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ABSTRACT 

The value of productive collaboration for buildin r healthy, cohesive communities has long 
been clear to leaders of nonprofit ial Sl.' t r r )ani zations. The challenges that society faces 
cannot be met, nor ar th · bJ 11 u; )( nny one organization fully realized by any one 
organization and colltbor 11i m "ith ( thcr in ·titutions is imperative. This study sought to 

tahllshmcnt of collaborative arrangements undertaken by 
inlcmalion·tl hu111111it 1 iun r anization dealing with Refugees in Kenya as well as to examine 
lhl.: dT~.:t:tiv ·n · · · 1r th ir lla rative arrangements. 

The rc ·~.:arch de 1gn adopted for the study was a descriptive survey. The survey design 
enabled the re earcher to collect data from a broad range of population members, which 
wa de ired for comparative purposes. The population of the study consisted of 
international humanitarian organizations dealing with refugees in Kenya. All the 37 listed 
international humanitarian organizations in the 2005 IOM mailing list (as per Appendix I) 
and which were participating in Refugee operations were studied. A census survey was 
conducted. This " as justified by the fact that the population of study was rather small, 
besides being accessible to the researcher. Primary data was collected using a semi­

structured questionnaire. 

Results indicate that collaborati e arrangements bet\' een international humanitarian 
organizations dealing with Refugees in Kenya exi t and nom1ally take the fom1 of 
alliance • network a well as JOint arrangements for the implementation of projc ts. The 
rrangem nt rc normally seal d through legal arrangcm nt 111\' lving thc ignin' f 

m m randum of under tanding whil ther arc don ba cd on mutual tru t. 'I h~; tud • 

furth r r v al th t the e arrangcm nt arc fi r und naking p ific pr ~l: t whil 
nt . ·y h arr n m nt \ uld n nnall · \ 

up n c rnpl f th b in r if rc.:quir d ti\' 

m h 
n II th 
n, m nt h 11 ti rd t int im1l m ll u n 



outside the country, sharing of information as well as sharing of resources. Among the 

challenges facing the respectiYe organizati n a a result of the collaboration were the 
much time required to manag th llab r. tiY ammgcmcnts as well as delay by some 
of the parties in meeting th ir p 11 f th~.- bar 1nin. llowcvcr organizations had taken steps 

to mitigate the em t of thi h • h.l\ Ill 1 on ultativc meeting and regular reports and 

(the co llaborative arrangements can be singled 

out as op ·ratttt · 111 imilu h tt n , knowledge of partner's operations as well as long 
cstabli ·lun 'It( )I th · II~ r ti n . To 1mprovc on the current state of affairs there is 
need r)r 1rgani ati n · l be pen when signing the agreements as well as weighing their 

purtmr t a -c~;:rtain that the possessed the resources and capabilities required as input in 

a collab rati\ e undertaking. In addition, there is need for organizations to learn from 
partner in order to build internal resources. 



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

Across the world, leader of 

exceeding their lim1t 

their participant . 'I h 

rg ni ati ::ms 111 r a ingly recogmze the necessity of 

l in • p.lr1nL't ship · that thrive on the shared strengths of 

ht 11 ollahorations for building healthy, cohesive 

communiti s has I >II· h 11 I .tr tc leaders of nonprofit social sector organizations. 

Neither th · <:It Ill ·n • · thut faces cannot be met, nor the objectives of any one 

organization C'lll b full) tcali cd by any one organization. Effective collaboration with 

other nonpr 1lit in tituti n . go emment agencies and profit making business is 

imperattv . 

On the global cene, continued civil strife, violation ofhuman rights and natural disasters 

continue to be the main reason behind displacement. As long as governments and the 

international community does not adequately deal with the issue of internally displaced 

persons (IDPs), the numbers of Refugees will continue to escalate as more IDPs cross 

their national boundaries in search of shelter. A Refugee is a person seeking asylum in a 

foreign country and is normally driven by such push factors as persecution, war, 

terrorism and natural disasters. The United ations High Commision for Refugees 

(UNHCR) was formed 111 1951 and charged with the mandate of taking care of the 

Refugees ' interests. nder this convention, a signatory nation must grant asylum to 

Refugees and therefore can not forcifully return them to their home countries. 

Int mational humanitarian en ts hav b n witne cd in ma 

fgh ni tan due to ci\·il war-. lo r h me, Kenya i helt r t R fu g 

D m ratic R public of ongo nd g, nda. · vi rtue 

int m tion lly r niz~.:d b rd R fu ' ar n t only the 

but of th I communiti 

th r 

hun n r niz ti n h I itt! ntl th int m I p 

I mhia and 

mali a. 

tht.: 

nat 

n 



independent states that contribute to the civil unrests, their mandate towards contributing 

to the quality of life amongst the Refug mmunity remains paramount. These 

humanitarian organizations hav to mo t ost-cffcctive methods of delivering 

their services and managing th r ivl:d from donors, one of which would be 

through establishing collab 1 uh , t1.lk 1i ~amongst themselves. 

d for collaboration amongst the international players in 

addrcssin • tltl· pli ·Itt lf 1 111 ' hich has become a crisis in many nations. That it was 

time to us · th f a network of organizations to pull together and provide 

colu:n:nt and c m rehen i' e assistance to Refugees through the 'cluster approach'. The 

clu ter appr ach focuse on assigning lead roles to individual agencies in different sectors 

uch a camp management, \i ater, sanitation and shelter in order to provide a more 

effective response to a humanitarian crisis. 

In Kenya both the government and the private sector have failed to provide quality life to 

the citizens and it will be way long before the Refugees are considered, thus the need to 

address the activities of international humanitarian organizations whose operations are 

predominant in this sector. Wheel en and Hunger ( 1995) recognized the importance of the 

non-profit making sector, under which these humanitarian organizations fall to the 

world's economy, and to the implementation of public policies. This is due to the 

society's desire for certain services that Government institutions are unable to pro ide, 

e pecially due to financial constraints. Amu1yoto (2004) noted that international 

humanitarian organizations are a preferred choice for donor funding ov r th c " ith a 

nation 1 outl ok and arc therefore not ubj ct d to th r ugh crutin in re >ard t their 

p t p rfi nn nc . 

hi tud • t k bi tow rd 

hum nit 

th 

It] tl If 

lllll 111 und rt;: ken b , intcm ti n:11 

h l tim 

ti 

mmunit 



divert the funding otherwise meant for these institutions to such emergency zones. The 

Refugee question can no longer be ignored a go 

the ability to provide the quahty h[i th t R fu :l 

1.1.1 ollaborativ tr t ~it' 

rnmcnts and private firms do not have 

n~,;cd on a Iong-te1m basis. 

According t Killin, (I ) . 111 111 in joint ventures and other forms of strategic 

alliunc H<:t ) • 111ti 111 t1 \ ere a triking feature in the development of 

int rnatiotnl bu ·tn · in th pr cding one and half decades . International collaboration 

had bl:l:n wtln .. ·d in aim t all industries including automobile, information 

technology. phJnnaceutical and aeroscope. In exammmg the developments in the 

volution of trateg1c management, Grant (1998) noted that key developments in the area 

f competition and competiti e advantage to include the role of knowledge within the 

firm in cooperative strategies particularly strategic alliances and inter firm networks. 

Jauch and Glueck (1998) define strategy as "a unified, comprehensive and integrated plan 

that relates the strategic advantages of a firm to the challenges of the environment. It is 

designed to ensure that the basic objectives of the enterprise are achieved through proper 

execution by the organization". Basically, the essence of a strategy is to enable a firm to 

achie e a long-term sustainable advantage over its competitors in e ery business it 

operates in (Banerjee, 1999; Johnson & Scholes, 2002). Collaboration as a strategy is 

supposed to pool the resources of different firms to attain this ad an tag b th collecti ely 

and individually. 

ollab rati\ c trategic arc c p rativ arrang m nt b tw n any t.,: r m rc ntiti 

for mutu I benefit b · nd tho an r c uld r aliz al n 

• ch fim1 commit to 

m ludin cu t rn 

1m nt 

. I imt 

lllJ tit 

l1 h 

nd ha\ 

ith u 

in tituti n 



According to Thomson and Strickland (1998) alliances are cooperative arrangements 

between companies with an aim of achi nng competitive advantage in ways that 

otherwise are beyond a company' rea h. u h operative arrangements can involve 

joint research efforts, techno! h, nn \ jt int u, 1,; of production facilities, marketing of 

each other's product or J tnm • f r . tn 1h manufacturing or assembling of each 

other' products. Port ·r (I )\) u c. th t rm c ali lion, which involves coordinating, or 

baring va)ut,; dt•tin · " ith titi n partner in order to broaden the scope of the fim1's 

chnin. 

