extent do you feel you get timely
and accurate answers that address any
concerns you may have?

*The components listed are those tested in the two Resilient Roots project surveys - the primary constituent accountability survey
and the staff and volunteer accountability survey. The variables were represented in the survey as different questions (i.e.
“Communication” in the case of the primary constituent survey had a different meaning to “Communication” in the staff and
volunteer survey, and it is associated with the other accountability variables in the staff and volunteer survey version, but not in
the primary constituent survey version).
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What are the main actors and actions that helped organisations increase accountability (as perceived
by primary constituents)?
Accountability scores in the primary constituents surveys increased significantly for:
Smaller and medium sized organisations (defined as under 10 and, respectively, under 50 staff and
volunteers) had significant increases in scores, compared to large organisations (over 50) who had more
frequent decreases. One explanation put forward by a larger organisation is that changes they implement
also take longer to be rolled out throughout the organisation, so the effects could not be observed in the
one-year timeframe between baseline and endline.
Organisations who started at baseline with a lower frequency of communication to their primary
constituents, but who increased this frequency during the project, had higher increases.
The increases in accountability scores were only statistically significant for organisations who significantly
closed the feedback loop with primary constituents.
To a lesser extent (statistical significance is lower) accountability increases were associated with
organisations who institutionalised the new accountability mechanisms, turning them into regular
practices, organisational policies or structures.
Accountability perceptions may have been affected (with weaker statistical or with purely qualitative evidence)
by:
Whether organisations made substantial changes based on the feedback received from primary
constituents. This effect is not clearly visible at endline measurement, but we expect that it would be
visible in the long term in a similar manner to the effects of closing the feedback loop and
institutionalising accountability mechanisms.
There is some indication that organisations who are service oriented have seen stronger results than
organisations who work exclusively on advocacy and policy. However, the evidence on this variable is
mixed (depending on the type of accountability measurement used) and overall the results are
inconclusive.

FACTORS THAT FAVOURED INCREASES IN ACCOUNTABILITY RATINGS

Characteristics
Smaller
size

Service orientation
(inconclusive
evidence)

Actions of organisations
Communication
frequency

Focus on closing
the feedback loop

Accountability
mechanisms becoming
institutionalised practice

Making changes
based on feedback

How is accountability connected to resilience?
The statistical analysis of the project data has for the most part confirmed the hypothesis that more accountability
towards primary constituents is associated with higher measurements of response to threats, and partly also with
staff perception that the organisation is becoming more resilient.
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After showing which are the characteristics and actions of the pilot partners that favoured increases in
accountability scores, we sought to analyse how increased accountability manifested itself within the organisation
in a manner as to become conducive to resilience.
Firstly, we used a series of documents and interview results from pilot partners to compile a list of the most
important effects/changes that can be observed across the pilot partner organisations which can be attributed to
their implementation of new accountability mechanisms. Most of the effects identified interact with each other,
they are often mutually reinforcing, and in some cases one can be considered a component or necessary condition
of another.
Based on qualitative observations, inputs from the Resilient Roots team from CIVICUS and partners Keystone
Accountability, Accountability Now and Instituto de Comunicación y Desarrollo, and additionally informed by the
Resiliency+ Framework developed by Partners Global and CIVICUS, we also generated a list of factors that influence
an organisation’s resilience. Each of these can be regarded as an intermediate indicator that can show progress
towards resilience. As was the case with accountability, most of these factors interact with each other. Some are
related to skills and resources, but even more resilience factors are underpinned by relationships based on trust,
respect and mutual support. As such, they are dependent on or enhanced by some of the effects of accountability
previously identified.
For instance, improved trust of primary constituents in the organisation, improved motivation and engagement, as
well as a better relationship with local public and private actors are all effects that the pilot partners observed as a
result of their accountability work in the Resilient Roots project. All of the three effects contribute to an
organisation’s Connectedness to primary constituents and the wider community, which is considered to be one of
the most important underpinnings of resilience.
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Key recommendations
Recommendations for further research
1. Accountability may best be measured indirectly by assessing its components
In the surveys conducted, the Resilient Roots team asked people both directly how accountable the organisation is
to them, as well as indirectly how respected they felt, how much they trust the organisation, how responsive it is
and whether they would recommend it etc.
The statistical analysis shows that both in the primary constituent survey and in the staff and volunteer survey,
most of the component variables loaded together on the same factor resulting in an accountability scale that also
showed a strong statistical association to the direct accountability score. Furthermore, in the models analysing the
relationship between accountability and resilience we found that the composite Accountability Scale variable has a
greater explanatory power compared to the directly asked Accountability score variable (see section 2.3.4.)
At the same time, considering the fact that “accountability” is a relatively technical and complex term that is often
misunderstood (associated to financial accounting, for instance), difficult to translate into other languages, and has
a diversity of meanings even for people who operate with it (see section 3.3.), we suggest that measuring
accountability as a scale made up of its component variables that have clear meanings for respondents (trust,
respect, voice etc.) could lead to more confident results.
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2. When a sample of primary constituents is surveyed or asked for feedback, there is a need to
ensure that there is a coherent sampling strategy that can be repeated, in order to see changes
It is particularly important to maintain the coherence between the sampling strategy of primary
constituents surveyed and those targeted by accountability mechanisms. Multiple options can be valid i.e. to sample only those targeted by accountability mechanisms, or sample randomly, or a combination
- what is important is to be aware of this aspect and maintain the same strategy at different moments of
data collection.
For the Resilient Roots surveys, in some cases the organisations sampled a random selection of a large
group of constituents at baseline, then repeated the same sampling strategy at the endline survey. At
the same time, the accountability practices deployed in the project targeted a sub-group of
constituents, so only a small part of the sample at endline had in fact been affected by changes in
accountability practice. In the case of other organisations, the same people were surveyed in both
waves, and directly targeted by the accountability work. In other cases, the relationship between the
survey sample population and the population targeted in the accountability mechanisms is not clear. As
a consequence, comparisons between the results of different organisations cannot be made with
confidence, and changes in scores - either positive or negative - are more difficult to explain for some
organisations.
3. Consider that research which involves data collection from primary constituents, including
asking for feedback, is in itself an intervention
When organisations ask primary constituents to participate in a survey, or to provide feedback in
another way, this process of data collection has a direct impact on the targeted population. On the one
hand, it prompts people to reflect on their situations and needs, and how those needs are being served.
On the other hand, it raises expectations that the feedback they provide will provoke some changes whether that is realistic or not. This has a direct implication for research, because if people participate in
more than one survey, it is expected that their participation in the first survey will impact their
responses to subsequent waves of surveys - which relates to our previous recommendation of knowing
the sample.
It also has an important implication for practice which is to stress the importance of closing the feedback
loop.
4. Consider the timeframe of subsequent measurements with regards to the expected change
that is being measured
The time between baseline and endline measurements should be long enough for the changes to occur and
become visible to the surveyed population. In this research for example, in the case of the accountability surveys,
it turned out that the one year difference between baseline and endline measurements was sufficient in order to
observe many changes - organisations had had enough time to implement accountability mechanisms, make
changes based on the feedback, and close the feedback loop - all of which had important and visible effects.
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On the other hand, in the resilience measurement, the same interval was not sufficient for organisations to
observe new threats in the civic space, perceive them as a threat, make decisions about how to react, observe the
consequences of that reaction, adjust reaction, etc. The impact of this limitation on the research has been that the
changes in resilience observations between baseline and endline measurements were small, in some cases almost
invisible.

5. Consider measuring resilience in more than one way, by measuring different components
This recommendation is similar to the approach proposed above for measuring accountability. In this research we
used two measures of resilience, one of which was asked directly of staff and volunteers, the other composed
based on qualitative assessment of organisational responses to threats. Both measures were useful but they
produced different results. This is to be expected because one measures the overall perception of resilience, while
the other measures one manifestation of resilience as response to external threats. We suggest that both are valid.
However, because resilience is a complex concept just like accountability, even when measuring perception of
resilience by staff it would be useful to test variables that break down resilience into some of its components.