Kay (199_) n ted an increase in collaborative strategies especially among firms with an 

inlemali nal outlook for two main reasons namely the sharing of capabilities which one 

fim1 ha over the other, and secondly for mutually beneficial outcome where each partner 

has skills or information useful to the other. Johnson and Scholes (2002) concur with the 

increase of collaborative strategies, which they refer to as joint developments. This 

increasing popularity is because organizations cannot always cope with increasingly 

complex en ironments such as globalization on their own individual entities. The 

complexity of collaboration strategies varies from two-partner alliances created to co­

produce a product to one with multiple partners created to provide complex products and 

solutions. 

According to Gatewood et al. (1994) collaborative arrangements are meant to reduce 

costs through economies of scale or increased knowledge, incrca c accc to nc-.: 

technology mhibtt competition, enter new markets, reduce cycl time, tmpr ve r earch 

and developm nt efforts and improve qualit '. 

1.1.2 1 ballot rnati nal Humanitarian rganizati n D aling '"ith R fug 

'Jh m n' h 'p pi cro int m tiona! r o nizc.:d b n.l r and k pr tc.: tion 

numl 

Ill . 
Ill 

m li R nd Ill 



newly independent states (NIS) of the forn1er Soviet Union among them Chechnya, 

Azerbaijan, Amlenia and Georgia. Th re i no precise figure regarding the current 

number of global Refugees- \\h r a th tiona! cographic News records 35 million 

as of June 2003, the UNH R r rd .• ltkdinm) trl;nd of20.8 million in 2005. 

International humanit ui tn r l.t\1.t d aling with Refugees are involved in the areas of 

r li ef, devel )Jill ·ut. ·ttlcmcnt, religion and advocacy of human rights. The 

prcoccupnlt n 1f II 'R i r fugcc repatriation. Once Refugees are repatriated to their 

commumti · · r ngm. H R under its mandate, is discharged of further 

rc pon ·ibilit ' H "e'er. m the absence of sustainable reintegration programmes, 

repatriati n of Refugees can become a source of internal instability and which in tum 

could lead to violent confrontation, and this could be potential for another civil war and 

the c cle ' ould again repeat itself. In this regard, McCall (1995) noted that short-tem1 

relief and rehabilitation responses by international humanitarian players do not reflect 

any strategic analysis or planning and that there was more required in addressing the 

Refugee question. 

The increased scale and widespread media coverage of humanitarian crisis has led to the 

proliferation of new often small agencies, which set themselves to concentrate on one 

part of the globe or areas which seemed strategic for such agencies such as" as" itnes ed 

in former- Yugosla ia and on the R" anda/Zaire border. Problems caused by proliferation 

include difficulties in tracking and coordinating agency acti itie , cone m ab ut 

tandards ofservtce and overprovision in particular ector ( tockton, 1995). h en 1 111 

the hom of frica in the mid-19 0 changed th way \ r p nd d t 

uch di t nt v nt uch aid wa I d thr ugh r gnii'cd g v rnm~.:nt , 

but ,,. d toward , n gr und o flicicnc · nd ncutralit ·. 



agencies were seen to be driven by the pursuit of resources. With declining resources for 

development and sizeable resources devot d to omplex emergences, agencies were seen 

to be packaging programmes in ord r t ptur humanitarian relief dollars. Furthermore 

many of the new agencies neith r h d th~.: . p ril;l1 c nor the high professional standards 

essential in dealing wtth mt m,111 1UI humanitarian work. The donor community 

therefore saw the m I t th mandates of the institutions involved in 

humanitarian work )u • ll th r' ·ult of these deliberations was the rise in collaboration 

between intl'ttl tlt mal and the United Nation bodies. In some cases as in Sudan 
' 

where the appr val [ humanitarian assistance and repatriation programmes had to be 

end t"cd b th main "arring parties (that is the Government and the Sudanese People 

Liberati n MoYement). Operation Lifeline Sudan (OLS) saw no other way than 

collaborating with the major international bodies to make an impact. Collaboration efforts 

bet\ een the United ations, international and local NGOs were also seen in Rwanda 

follm: ing the country's crisis - only after the loss of many lives during which these 

humanitarian bodies were accused of failing in their response strategies (Dualeh, 1995). 

Since the 1991-1994 Somalia operations and the 1994-1995 Rwanda operations, the 

international humanitarian system has significantly increased the evaluation of its 

activities. The need for improved coordination and coherence among the players is now 

more\ idely recognized. 

1.1.3 International Humanitarian Organization Dealing with Refugee in Kenya 

International humanitarian organizations dealing \ ith Refugees in Kenya include non-

governmental organizations ( GOs), inter-go ernmental organizati ns (I , bilateral 

and multilateral agencte . uch mstitut10ns have th charact ri tic f ing 11 n-pr fit 

making, receive th tr funding from government tru t , multi-! t rat dcvd pm~.:nt 

enci nit d ' tio11s agcn i . and ar 11 t n.: ·trictcd to p rating" ithin 

th K ny n bo rd rs. ftt makin, 

ch that th p r n their 

. ' th c ith p but n the imp t ( th 

n il I b th int ith lh 



Government and local institutions such as schools, churches and community-based 

organizations in order to gamer support and a ptability of their projects. 

These organizations are located m ntr bi . nd at the two main Refugee camps, Dadaab 

and Kakuma, which ar hom omalia and Sudan, and a minor 

population from 'on •o, l utun li. httt a and Uganda. The agencies also extend their 

operations to the n i ·hb ltin • untric of omalia, Tanzania and Sudan. Among the 

programmL'S th ·tt th · · 1 ·ani ati n are mvolvcd in include facilitating the safe return of 

Rcfugc~..:s to th ·it lm itual re idence, resettlement and repatriation, promotion of public 

uwarene"' n Refuge 1 ue . provision ofbasic services in the temporary residents of the 

Refugee including registration, provision of food, shelter and education, camp 

management. provision of health services, and defining essential protection and care 

principles for Refugees in accordance with international standards. 

The 2005 UNHCR World report records a total of 251,000 refugees registered and 

residing at the Kenyan camps (Dadaab, Kakuma) and Nairobi in that year. This figure 

could be higher judging from the fact that there several persons residing in the country 

\ ithout official registration The International Organization for Migration (10M) 2005 

mailing list had a record of 37 registered international humanitarian organizations, and 

\ hich \ ere participating in Refugee operations. 

Due to the international outlook of these organizations, their human rc ourccs is not 

re tricted to the local nationals, and in some the composition of th top m nag m nt j 

influenced by the major donor . Thi ha a two-fold ef{; ct on the f 

the organization . n the p itiv id . the global . ·p nenc hr ught by th p 

n bk them t pply th ir e ·p rti in the I I c it is 

uch p r nne I ha' c Jon 

th t 

. h i 

th h 

r 

,tc mana mcnt 

m I th t th mli b 



some of the developed countries for politically motivated reasons, a factor that makes it 

difficult for international agencies to rest th innu, of the Somali Refugees into the 

country (Kenya), even as a igmfi nt numb r i resettled to other nations. This 

interference was noted by Ban rg 

profit organizations (NFP). 1 h,H nun 

) hi! addres ing the management of not for 

I• Ps an.: subject to a great deal of external 

interference and ·u · l·p ·nd nt l\1\ undin '• li L:nsing on other powerful external groups; 

and there fort: lit· r )l · )r th • h ·a I f the organization as a liaison officer may result into 

c nflicls with lh · 11 • ·u l lea c the ponsors and leading centralized decision making, 

and u h d ·1\;:n ''" , nll alization " ould lead to poor quality decisions and conflicts with 

profc ·sional· w rk.mg in the orgamzation. 