6. Organisation size and dedicated staff can help assess the relationship between capacity and
increased accountability
During the Resilient Roots project, all organisations had at least some members of staff with explicit accountabilityrelated roles and responsibilities, but the total amount of dedicated staff time was not measured again at the
endline moment.
In order to see the impact of dedicated staff capacity over time, it would be interesting in further research to track
the amount of staff time dedicated by organisations to accountability, and to relate that to the organisation’s size
and its changes in accountability from baseline to endline. This would help to better understand the
capacity/resources that organisations of different sizes need to invest in order to make a difference.

Recommendations for organisations who want to improve accountability practices
1. Organisations should communicate frequently, with clarity and honesty about what they do
and - sometimes more importantly about what they do NOT do.
Many of the participating organisations noticed that primary constituents better understood the
organisation’s mandate following the accountability activities in the project. This was crucial to
managing expectations and building trust.
Achieving this required the sometimes uncomfortable process by which many organisations needed to
repeat and be very clear about what they do and what they do not do, to refuse some requests from
primary constituents and explain why, and to clarify that some of the feedback expectations were
unrealistic.
2. If feedback is being asked from primary constituents, efforts should be made to properly close
the feedback loop - tell them how that feedback was used
This recommendation has been supported by both the quantitative and the qualitative analysis, and has
multiple reverberations across the findings. Primary constituents who were asked for feedback develop
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an expectation that the organisation will consider the feedback and make changes. It is important for
organisations to communicate to those constituents how that feedback was taken into account and
what changes were made, and also what changes suggested were not possible and why.
organisations found different ways to reach out to primary constituents to communicate feedback
results: either in subsequent face to face meeting, sending emails and publishing reports on their
websites and in newsletters or on social media. organisations who closed the feedback loop found that
their constituents had a better understanding of the organisation’s mandate, trusted it more, were
more engaged and willing to offer more honest and consistent feedback. The statistical analysis also
showed that accountability survey ratings increased significantly only for those organisations who closed
the feedback loop.
3. Aim for accountability mechanisms that build the autonomy of primary constituents to hold
an organisation to account
Some of the pilot partners created accountability mechanisms that not only extract information from primary
constituents, but also empower them as active participants in the organisation’s life and provide them with the
confidence to hold the organisation to account. Examples include training a core group of primary constituents to
act as an interface between the organisation and harder to reach groups of constituents, designing workshops that
empowered constituents to plan and implement their own activities, make decisions related to the organisation’s
work and communicate those decisions to the organisation and other primary constituents.
While it was not possible in this research to test the impact of building autonomy across all organisations, the
qualitative analysis as well as other research in the field show that building autonomy and empowerment are
potentially linked to both accountability and resilience, and should be a factor to consider in further research as
well as practice of accountability.

4. Involve the majority of the organisation’s team in accountability activities with primary
constituents
The qualitative analysis found a noticeable difference between organisations who consistently involved staff in
accountability activities and those who did not. In the first case, the staff were directly influenced by the positive
effects of the accountability work, understood its role and learned from the process - all of which is related to
further enhancing those positive effects and making those sustainable.
On the other hand, organisations whose accountability activities were carried out by a small project team without
involvement of other staff members did not achieve the same effects internally (changes in mindset and attitude,
internal process changes, etc.), and this appears likely to have affected the impact of the primary constituent
accountability work as well.

5. Practice accountability towards staff as well
Some organisations managed to involve staff in accountability activities aimed at primary constituents, but most
did not consider the staff itself as a constituent group towards which they should dedicate accountability
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mechanisms. In some cases, they did consider and discuss internally the staff’s opinions resulting from the
Resilient Roots staff and volunteer survey, but they did not make significant changes afterwards or failed to close
the feedback loop with their own staff.
Their lesson is that staff members who were involved in strengthening the organisation’s accountability to primary
constituents were - and felt - overlooked and less important.
The organisation’s accountability to staff is all the more relevant for organisations who deliver direct services, in
particular those who work on controversial issues and with vulnerable groups, and for whom accountability
includes ensuring staff act responsibly to safeguard the vulnerable.