The complexity of the en ironment in which these international agencies operate in is 

aggra ated b global acti ities which often influence the level of funding. In the past two 

years, the number of natural disasters globally in the form of floods, tsunamis and 

earthquakes and " hich required the response of the international community saw many 

funds being diverted to these areas; and thus international humanitarian organizations 

operating in Kenya had to adju t their budgets accordingly. Worse still, the 1998 

bombing of the United States of America (USA) embassies in Nairobi and Tanzania that 

was linked to extreme Islamic groups slowed down the resettlement process of many 

Refugees of Somali origin, most of whom were being resettled in the U A. 

Internal challenges ha e also affected the " ork of assisting refugees " ithin the country. 

Heavy rainfall such as \Vas the case m 1997 caused the Tana Rt\cr to bur t it ank and 

this cut off acce s to the ortheastern adaab camp. I he incid nc~.; 

particularly in Dadaab, e calat d afler the infamou 7 l-1 ino rain , with malaria and 

chol ra b ing quite pn.:val nt. The ccurit · cone rn ad ab and Kakuma i n 

urc of cone m with bandit n t only atta kin th~.; R fu c but al th om·o . 

trun p rtin r li f upplie . In ldition. nutrition in th c.mp h 

m~ It th r for imp th th t int m ti 11 hum nit r:i 11 

r, 11 t l 

Ill in th num r f inK 11 ult lllJ 



for these organizations to find effective management methods due to reduced financial 

resources and the high competition of dimini hing r sources. The players can no longer 

comfortably sit back and enjoy the hi t ri fundinlT that asily came by, but now have to 

not only think strategically but tr::tn."lnk their in ights into effective strategies. 

According to Bryson (199 ). 111 strakgy hould be technically workable and 

politically ace ptabl · to k · st,\k held •r and it must fit the organization 's philosophy 

and core values: 111 1 luiti 11 l b ing ethical, moral and legal and should further the 

organi:ration'. pur ·uil r the mm n good. 

ollnboration among Humanitarian Organizations in Kenya 

Onl a few tudie ha\ e been carried out on the humanitarian sector and most focus on 

general strategic management and are biased towards national NGOs. Ndiao (2001) 

observed that 70 percent of the organizations studied were familiar with the concept of 

strategic choice in the management process. The study found out that management 

hea ily influenced the strategic choice of organizations, and that a majority viewed 

networking to be important. However majority of his respondents were national NGOs in 

the relief and development operations and only 17 percent of the respondents were 

international organizations. 

In his study on strategic development practices, Warsame (2002) found that majority of 

the GOs in the relief and development sector did not understand n r did they attempt to 

respond to the question as to v hat they regarded as the sources of coop rati\ e or 

collaborative advantage and the benefits of possibl collaboration nly thr rc p nd d. 

The key ucce s factor in this indu try, he noted, includ d n impact 11 targ 1 

beneficiarie : id ntification of cietie · n ds; working rclati n hip with th~.: targ 1 

communiti : efficiency and con i tency in rvic d li\'er : pcrfonn. nc . c p rti and 

abiliti · e ibilit · to donor : cr~.:dibilit ' nd po iti\' rcputati n am n, don r and 

n d· nd n: our e . 

In tud • n th impl m nt ti 

, d th t Ill ~ ri t , th Ill J ti m nt n I 



applied most of the key principles required to ensure organizational success and growth. 

The study was however restricted to oraanizations listed in the National NGO 

Coordination Board. 

Kamanu (2005) found out thai m lJ nt f N ' were moving towards partnerships 

which implied a m dJUm t rm 1 1.\IH 11 . hrp, with both parties contributing resources and 

cxpcrti e. Th • tud r) ·u d n fl ur groups of alliances between the NGOs and the 

private ·~c tor : w•tlt 'cmmcnt; with community-based organizations and with 

fellow N , ·. 'I h · ·tud) tabh hed the following as some of the reasons that led to the 

[! rmalion r alliance : ad ocacy, sharing resources and competences, joint 

implementation of proJects, sharing information. However the study was restricted to 

NGOs with a national outlook and did not consider other intergovernmental organizations 

and multilateral institutions. 

1.2 The Research Problem 

En ironment and development practitioners are interested in identifying methods, 

institutional arrangements and policy environments that promote negotiations among 

natural resource stakeholders leading to collective action. Yet the implications of these 

negotiations especially for the humanitarian organizations dealing with Refugees and 

disadvantaged groups are seldom critically examined. 

Literature on strategic management in the de eloping" orld is scanty and till ol rng a 

most of it focuses on the developed " orld and more so on the corporate firms . Along th 

relief and development GOs, previous studies have focu ed on trategic ch ic and 

manag ment practtce (. 'd1ao, 20 · War ame, 2 2). Kamanu _ 5) curTi d ut a 

re carch on the tratcg1c alii nccs am ng th d v I in Kenya that uddr s c..:d 

th llian c b tw ~n th 1' ~ and th pri,·all: ' vcmmcnt and mnnmit , 

b or niz ti n . mulyoto (2 

m n lin '' ith rc u 



Little is known about the specific strategies that the international humanitarian 

organizations in the Refugee sector in Ken a adopt amongst themselves and hence a 

significant gap exists in our kno\\ 1 dg • "hi h thi tudy tried to bridge. Furthennore, as 

noted by Anthony and Young (1 ollaborations arc formed and often break 

up either along the way r at 1 tm k rt:1kin 1 on~.; event. This is possible because the 

partners realize tt does 11 lt h •It th m (( 10 111t0 co llaborative arrangements at all. For this 

rca, on, thi s tud l.' uuin d "h th collaborations are formed and their level of 

ffcctivtlll'S ·. 

1.3 The Re ·earch b · cti e 

The main bjectiYe of the study was to establish the rationale behind collaborative 

arrangement among international humanitarian organizations dealing with Refugees in 

Ken a and their effecti eness. The specific objectives of the study were: 

i) Establish the reasons behind the collaborative measures undertaken by the 

international humanitarian organizations dealing with Refugees in Kenya. 

ii) To determine the effectiveness of their collaborative arrangements. 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

The findings of this study will be important to a number of interest groups. First, 

international humanitarian organizations can use it to revie-. and impro e on the 

collaboration strategies amongst themselves. uch agencies" ill be able to id ntify area 

where collaborative arrangements can yield more gains to their operation . 

ccondly, it i c. p ctcd that the stud will b of imp rtanc to th g mmcnt in general 

nd to th 1ini tr · of Immigr tion and R gi tr tion 

in\ olved \\ ith R u 

to train th 

ill infl 

llab r. tiv 
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Thirdly, it is hoped that the study will be of great use to national NGOs, not necessarily 

restricted to the Refugee sector in under tanding the benefits of collaboration and 

eventually identify areas where th ) n p rat for greater success. At a time when 

donor funding for projects 1 ' r m~ diti , in titutions have to more and more· cut 

Finally, it is · ·p · ·t J th 11 th r ar h findings will be of importance to individuals, 

persons und s ·It )I· r · "h ha' an intcre tin similar studies in the future. 

1.5 cope ofthe tud~ 

The stud wa limited to mtemational humanitarian that focus on Refugee activities. 

Wherea the e institutions have offices locally, their mandate and functions are not 

nationall restricted and often extend beyond the boarders. Due to their international 

outlook, these agencies may or may not be headquartered in Kenya. 



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Collaborative Arrangement and their Forms 

The term collaborate impli th " r~mn t •ll.:fh 'r to achieve a common cause, and is 

often interchanged w1th th l m1 lf.lll '' :lilian l: . The latter is a widely used but loosely 

defined term that n omp 1 ,, "i I ran 1c of collaborative business activities. Strategic 

alliance may tak · utv llllfll r of forms, including minority equity investments, 

c elusive suppl 111 arH! mcnt . j int research and development, joint production, joint 

purchasing. and j inl marketing through co-promotion, co-branding and other similar 

arrangl!ml!nt . at " d et al. 1994) define strategic alliance broadly as including any 

form of inter-firm cooperati e arrangement beyond contracts completed in the ordinary 

cour e of bu iness. Strategic alliances, according to Thompson and Strickland (1998) are 

cooperative arrangements between firms that go beyond normal company to company 

dealings but that fall short of merger or full partnership and ownership ties . Such 

partnerships in olve the combination of resources, capabilities and core competences to 

pursue mutual interests to develop, manufacture or distribute goods and services. Other 

forms of alliances exist in the form of equity and non-equity strategic alliances, the 

difference of which is in the equity distribution. However they are defined, what strategic 

alliances all have in common is their goal: enabling the parties to use their 

complementary resources effectively to pursue strategic objectives. 