94

CASE STUDIES
The purpose of the case studies is to illustrate with examples from practice how the relationships exposed in the
hypothesis testing play out in the real world. The case studies describe organisations of different sizes, operating in
different civic space contexts, that have different outcomes in the baseline and endline surveys in terms of
demonstrating an increased perception of accountability.

CASE STUDY 1
A human rights organisation gains confidence, visibility and new donors
as it draws its primary constituents closer
ORGANISATION PROFILE
An activist and watchdog organisation exposing human rights violations and political repression. They operate in a civic
space characterised by systematic restrictions on civil society and ranked as “repressed” by the CIVICUS Monitor. They
run a media platform publishing information about human rights violations, but they also offer legal advice to individuals
who have had their human rights violated. Their primary constituents are therefore their public readership and those
who require their legal advice.
They do not rely on the state for resources or use any public funds, as their income comes exclusively from private
individuals and foreign donors. While they try to maintain a politically neutral stance, they are often critical of repressive
actions taken by public authorities and they are on the lookout for being repressed themselves.
The organisation grew rapidly during the project’s lifetime - it almost doubled its staff, expanded its services, saw
significant increases in the number of users and donors and underwent significant internal restructuring. Around
halfway through the project, a large protest occurred that sparked human rights violations and media attention. As a
result, the number of cases covered by the organisation spiked, as did its numbers of volunteers, readers and
individual donors. Towards the end of the project a staff member was arrested for speaking at a public rally, causing a
general feeling of increased insecurity for the staff.

ACCOUNTABILITY PRACTICE
They started with a limited
understanding of
accountability

Before the project, their accountability practices were one-directional and largely
meant publishing information about the organisation in reports on their website. The
initial focus of their new accountability mechanisms was to learn about their
audience’s preferences in order to improve the content delivered and increase the
number of readers and donors.
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They tried out several new
accountability
mechanisms, distinctly
targeting four categories
of primary constituents

From the beginning, they mapped their primary constituents into four groups and
designed feedback mechanisms for each group. They created an online instrument to
collect extensive information about how their different audiences interacted with
their online content. They also designed crowdsourcing bots to automatically
generate information from the online engagement of two types of constituents, and
ran surveys with donors, journalists, activists and readers.

Although they didn’t
initially plan to, they
ended up placing a
significant focus on closing
the feedback loop

During the project’s implementation, they started to make changes based on the
feedback they collected from primary constituents and observed how those changes
had positive effects. They began to pay more attention to closing the feedback loop
and telling their constituents how feedback was being used. They did this by reporting
both feedback and changes on the website, social media and email, and measuring
the efficiency of their communications.

The new accountability
mechanisms are becoming
an institutionalised
practice

Their main feedback collecting instruments - the data dashboard and the
crowdsourcing bots were, from the beginning, designed to stay, and the surveys were
meant to be replicable when needed. As the Resilient Roots project was ending, the
organisation was analysing which mechanisms were working well for which primary
constituent groups and how to make others more efficient for other primary
constituent groups.

They consistently used the
feedback obtained from
primary constituents to
inform changes

They made changes regarding communication (frequency, motto and words), but they
also adjusted the types of services delivered. For instance, they increased the amount
of legal aid offered based on the constituents’ preferences. At least some decisions
and changes were made for each type of primary constituent, mostly regarding what
content to deliver to each audience.

Staff were involved and
targeted by the new
accountability practices,
but only in a limited
manner and without
closing the feedback loop

They discussed the findings of an initial staff accountability survey with the members
of staff and identified transparency as a key issue to improve on. Staff were then
asked to vote in a poll on the top three ways to improve transparency. This raised
expectations about necessary changes, but then it backfired because those changes
were not implemented in a timely fashion by senior management. On the contrary,
the organisation’s leadership chose to make some important decisions behind closed
doors - for tactical reasons - but did not properly communicate this to the entire staff.
At the same time, major staff changes (many new people, some senior people
leaving) were not well communicated. This resulted in feelings of mistrust, visible in
the lower scores obtained in the second staff accountability survey conducted at the
end of the project, particularly on transparency but also on the general accountability
of the organisation towards its staff and volunteers.