Johnson and choles (2002) record three mam forms of collaborati c arrangcm nt , 

which they refer to as cooperative development, namely joint cntur , con rtia and 

network ; while other fom1s include opportuni tic allianc , lie n ing, ubc ntr cting and 

c -pr duction. JOmt venture i n agr m nt b · which two c mpani pc.:ratc t d 

bu in r mainin ind pl.:ndent in their tatu · t founding an thcr that th • wn and 

mainly recommend join ventur th t it upp rt qui k 

ntu n 

t, in p rtn m 

it lh nl tf1r 
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Networking involves two or several organizations working together in collaboration 

through mutual trust, yet without any fonnal r lationships. This is what Wheelen and 

Hunger (1995) refer to as int r rganiznti n. I linking which involves developing 

cooperative ties with other rg mzatit ns. A onsortium is when two or more 

organizations come tog th 1 m n :l p:1rti ular venture or project. 

2.2 Rcnson: nud n ·n ·fit uf ollal oration 

The llHIIHt 'L'Intnt lit ·r tu1 c plain the growing popularity of collaboration as a response 

to lht: £fi;U( '!' 11 ' ·d f I perati n to keep pace with increasingly complex technologies 

and global market . rm -length dealings and open market transactions are often 

in ufiicient t en e the needs of firms trying to stay competitive. According to Johnson 

and chole (-00-) organizations form alliances when they cannot cope with the ever 

increasing! complex en ironment from internal resources and competences. 

The globalization trend and the need for firms to compete in a global economy require a 

much larger scale and scope of operations. In addition, in many national markets, the 

presence of well-entrenched local firms, different cost structures, local customs and 

preferences, and restrictive national laws make it difficult for foreign finns to compete 

successfully. Strategic alliances provide a way to achieve the scale and scope necessary 

to compete globally and to overcome the many obstacles to global expansion. 

Porter ( 19 ) notes that an increasing pre alent method to approaching th mor 

ambitious strategies in global mdustrics is transnational coalition 01 c p rntiv 

arrangement between firms in the indu try of di er nt hom countri . Tht.: n d t et 

up global operation and reduce the ri k a ciat d ' ith new vcntur , ha 1 d t th 

tom1ation of many collab ration amc '. lu k 19 

'I h m n • trickl nd 19 ; John on · blc to 

collab ration llo finn t llll th 
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Collaboration between firms is also driven b the need to achieve economies of scale and 

increase their scope of operations. Mor g n rall , in more and more industries, the scale 

and scope of the optimal-sized fim1 b expanding dramatically due to 

technological change. Again, tr t pro idl; a means of competing on a much 

larger scale through a nctw rk I tnn. (l ar., 1991; Barney, 1996; Johnson & Scholes, 

2002). Opportunitt f<.H •r )\\ th .IH Jl • nt d through collaboration. Through the tying 

of one' pwuuct ((l 111 Hh ., tun· di trihution, or one's research and development skills 

to a partner's pr 1 iu ·ti 111 ill . a finn is able to expand its business more quickly and 

cheaply tlnn t y 1th ·r mean . llies can direct combined competitive energies into 

building c mp ttln e advantage and defeating mutual rivals. Coalitions in addition, allow 

competit r t team up to surmount the difficulties of implementing a global strategy in 

uch areas a technolog and market access. 

Another dri ing force to collaboration is the need for specialization. While collaboration 

enhances the increase of economies of scale and scope and individual markets increase 
' 

there is increased consciousness of the diseconomies of a large firm trying to do 

everything on its own. The current business school mantra is to concentrate on one's core 

competencies. This imperative drives firms to outsource everything else and to form 

strategic alliances \ ith the firms on whom they then become dependent for strategically 

important functions. 

Complexity of business operations and the need to share complementary competence 

often acts as a mottvatmg factor for collaboration. Many key technologic have gr \ n 

com pie.· that few if any companie can ma ter them all, p cially c n idcring th ri k 

im olv d. Thi driv fim1s to look for partn r wh can provide the . pcrti c the 

th m lv 

r niz 
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Collaborative arrangements allow for risk sharing. A joint move with an international 

company for example helps a firm shar th o ts associated with the venture, offset its 

market exposure and allow for the joint e"ploitnti n of new opportunities. 

In technology-driven mark L. n 1\\' rk df~.: ts makL: it riticalthat a firm capture the first 

mover advantag . o that il Ol1lL: th(; industry standard. Alliances between 

n w lcchnolog rum tnl tulli h d manufacturers arc often used as a way to get off 

the larlulg bl) ·I.. 11111 1\t in rdcr to capture these network effects. Collaboration 

allows a gr ·tt ., r • · n the partnering firms. By allowing a firm to focus on its 

core ·tn:ngth ·. c lla ration provide the ability to respond more quickly to change and 

pp rtunit '· 

At times, business environments demand leave collaboration as the only option for firms. 

·where go emments adopt protectionism policies for their internal industries, or insist on 

certain percentages of local ownership, then collaborating would be the only way of 

access either through joint ventures, or licensing (Byars, 1991 ). The formation of trade 

agreements such as World Trade Organization (WTO) and North America Free Trade 

Area AFTA) has facilitated an increased collaboration ventures as firms pursue foreign 

investments. Among the not-for-profit organizations, Bowman and Asch (1987) noted 

that the turbulence and complexity of the environment led to an increa e in inter­

organizational relationships. Geographical proximity and the level of av arcne of the 

other organization's operations facilitated the need for such interaction. 

2.3 ondition for the ucc of ollaborati n Arrang rn nt 

1anaging a collaboration t n urc that it achicv th r ult target d n.:quin.: that the 

parti invoh d be.: c mmittcd to it. Ace rding t Jarill 199 . thi n.:quir that th 

colla ti n mak on mic lly in that it b an em c nlin tin 1 th~.: 

nd th t th finn tartin 1 it b 

ith p. rtn 

m . J hn n I" rd tna t p th t im n nt 



ingredient of success and a major failure if absent, and give two forms of trust. The 

competence-based trust which is based on the fa t that the other partner has the resources 

and competences to fulfill their part of th 11 borati n, and character-based trust where 

the partners trust each other' m tt 

integrity and consistcn y f b h, '1 \lt 

advances a the appropn tl ili1 f th 

collaboration~. 

ompntiblc in terms of attitude, honesty, 

mp ten c-hased trust i.s what Grant (1998) 

ntrihutions or the partners involved in the 

The strut ·gic tnt nl r the partner greatly influences how much the individual members 

benefit tmd ultimatel) determine the continuity of the collaboration. As such it is 

important to choo e the right partner (Byars, 1991; Grant 1998). The Japanese 

collab rations with \ estern firms have always been criticized, as having not benefited 

the other nations as the Japanese did so with the intent of global dominance. Eventually 

the\) esterners who had entered the collaborations with the aim of giving up production 

to the Japanese due to their efficient production techniques felt short changed. 

While commencing a collaborative venture, it is important to outline the goals of the 

collaboration and what is expected to be achieved. This involves setting up performance 

goals that the partnerships are expected to achieve, and managing the relationship to 

ensure that a firm is deriving the maximum of learning from the collaboration. This is 

' hat Grant (1998) refers to as the recepti ity of the company entering the collaboration. 

That a firm should be receptive in terms of its ability to identify' hat it \\ant from the 

partner and to acqUire the skJ!Is nece sary to adapt and learn from the collab rati n. 

ccording to Jauch and Glueck 19 ) some of the crucial de i ion that h uld b taken 

into account in the fom1ing of collab ration uch a joint v nture include hare f 

contr I nd voting tr ngth, th har of O\\ n r hip. har of reward nd the choi f 

p rtn }\ trat IC coli. b r, ti n i Iik ly to b~.: mit ul ch I ·u tn 
. 
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According to Byars (1991) a key consideration in fom1ing collaboration and which 

eventually contributes to its success is top management support in addition to the parties 

involved being interested m having th f management necessary to ensure its 

success. This is important smc 11. b rat it ns r quire wide range of relationships to be 

built and sustained. Thi vt w t:- :-h.u d by Thom on and Strickland (1998) who 

emphasized that a k p ·rativ alliances and partnerships is effectively 

managing the r ·lnta>n. hi1 

tr·ik ing tit· dtal. 

a turing potential gain in resource capability, not just in 

ln th~ 7- · r r trategic collaboratiOns, Austin (2000) summarized the guidelines as 

estubli bing a c nnection based purpose that engages people; a clarity of purpose; 

en uring the ntis ion· s strategy and values of the collaborating partners are congruent; 

de eloping a partnership that creates value for both parties; developing and maintaining 

effective communication between the parties involved; viewing the alliance as a dynamic 

relationship invol ing a process of continuous learning; and basing the partnership on a 

long-term commitment involving deep relationship. 

2.4 Challenges of Collaboration Arrangements 

Making the decision to collaborate and then finding the right person, company, or 

organization to partner with is an intense process not to be undertaken lightly. It is one of 

the hardest things to determine in business because it takes research and strategy. It is 

often too difficult to get a vtable, productive, mutually beneficial strategic partner a 

many of the preferred strategic alliance opportunitie tum out to be lcs than ideal, if n t 

a drain on one s re ources. 

ollabor tion , a with th r bu in Yenturc rt=quin.: thought, planning and trat 'ic 

ob ' th fr 111 d , nc. \ccordin' to trick! nd (2 4) bu in s ft n all into th~..: 

''h. t thi will d " \'ilh n cl , r f "hat ' < uld b 

th 
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The best advice for forming strategic collaborative relationships is to proceed with 

caution. Proceeding with caution means that on has to do some homework on the 

people, the company, the agreement, and h " t pr t t themselves when things go right 

or things go wrong. When thmg g ri lht it is matt~;r of ensuring that the financial 

benefits arc shared accordmg t 1 r ~.onh. nt and quitably. On the reverse, when things go 

wrong it is a matt r of pr ·s f\ in • th r putation of one's business, minimizing the 

financial c posurt: 'lltd impa 1. und mJtJ 'atmg litigation and other risks. The ability to 

accomplish all )r th · · in the foundation one builds before entering the 

relation ·hip ( ut~\\' 1 d ·t al.. 1994 . 

Ofien the l Yel f crutin and diligence used to screen potential employees is not 

e tended to other areas of the business such as strategic alliances, vendor relationships, 

and customers. There seems to be either a reluctance to risk the opportunity being 

presented or a lack of recognition of the true degree of risk these relationships can bring 

to the business. Some areas to examine prior to entering into any business collaboration 

include the duration a firm has been in business or in their area of expertise; the 

reputation of the business and the key people; the financially stability of the firm; how 

the relationship would be formalized - agreements, legal structure; what the partner is 

bringing into the relationship and if it is worth the additional complexity and risk; what 

the partners are seeking in the relationship; v hat intellectual property one v ill be 

exposing; and likely damage to the business if something goes v rong ( 01 Hamel, 

1998; Jauck , Glueck, 19 8; tnckland, 2004). E sentially, prole tmg a fim1 and 1t 

business hould be standard practice and e pected by all partt in ol d in a 

collaborative arrangement. 

r m tin ' l 

ilur p rtn 



make complementary resources available, and a misunderstanding of a partner's strategic 

intent. 

The success of any strategy requir a y IL m t I ink the strategies with i mpJementation 
' 

otherwise an identified vtabl trait.:,,. m;l n r (.;C the light of day. According to Jauch 

and Glueck (I 998), man of the.· It 'c) IJahorations in the form of joint ventures did not 

meet their objc ·tiv · · )f w ·r~· disbanded. nc major problem had been that executive 

investment in the.: irnpl ·m ·nl3ti n was weak. While executives had devoted 23 percent of 

their tim to dcvd pmg c llaboration, only 8 percent was devoted to setting up a 

management ·tem to implement the strategy. 

Brown and Eisenhardt (1999) note over-collaboration as one aspect that inl1ibits the 

success of a cooperati e undertaking. The three common traits of over-collaboration 

noted are placing the choice of how to collaborate with senior managers who lack the 

understanding of the compromises involved or who have a few of the relevant 

perspectives and therefore view collaboration as easier to accomplish that it actually is. A 

second trait is collaborating on everything, and managers in this trap typically try to 

capture most of the possibilities for collaboration and fail to focus their quest on the best 

opportunities. A third trait is giving equal treatment to businesses and therefore attaching 

an equal importance to all. When managers fail to make distinctions among their 

businesses regarding differences in their profitability and growth, the result i that 

collaborations do not take ad antage of the different opportunities for succcs . Joint 

ventures and strategic alliances bet\ een small firms and multinational corporation 

(M Cs) in India notes Banerjee (1999) turned our ' ith M incrca ing th ir take 

and taking over completely or obtaining effective control. 



CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research Design 

The research design adopted forth tud \\ •- th dl.: riptive survey. The survey enabled 

the researcher to collect data n ·1 ltl a I mn 1 of population members, which was 

desirable for comparativ purp st;s , 

3.2 Populntion 

The population 1f th · tud) "a all the international humanitarian organizations dealing 

with Refugee· in Kenya. ll the 37 listed mternational humanitarian organizations in the 

2005 IOM mailing li t ( ppendix I) and which were participating in Refugee operations 

wer studied; hence a census survey was conducted. This was justified by the fact that the 

population of stud was rather small besides being accessible to the researcher. 

3.3 Data Collection Methods 

The study relied on primary data to determine the reasons why international humanitarian 

organizations form collaborative arrangements, and their effectiveness. The data was 

collected through a semi-structured questionnaire (Appendix II) which was dispatched 

both through e-mail and drop and pick system. E-mail communication was used for the 

organizations based at the camps, while the drop and pick system applied for the airobi­

based organizations. Where an organization was known to ha e branch offices at the 

camps, then questionnaires \ ere sent to both the airobi-based and the camp-based 

offices. The study targeted two respondents from e\ery organitation name!} th Deputy 

D1rector and Progran1me officer in the Refugee programme. 



3.4 Data Analysis 

Completed questionnaires were edited for compl t ness and consistency. The data was 

coded to enable the responses be group d int at gorics. Coding was necessary to 

facilitate statistical analys1 . Th t.iH'.l ' :1~ d riptivc in nature hence descriptive 

statistics were used m th m tl) sts f th r . ults . The descriptive statistics included 

tables, frequ cncic and p ·r · ·nt.t • . f '<lll s orcs and standard deviation were calculated 

to indicate tht: em:cttV 'II'S flh' r a 11' 111 achieving the Objectives of the COllaborative 

arrang ment ·. 



CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

4.1 Introduction 

The main objective of the tud " ~.:stnbli, h the rationale behind collaborative 

arrangements among intcmatt nal hum.IIHI:lrinn organizations dealing with Refugees in 

Kenya and th ffccttvt.:u · · ol u h < IIJboratJons. This chapter dealt with data analysis 

and interpretation 11' tit· r · · :Jt h findmg . Data presentation took aid of descriptive 

stati tic and n.:sull~ " ·r ummarized and presented in the form of tables, frequencies, 

percentage., m~an · • re and tandard deviation. A semi-structured questionnaire based 

on literature review and pre-tested on a few selected organizations was used to collect 

data. The que timmaires was administered through the 'drop and pick later" method for 

the Nairobi-based organizations and e-mailed to the offices located in the Refugee camps. 

Where an organization was known to have branch offices at the camps, then 

questionnaires were sent to both the Nairobi-based and the camp-based offices. As such 

four organizations each received four questionnaires; three questionnaires were sent to 

fourteen organizations while two questionnaires were sent to the remaining nineteen 

organizations. A total of 96 questionnaires were sent out and 74 were received 

representing a 77 percent response rate, which was considered representative of the 

attributes of the organizations targeted for the study and adequate for data analysis 

Table 4.1.1 Respondents Profile 

Classification 
Frequency Percentage 

International NGOs 
60 1.1 

Intergovernmental 6 . I 

Organization 

Multilat raJ /bilateral 10. 