EFFECTS OF ACCOUNTABILITY OBSERVED
Primary constituents
increased their trust in the
organisation

The organisation had some of the highest accountability ratings among the Resilient
Roots national partners in both the baseline and the endline primary constituent
surveys, even with a significant increase in the number of primary constituents
surveyed for the endline.
In its own feedback surveys and interactions with constituents, the organisation
observed this increased trust first-hand. Moreover, they found that the feedback
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provided by their most engaged group of primary constituents (individual donors),
prompted the organisation to make changes that also helped it increase how much it
is trusted by wider activists and users of their platform.

Improved communication
to primary constituents
and wider audiences

Because of the feedback received, they changed the style and frequency of their
communication to primary constituents and started using less technical jargon and
more words that their audience can relate to. They also tested different mottos with
their audiences and ended up changing the organisation’s motto based on the
feedback received. As a result, their score on primary constituents’ understanding of
what the organisation does increased by 38%.

Services and content
delivered are more
relevant to primary
constituents' needs

After their recurring individual donors highlighted legal assistance as the most
important of the organisation’s services, more than half of donations received were
then spent on legal aid and more staff were allocated to that area, which also
coincided with a high increase in the demand for these services.

New skills

Among the new skills attributed to the use of new accountability practices, the
organisation has mentioned: data collection and analysis for management purposes;
running and analysing surveys; incorporating primary constituents’ needs and
opinions into the product design process; in-person interviewing; and closing the
feedback loop.

Changes in the team’s
mindset and attitudes

The project has raised the team’s awareness that primary constituents are not passive
recipients of the organisation’s programmes, but instead they started to see all groups
of primary constituents - and the organisation’s staff as well - as part of a community.
They also found that the accountability practices had influenced the team's mindset
and were being replicated in other projects, with their Resilient Roots project focal
point stating: “more and more project groups are including the collection of feedback
in the planning and drafting stages of product development”.

Manifest and structured
public support

Being able to maintain and build upon the trust of an increasing number of
constituents (driven largely by the external context) has resulted in increased
donations from individuals through their crowdfunding mechanism. Another
manifestation of support from the wider community was that local businesses (e.g. a
small bar, a sports media outlet, etc.) have independently launched campaigns to
support the organisation or have donated a percentage of their incomes to the
organisation. The growth in donations was coupled with a growth in audience
satisfaction with their information and services (98 per cent of respondents in the
endline survey were satisfied with what the organisation was doing and 89% were
satisfied with the transparency of its reports).

TOWARDS MORE RESILIENCE
Within the one year between the baseline and endline resilience interviews, the organisation was responding to a larger
number of civic space-related threats and, as a result, had a higher incidence of “resisting” (pushing back) in response to
experienced or perceived threats. In the endline accountability survey, staff and volunteers reported lower scores
compared to the baseline, when asked whether their organisation was becoming more resilient. This lower staff
perception of resilience can be explained both by the external context in which staff were feeling unsafe because of
increased harassment (including someone being arrested), and by the staff being disappointed in the level of
transparency within the organisation, fuelled by higher expectations created as a result of the baseline survey.
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However, despite this perception of staff and volunteers, several changes were observed, partly as a result of the
new accountability practices, that constitute factors pointing towards more resilience.

Capacity to communicate
with clarity and creativity

Their capacity to communicate through using more appealing language increased
because they tested this directly with their primary constituents. This has increased
their readership as a platform and their visibility as an organisation.

Connectedness to primary
constituents and the wider
community

They feel that their newly gained visibility and larger and more supportive audience
also have a protective effect, making it more difficult for the state to place restrictions
on them or shut them down. As their size has grown, so has their confidence to push
back and resist. This also draws more negative attention - they were described in state
media as the ‘main media partner of public disorder’ - but in their eyes, the increasing
public support makes this sort of risk less severe and allows them to continue their
work without making major changes to their tactics.