Organiz tion 

I'ot, I 
74 100.0 

\uthor: 2006 



As shown in Table 4.1.1 above, 81.1 percent of the respondent organizations were 

international NGOs, 8.1 percent were intergovemm ntal organization, while 10.8 percent 

were multilateral/ bilateral organization . The findings reveal that majority of the 

intemational humanitarian 

international NGOs. 

f nling with Refugees in Kenya are 

Table 4.1.2 Arens of p ·rut ion 

r-
Location Frequency Percentage 

Nairobi. Kakuma and 

Dadaub 

54 73.0 

Nairobi and Kakw11a 12 16.2 

Nairobi and Dadaab 2 2.7 

Nairobi only 6 8.1 

Total 
74 100.0 

Author: 2006 

Table 4.1.2 shows that 73 percent of the humanitarian organizations dealing with 

Refugees in Kenya operate in three areas namely Nairobi, Kakuma and Dadaab. 1 6.2 

percent on the other hand operated in the two areas of airobi and Kakuma. Only 2. 7 

percent of the respondents operate in Nairobi and Dadaab while a percentage of 8.! 

operated in Nairobi only. 

Majority of the organizations had been in operation for a relati\'cly long p riod . 1 .9 

percent had been operating since the period 1951 -1970 while 56. p r cnt had opcrat d 

since the period 1971-19 9. However 24.3 p rccnt of th m wcr rclati\' I · ·oung h vin , 

b en in operation since the 1990 . 

... 2 R a ons for Entering into ollab rativc Arrangcm nt 

I h fi . . of 111 tud)' w t t bli h th 
Obj ll\' 

wh ' int m ti n 1 

lin 

ked t dr 
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Table 4.2.1 Existence of Collaborative Arrangements 

Frequenc Percentage 

Yes 74 100 

No 0 0 

Total 74 100 

'--

Author: 2006 

Respondents Wl'r r ·quir ·d t indicate if colJaborative arrangements existed in their 

organization . Re ult pre ented in Table 4.2.1 above indicates that 100 percent of the 

organization that re ponded had some form of collaborative arrangements between them 

and other organizations. 

Results further reveal that collaborative arrangements between humanitarian 

organizations dealing with Refugees in Kenya normally take the form of consortiums and 

alliances, networks as well as arrangements for the joint implementation of projects. 

These arrangements are normally sealed through legal arrangements involving the 

signing of memorandum of understanding (MOUs) as indicated by 70 percent of 

respondents while others are done through mutual understanding (gentleman • s 

agreement) as indicated by 30 percent ofthe respondents. 



Table 4.2.2 Reasons for Entering into Collaborative Ar·rangements 

Reason Frequenc Percentage 

Requirement by donors ~0 54.1 

Share resources )~ 86.5 

Joint implementation of 

local project 4 86.5 

Joint implcmcntati )fl of 

project outside th , 

country 26 35.1 

Share infonnation 45 60.8 

Sharing of costs 58 78.4 

Others 18 24.3 

Author: 2006 

Respondents were required to indicate the reasons why the entered into collaborative 

arrangements and the results are summarized in Table 4.2.2 above. 54.1 percent of the 

respondent organizations had entered into collaborative arrangements since this was a 

requirement by the donors while a significant 60.8 percent entered into collaborative 

arrangements in order to share information. Results further pointed at sharing of 

resources and joint implementation of local projects as factors that motivated 6.5 

percent into entering into collaborative arrangements. 78.4 percent reported the sharing of 

costs as the main reason for the organizations going for collaborat1 e arrangement . 2-l.J 

percent of the respondents on the other hand indicat d other rca on for going into 

collaborative arrangements as the remoteness of the location that they ope rat d in which 

demanded formation of as ociation ; nc d to rc pond to crncrg nci : n cd to 1 ~1m 1 111 

each other; and a hi tory of collaboration that c. ·j t d • mon, th head m 0 th it 

organization . 



4.3 Effectiveness of CoiJaborative Arrangements 

The second objective of the study was to detennine the effectiveness of the collaborative 

arrangements formed by the international humanitarian organizations dealing with 

Refugees in Kenya. The main qu 'ti n. p :>:s d to address this issue focused on the 

effectiveness of the collaboruh t: :tn.lll) m~;nt in realizing the objectives of the 

collaboration, the duration of th llal ration arrangemen ts, factors that had contributed 

to the suece, and th • t hall ·n~c · fa cd. Apart from descriptive analysis, the findings are 

pre entcd in tlw form f 111 ·an c rc and percentages whereby the higher the rating the 

better. 

Table 4.3.1 Extent of Effectiveness of Collaborative Arrangements in realizing the 

Objectives of the Collaboration 

Reason 
Mean score Standard deviation 

Requirement by donors 
4.30 0.18 

Share resources 
4.59 0.11 

Joint implementation of local projects 4.34 0.14 

Joint implementation of projects 4.77 0.29 

outside the country 

Share information 
4.87 0.39 

1-

Sharing of costs 
3.83 0 66 

Others 
4.67 0.19 

Author: 2006 

Results indicate that collaboratJvc arrangement had generally been vay cfk ti\'e Ill 

I. . . . f tl e collaboration p cifically, the arrangement have h~.:cn 

rca IZ111g the ObJCCIJ\'C 0 1 

1 • • of infomt tion joint imp! m ntation o proi t 

very cffccti\'c with regard to 1anng 
J 

out ide the country nd baring of r our 
imJicat :d b ' m ·m 7, .77 

and 4.5 out of five r pc.; tiv I '· olta rati ' 
n I th in 

th r a 
indi t db' m n re f . 



Significantly though, a high mean score of 4.67 was rated for the other reasons which 

include the need to respond to emergencie , ne d to leam fi·om each other and a history 

of collaborations that existed among th h nd offi e of their organizations as very 

effective. 

Often, collaborativ arran' ·men! · \\ill I fl r undertaking a specific project while others 

arc long-term arrang ·m ·nt · R •sp ndcnt were however quick to indicate that some of 

the li fc pan of ·omt: r th 1r Jlaborati e arrangements were infinite and would go on as 

long as the project th y "ere undertaking continued to receive funding from specific 

group of donor . This IS because the donors dictated who the organizations were to 

collaborate with and in \ ruch phases of the programme each organization was to be 

involved in. With regard to termination of collaborations, respondents were required to 

indicate the circumstances under which the termination was done. 75 percent reported 

that this arose if there appeared like they were not gaining much while 6 percent 

indicated that instructions from their head offices had led to the termination of 

collaborative arrangements. This 6 percent was reported by three organizations and no 

details were given regarding the circumstances under which such instructions were issued 



Table 4.3.2 Reasons for the Success of the Collaborative Arrangements 

Reason Frequ nc Percentage 

Long establishment of the 

collaborations 
75.7 

Sharing of common 

donors 
4 46 

'---- . ,-
Operating in su111 ar 

locati n 
68 91.9 

-Knowlcdg" f partner 
62 83.8 

operation 

Trust 74 100 

Fulfillment of obligations 
74 100 

by partner agencies 

Author: 2006 

Respondents identified factors that they considered important or which had contributed to 

the success of the collaborations, and these are presented in Table 4.3 .2 above. Results 

indicate that trust and the fulfillment of obligations were the main reasons for the success 

of the collaborations as indicated by 100 percent of the respondents. Further the study 

established the other factors that contributed to the success of the co llaborat1 c 

arrangements as operating in similar locations (91.9%), knowledge of partner' 

operations (83.8%) as " ell as long establishment of the collaborations a mdicatcd by 

75.7 percent of respondents. 

Among the challenges facing the rcsp cth·e organinlti n a a rc ult of th collab ration 

included the much time required to manage th oil. b rativ arran ' mcnt well th 

failure by ome of the partner to timely m t th ir P rt of th p nt on 

di cu 1on wa a major con traint p i II wh n n w pi w r involv I in 

col lab r tio11 11 • fi t tim ba i a rn nti 11 d b' 7 p nt 

fth nt 
th t mi tnt t nd 

n d up II ' in f mm n lit ur r 

PI 



organizations have indeed tried to reduce the effects of such challenges through holding 

consultative meetings especially on periodi ba i (95%), through regular reports and 

update mechanisms (76%) as well a thor ugh rutiny of new partners (41%). 7 percent 

reported that they closely monitor d the Ynin ~ n hi vcd from a collaboration in order to 

know what course of action t l'tkt.: 1 f :u h :l . :;o iat ions were not beneficial. 

On a question that · ·t tt1 c ·wlli h th' i ·uc that organizations felt needed done in order 

to improve on tlw ·un· 'Ill ·tut f affairs, the respondents mentioned the need to be open 

when signing the c llab rat!\' e agreements as well as weighing their partners to 

detern1ine if the had the resources and capabilities they would be required to bring into 

an undertaking. Organizations further need to learn from partners so as to build their own 

internal resources. 



CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Introduction 

The main objective of th tu i v a to c tab! ish the rationale behind collaborative 
arrangements among int m.tti nal humanitarian organizations dealing with Refugees in 

Kenya and the ff ·t tv ·n f uch collaborations. A semi-structured questionnaire 

ba cd n lit ·r·1llll" r '' 1 '\ and pre-tested on a few selected organizations was used to 
coil ct datu. Thi hapter presents the summary discussions and conclusions from the 

r arch iinding as per the objectives of the study. Based on the findings, 
recommendations have been given on collaborative arrangements and how international 

htm1anitarian organizations dealing with Refugees can achieve higher levels of success 
through collaborating. The limitations of the study as well as suggestions for further 
research are also discussed. 

5.2 Summary, Discussions and Conclusions 

The first objective sought to find out the reasons behind the formation of collaborative 

arrangements among international humanitarian organizations dealing with Refugees in 

Kenya. The study findings revealed that international humanitarian organizations dealing 

with Refugees in Kenya see the need for undertaking collaborative arrangements amongst 

themselves and these normally take the form of consortiums, networks, alliances as well 

as joint arrangements for the implementation of projects. These arrangements are 
normally sealed through legal arrangements involving signing of memorandum of 

understanding while others are done through mutual trust (gentleman's agreement). 

Often, arrangements will be for undertaking a specific project" hile others are on long­

term arrangements. The findings concur " ith Bo" mann and A ch ( 1 7) that 

interconnections among not-for-profit orgamzations take many forms from being imple 

infom1ation e. ·changes to complex formal and infom1al interlockmg n tw rk united b 
eli nt rc urc and infom1ation now. 

m. 111 r a on that motiv t d or • nizatic n fl nn 

rati\ mm • m nt w r th h, rin' f r urcc , j int implcm nt. ti 11 r 



projects outside the country, sharing of costs as well as information. Other factors that led 
to the formation of collaboration arrangements include the joint implementation of local 
projects, the remoteness of the r a f p ration, need to respond to emergencies as well 
as a history of cotlaborati n th, t d among the headquarters of these organizations. 
Further the finding had a significant influence on the collaborative 
arrangem nt that r '<\111 ill! n c;ntcrcd into. 

The Rdug"e i · ·u 1 qutte complex and no organization can handle it on their own. The 
comple:it ari e ''hen considering the processes involved from the time a foreigner is 
accorded refugee status; to the facilitation of daily provisions; and eventual resettlement 
and repatriation and the associated processes of medical examination, travel documents, 
and interactions with the governments ofthe resettlement country; besides the logistics of 
the staff working on such programmes. For this reason no single organization would 
boast of having the mechanisms of handling such a process on their own and 
collaborating with others becomes imperative. The study findings concur with previous 
scholars who identified the area of networking and strategic alliances as gaining 
prominence within the humanitarian sector especially in the area of sharing resources and 
information sharing (Ndiao, 2001; Kamanu, 2005). Further the findings that donors 
influence the extent to which and with whom to collaborate among the international 
humanitarian players is in agreement with previous studies where donor influence in the 
running of NGOs was reported (Michael, 2004; Wairimu, 2003; Bwibo, 2000). The 
findings concur with Wheelen and Hunger (1995) on the fact that emergencies encourage 
cooperation among non-profit organizations. 

In contrast to Warsame (2002) v here only 33 .33 percent responded to a que tion on 
collaboration advantage, the study found that majority of the organizations under t d 
and rc p nded to this questiOn and the benefit a ciated ' ith p n. 
1 hi could be c. ·plaincd by the fact that \ ar amc focu ed on nati nal and d v I prn nt 

of which th inh:mati nal cgmcnt wa qutte I w a c mp. r d t th um:nt 
id rate. 



From the foregoing discussions, the following conclusions may be drawn regarding why 
international humanitarian organizations go into collaboration arrangements. The main 
reasons for the establishment f 11ab rations include the sharing of resources, joint 
implementation ofproj t and th haring of costs. The remoteness of the location of the 
Refugee camp and th n 

communicabJ Ui' I' in th 

to G rm c I lab )ruti n . 

n.: p nd to emergencies, such as the outbreak of 
I cations, are other factors that force these organizations 

The ec nd bjecti\ e of the study was to determine the effectiveness of the collaboration 
arrangements forn1ed amongst the international humanitarian organizations dealing with 
Refugees in Kenya. The study revealed that the duration of collaborative arrangements 
varied from single projects' undertaking to long-term indefinite periods. Results indicate 
that collaborative arrangements had generally been effective in realizing the objectives of 
the collaboration. Specifically, the arrangements had been very effective with regard to 
joint implementation of projects outside the country, sharing of information as well as 
sharing of resources. Significantly though, other reasons that respondents rated to be very 
effective in realizing the objectives of collaboration include the need to respond to 
emergencies, need to learn from each other and a history of collaborations that existed 
among the head offices of their organizations. Collaborative arrangements had been least 
effective in the area of sharing of costs. Organizations had taken steps to mitigate the 
effects of the challenges faced through having consultative meetings and establishing 
regular reporting and update mechanisms. In order to improve on the current state of 
affairs, the findings underscored the need to be open when entering into agreements as 
" ell as weighing their partners to see if they had the resources and capabilities required, 
in addition to the need to learn from partners so as to build own internal res urce . 

The mi.·cd reporting on the effectiveness levels may be attributed to ho\\ ch f th 
org, nization ha reacted to the chang 111 em·ir nmcntal fact r , th I ngth f pcration 
and c:p ricncc and rc urcc that th org nizati n p , and th f 
n t\ orkin th, t had be n att in d. In m rganiz ti n , th f n tw rkin • i quitl: 

1r 'w r o th ·p t d rol w rkin t th r thr u •h mutu. I tnt t. 



Further such organizations share similar objectives and targets and therefore the level of 
collaborative arrangements is bound to b very effective. The high rating of success of 
the collaborative arrangement in imp! m ntation of projects outside the country could be 
explained by the fact that rgnninti n arc driven by the need to succeed within the 
limitations of scar r ur . nnd th~rl;fore put in extra effort to ensure the success of 
their opcrati n anl!ations have further developed their communication 
nctw rk · and al· r~ali the need for up-to-date information on the situation in their 
p rati nul un.:u . and thi could be the reason why information sharing reported a high 

Th high core in sharing of resources could be explained by the fact that 
progranm1e funding has reduced over the years and that organizations have realized the 
need for cost-effectiveness in delivery of services. It would, for example, be unwise and 
tmeconomical for each organization to charter a plane to the Camp areas every other 
week instead of engaging in the joint-chartering of one. Cost sharing rated the least as far 
as the reasons for the collaborative arrangements had succeeded in achieving the 
objectives of the collaboration. 

The reason why cost sharing rated lowest in effectiveness of achieving the objectives of 
the collaboration is probably due to the additional costs that arise in the course of the 
organizations' transactions. This could correspond with what Kamanu (2005) identified 
as hidden costs, which were a challenge to the success of strategic alliances. The findings 
correspond with the 7-C's advanced by Austin (2000) as the guidelines for effective 
collaboration especially the characteristics of the process of continuous learning and 
ensuring the mission, strategy and values of the partners are congruent. The study 
concurs \ ith Bo\i mann and Asch (1987) that the success of collaborations among 
organizations 1s facilitated by geographical pro imity, the le el of a\! arene s of other 
partners operations as \\ell as the duration of the inter-organizational interaction. urther 
the tudy supports the proposition by John on and chole (2 2) that tru t i maJ r 
ingrcdi nt in th ucce or failure of any colla r tion. 