Capacity to deliver the
right services to the right
people

The insight provided by primary constituents that more legal assistance was useful
proved to be correct, as more people started to access that service. They observed
that “changing priorities in accordance with primary constituents' needs and
communicating these changes was followed by an increase in supporter donations.”

Funding diversification

Increasing the amount of funding they receive from individuals and other community
actors means they are less dependent on foreign sources of funding, which can be
harder to secure and are currently being accessed through intermediaries because of
state restrictions.

Adaptive capacity

In order to avoid unnecessary risks, they only publish fact-based content and avoid
publishing opinions. They do not make statements about political actors and rather
focus attention on human rights, in particular the freedoms of association, peaceful
assembly and expression. This approach is not in itself a result of their accountability
work, as they were already doing the same at the start of the project. However, the new
emphasis on this approach being important to mitigate risks to their primary
constituents indicates that it has become central to the organisation’s thinking and
decisions in response to threats related to criticising the government.

Legal and bureaucratic
capacity

While they try to maintain a neutral and non-partisan tone in their communications,
they are adopting a higher risk strategy with regards to strategic litigation on human
rights issues. In some cases, they have also spoken directly to the authorities - police in
particular - to try and change their approach to human rights-related practices. One
regional law has been changed due to their work.

While the increase in donors, volunteers, readers and community support was largely attributable to
external factors (the major protests), the new ways in which the organisation engaged its primary
constituents helped it to retain a large proportion of its new audience. Moreover, it was able to
generate not just interest but also trust, which has been manifest in increased donations as well as
financial and promotional support from several wider community entities.
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CASE STUDY 2
A child rights organisation uses educational theatre to connect with
children and families
ORGANISATION PROFILE
A relatively small-sized organisation focused on child rights and the prevention of violence against children. They have
been operating for over 20 years, providing direct services to their primary constituents - children and families in
vulnerable communities - running education centres and parent education, but they also advocate and campaign for
child rights and related policy changes.
They do not shy away from topics which are contentious in their target communities, such as gender-based violence and
violence against children within families. The country in which they operate is classified as having “Obstructed” civic
space by the CIVICUS Monitor. They have a higher reliance on public authorities, particularly at the local level, because
they need to maintain good relationships with schools in order to work with children and their families.

ACCOUNTABILITY PRACTICE
They focused their work in
one community, to test the
new accountability
mechanism before scaling it

They started implementing the new accountability mechanisms in only one of the
many communities in which they work. The plan was to test the main mechanism - a
new Institutional Accountability Policy (PIRC) - in one community and then to use it
as an institutionalised model of accountability practice across all communities.

The main accountability
mechanism was chosen to
appeal to children and their
families

Because their main group of primary constituents are children, the organisation
chose to involve children and parents in the design of the accountability mechanism
using theatrical education. They also worked with teachers and involved children and
families in designing and staging theatre performances for the wider community.
By using theatre as a way to communicate, they were able to reach groups of
primary constituents that would have been harder to connect with using written and
online communication, with their Resilient Roots focal point reporting: “In the
communities with contexts of extreme poverty, and that are geographically complex
for the logistics of a theatrical staging, it is all challenging, but at the same time
gratifying because it allows us to democratise art.”

They placed a significant
focus on closing the
feedback loop from the
beginning

Their methodology of working with the community was designed to close the
feedback loop at the beginning of each next step. They used playful methods to close
the loop for children, while for the larger community not attending all meetings, they
used newsletters.
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The new accountability
mechanisms are becoming
an institutionalised practice

The PIRC was designed together with children and families from one community in
order to become an institutional model applicable in all communities. By the time
the project ended, the mechanism had already been strongly internalised across
other organisational projects and communities they worked in, and they were
planning to dedicate more resources to further institutionalise the practice.

They consistently used the
feedback obtained from
primary constituents to
inform changes

The activities with children and families were adapted from one stage to the next
based on inputs from the participants. Stories from the communities were used to
create theatrical performances for those communities and others.

Staff were involved in
designing the new
accountability practices,
shared learnings, and
reflected on internal
accountability

They held three workshops for their team, not just the staff working on the Resilient
Roots project but others as well. During these workshops, they collected staff
opinions about the accountability practices. They also reflected on how they work
together and how they provide feedback to each other.