1 r m th for • 111 ' di cu ion , the c nclu i n th. t th r i a •cncrall • hi •h rate f 
in th c II b rativ rr n em nt c t hli h d l • tht: inkrnati n.\1 



humanitarian organizations dealing ' ith Refugees in Kenya may be drawn. These 
organizations have realized the need for trust and fulfillment of the obligations stipulated 
in the collaboration as ke t th nhnn cment of the level of effectiveness in their 
collaborative arrangement 

5.3 Limitation. of th tud 
The tudy was · n ·tt aincd b everal factors. The first constraint was that there was a 

rr m _ 0 o of the targeted group. This was a major drawback as it was not 
p ible t k.n w ho\: these organizations would have responded. The second constraint 
was that the time available for the study was short and thus the research was only 
restricted to humanitarian organizations dealing with Refugees. The implication of this is 
that the fmdings may not be generalized for other organizations. Furthermore the study 
was only based in Kenya, and the factors that affect collaborations within the national 
boarders may not be applicable elsewhere. 

5.4 Suggestions for Further Research 
The current study was conducted among the humanitarian organizations dealing with 
Refugees in Kenya. However, the issue of collaborative arrangements especially among 
humanitarian organizations is of global importance and thus an extensive research would 
therefore be necessary to reflect the current state of affairs with regard to collaborative 
arrangements on a global scale. Furthermore, more variables would have been 
incorporated if it were not for time constraints therefore a more comprehensive research 
should be undertaken addressing in detail each of the reasons that lead international 
humanitarian organizations to form collaborati e arrangements. A comparative analysis 
, ith other players at national le els " ould greatly contribute to bridging the gaps that 
c.·ist in the current literature. 



5.5 Recommendations for Policy and Practice 
The study revealed several rea n • nd different levels of effectiveness reached by 
international humanitari n rgnni1ati n dealing with Refugees in Kenya in their 
collaborative nrrang m nt . ln th li ght of the changes in the environment and the 
prevailing comp titi 11. th rganizations would better benefit from managing their 
externul r ·!uti m ht · in rder t reap the full benefits of collaborations. One of the ways 
w uld be b w rking ut the parameters of networking and professionally managing 
them. 

By irtue of the fact that all firms face scarcity of resources which create internal 
constraints coupled with the wider environmental context that international humanitarian 
organizations operate in, these organizations have to adjust their strategies accordingly in 
order to win. Through the nurturing of their collaborative arrangements, the results of 
joint pooling of efforts and resources, would enable these organizations enjoy a higher 
bargaining power as well as attain their objectives more cost-effectively. Better 
coordination of their activities would eliminate instances where there is overprovision in 
particular sectors. This would in tum lead to more efficient use of resources in yielding 
higher results . 

Although it is expected that donors of any agency play a significant role in the decision 
making of an organization, it is disturbing when their input adversely affect the 
management of an agency, especially in determining what agencies one has to collaborate 
\ ith \ ithout allo\ ing the particular agencies to carry out comprehensi e due diligence 
on the would-be-partners. For this reason, managers of international humanitarian 
organizatiOn should not only employ the best strategies in their op ration ut al o 
educat their donor · on the benefits of voluntary colla orations 111 achi \ing th 
coli tiv obj tive f the invoh d partie . 
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APPENDICES 

APPE DI 1: I T OF ORGANIZATIONS STUDIED 

Action Contrc la Faim 

Adventist Rcli f g n ' \l 1 A) 
Amba ad rs l ·v I pm nt A l<.:J1 y 

atholic hmd r r \' T . c clopment (CAFOD) 
AR ~ lnll!rnuli nul 
alh lie R lief n ices ( R ) 

F 

hurch World ervice 

Coop razione Italian ord-Sud (CINS) 
Cordaid Foundation 

Danish Refugee Council 

Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) 
Food for the Hungry International (FHI) 
GOAL 

GTZ 
Handicap International 

Hom of Africa Relief and Development Agency 
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) 
International Rescue Committee (IRC) 
International Organization for Migration (IOM) 
Islamic Relief Agency 

Jesuit Refugee Service (JRS) 

Lutheran World Foundation (LWF) 
Mapendo International 

Medical Emergency Relief International (MERLI ) 
Mission for Essential Drugs upply (ME D) 

ercy International Relief gency 

F B lgium 

1 f p In 

ffic for the ordination ofllumanit ri n A HA) 

hillr n hmu 



SNV Netherlands 

United Nations Development Programm (UNDP) 
United Nations Children's Fund ( F) 
Windle Trust International 
World Food Programm 



Janet Kagai 
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Buruburu, 0051 , 
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APPENDIX II: LETTER OF INTRODUCTION 

1 am u p t-graduate student at the University of Nairobi. As part of the requirement of the Ma ter of Business Administration degree programme, I am carrying out a study on collaboratil·e arrangements among international humanitarian organizations dealing with Refugees in Kenya. 

You have been selected to participate as a respondent in the study based on your activities in formulating and implementing collaboration activities in the Refugee programmes in your organization. In this regard, I am kindly requesting you to fill in the attached questionnaire. The information provided is strictly for academic reasons and will be treated with utmost confidentiality. A copy of the final report will be available to your organization upon request. 

Yours sincerely, 

Janet Kagai 



APPENDIX III: QUESTIONNAIRE 

Section A: Background information on the organization 

1. Nan1c forgunt/'.Ht n ... .......... . .......... ... ..... ..................................... . 

2. I sp nu ·nt' p 'ttl n in the organization .............................................. .. 

What i th fi nn of our organization? (please tick where appropriate): 

international GO [ ] 

Intergo ernrnental Organization [ ] 

Multilateral/bilateral Organization [ ] 

4. In which areas of the country are you operating? 

5. For how long has your organization been m operation? 

Section B: Background information on collaborative alliances 
1. Are there any collaborative arrangements between your organization and other 

international humanitarian organizations? 

Yes [] 

0 [] 

If no. what pr vent • ll fr m c llab rating'? 

................................................................................................... 

.......................................................................... ........................ . 



2 b) If yes, what form do the above arrangements take? Please 

explain ......... . ........ . . .. .................................... . . . .. ............. . . . . ........ . ... . 

3. ll w d y u eal the collaborative arrangements with partner agencies, do you use 

legal agreements, for example? 

Section C: Reasons for and effectiveness of collaboration arrangements 
1. For which of the following reasons did you enter into collaboration arrangements 

(please tick all relevant ones) 

a. Requirement by donors [ ] 

b. Share resources [] 

c. Joint implementation of local projects [ ] 

d. Joint implementation of projects outside the country [] 

e. hare information 

f baring of costs 

Other , plea c spec1fy 

[ ] 

( ] 

g. ·········································· ·· ···· ·· ·· ·································· 
h ..................................................................................... .. 

I. . .................................................................................... . 



2. For each of the responses in (1) above, please state the reason and indicate the 

extent to which the collaborati mnngement has been effective in realizing the 

objectives of the 11 b rnti n. (u a 5-point scale where 1 =ineffective, and 5 = 

very effective, 1i ·k _ ro " h 'r' th 'reason does not apply to your organization) 

Reas(Ju Effectiveness 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

a. Rea n (a [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

b. Reason (b) [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

c. Reason (c) [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

d. Reason (d) [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

e. Reason (e) [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

f. Reason (f) [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

g. Reason (g) [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

h. Reason (h) [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

3. Please explain on the duration of your collaborative arrangements: Is it for 

undertaking a given project or for long-term project working relationships? 

• ••••••• ••• • •••• ••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••• •••••••••••••• 

0 •••••• ••••••••••••• ••••••••• ••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

•••• •••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••• •• •••• ••• •••••••••••• •••• •••••• ••• •• 0 •••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 



4. What factors have contributed to the success of your collaboration arrangements? 

5. Under -v hat circumstances does your organization terminate the collaborative 

arrangements? 

6. i) What challenges does your organization face as a result of such 

arrangements? .......................................................... . ..................... . 

• 0 ••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••• 

•••• • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •••••••••••••••••••••• ••• •••••••• ••• • 00 • ••••••••• •••• •••••• 

................ . .... ....... ... .. ... . ...... ········ ···· ··· .. ....... ... .... .. ... .... .... ............. . 

................................................. ············ ······································ 

................................................................................................... 
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ii) How has your organization coped with the challenges m (i) 

above? ................................................ .... ...... .......................... . ....... . 

······· ·· ···· ··················· ........ ········ ·· ··· ......... ... .................................... . 
····· ..... ................... ······ ........... ................................................... ····· 
.... ·· ···················· ............... ..... ....................................................... . 

··············································· ....................................................... . 
7. What d ·ou think needs to be done to improve on the current state of affairs as 

far as collaborative arrangements are concerned? 

Thank you very much for your participation 