EFFECTS OF ACCOUNTABILITY OBSERVED
Primary constituents who
participated in the
accountability mechanisms
increased their trust in the
organisation

The organisation has noticed that fathers, mothers and teachers who were part of the
project further “legitimise [the organisation’s] presence and the relationship becomes
more dynamic.” They think that the choice of teaching through theatre has allowed
them to reach a broader audience and “strengthen bonds of trust and facilitated
social learning that will be useful for all participants throughout their lives.”
Even though the organisation saw good results in the community in which it tested its
main accountability mechanism, this outcome was not evident in the overall endline
primary constituent accountability survey results, where they obtained lower scores
than at the baseline. Their samples at baseline and endline were almost identical, so
this result suggests that some of the people surveyed the first time, who were then
not engaged in the accountability activities but surveyed again one year later, gave
lower scores the second time around. This has practical implications for the
organisation in terms of the need to scale its accountability work from one community
to its others - and how to do so - in order to see more positive feedback from primary
constituents across the board.

Improved communication
to primary constituents
and wider audiences

The organisation has incorporated its improved primary constituent accountability
approaches into its wider discourse, both within the organisation and towards the
other actors it interacts with, including donors, public institutions and networks.

Organisational structure is
shifting towards more
accountability and
participatory governance

The first change they observed was “establishing the difference between transparency
and accountability at the institutional level,” and as a result they are consciously
trying not only to give account to constituents, but also to listen actively, close the
feedback loop and open themselves up to being held to account by constituents.
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By creating an Institutional Accountability Committee which includes a representative
from each of the areas they work in, they made sure that accountability practices
were distributed horizontally across the organisation.

Changes in team mindset
and attitudes

The sharing of learnings from the Resilient Roots project within the larger team and
the involvement of most of the team in the new accountability practices has
influenced how staff approach their constituents in most activities, sometimes
without explicitly using the term “accountability”.

Manifest and structured
public support

By using a creative accountability mechanism involving theatre, they were able to
bring many different sections of the community (children, adolescents, parents,
authorities, etc) closer to their work and in a more sustained way. As a result, the
organisation felt they had garnered more trust and credibility “making the
organisation more resilient by having a solid community base that allows it to face the
adversities of their context.”

TOWARDS MORE RESILIENCE
Connectedness to primary
constituents and the wider
community

The recognition they receive from the wider community, parents and teachers, as a
result of the project’s accountability work produces an important effect for the
organisation because their relationship with school principals is one of their main
concerns.
In evaluating the results of the project, the organisation has specifically made reference
to how the community’s appreciation of the accountability mechanisms - as a result of
participating in them - has generated further legitimacy for the organisation's presence.
This was not an easy gain given the sensitive topics they approach but was helped a lot
by their choice of method: for instance, the theatre performances with children made
gender-based violence an easier topic to discuss with community members.

Networks and partnerships The results of the accountability work within the project have positively influenced
the organisation’s relationship with donors, particularly European ones. One
European institutional donor asked the organisation to share its accountability
experience via the institution’s communication channels.
As criticism of the government can have negative repercussions at the local level, the
organisation participates in networks with other CSOs to share responsibility of
engaging in dialogue with the authorities.

Capacity to communicate
with clarity and creativity

A significant threat to their work is that in some conservative communities topics such
as gender-based violence and girls’ rights are very controversial and can result in them
being unable to carry out activities. The methods they used in this project have
allowed them to communicate on these topics by using artistic expression in ways
that resonate more across the community.
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Although they have not experienced significant new threats during the project’s timeframe, the
organisation feels more confident in its resilience primarily because of the new and meaningful ways in
which it has been able to connect with the community, including - but not limited to – its primary
constituents. The Resilient Roots project focal point emphasised this by saying:
“Faced with civic space threats that may arise, we can respond with greater security since our target
population feels more part of our organisation. Although we have not yet been able to verify it because
there have been no significant threats experienced during the pilot project period, we feel more
empowered to be able to face them if they arise.”
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