
Preventing Sexual Exploitation and Abuse (PSEA) Project:

KAPB Survey Results
Report to International Rescue Committee

Revised

September 2007

Xefina Consulting

Nairobi, Kenya

TABLE OF CONTENTS

2Acronyms

A
Introduction
3
1
Background
3
2
Objective of the KAPB Survey
3
3
Methodology
4
B
KAPB Survey Results
6
1
Introduction
6
2
Highlights from KAPB Survey
7
3
Detailed Response Analysis: Kakuma Refugee Camp
10
Kakuma Refugees Population
10
Kakuma Host Community Population
21
Kakuma Humanitarian Aid Workers
25
3
Detailed Response Analysis: Dadaab Refugee Camp
32
Dadaab Refugee Population
32
Dadaab Host Community Population
38
Dadaab Humanitarian Aid Workers Population
40
C
Conclusions and Recommendations
47
D
Annex: In-depth Interviews
49



Acronyms

BPRM

Bureau of Population, Refugee Migration

BSO

Building Safer Organizations

CDW

Community Development Worker

DMO

Dadaab Main Office

GTZ

German Technical Cooperation

HAW

Humanitarian Aid Workers 

ICVA

International Council of Voluntary Agencies

IRC

International Rescue Committee

JRS

Jesuit Refugee Services

KAPB

Knowledge, Aptitude, Practice and Behaviour Survey

NCCK

National Council of Churches Kenya

PSEA

Preventing Sexual Exploitation and Abuse

SEA
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A
Introduction
1
Background
In 2003, international development organizations operating in Kenya collaborated in the drafting of the Code of Conduct for Humanitarian Workers, consistent with the core principles of the Inter-Agency Standing Committee’s Task Force on Protection from Sexual Exploitation and Abuse in Humanitarian Crises. 

To facilitate the implementation of the Code, a consortium of organizations, including CARE Kenya, Film Aid International, UNHCR and led by IRC Kenya, initiated capacity building programming for staff and other stakeholders working with refugees in Kakuma and Dadaab camps as well as those in Nairobi, Kenya. Over a three-year period beginning in 2004, the project, funded by Bureau of Population, Refugee Migration (BPRM), sought to raise awareness of sexual exploitation and abuse (SEA) of refugees, to provide important skills and materials, and to implement an agreed upon process for investigations of abuse and exploitation. 

In the final year of the project, 2006-2007, there were three objectives articulated for the project:

1. To strengthen knowledge among refugees and other beneficiaries of PSEA and to further develop information tools while monitoring and assisting with mainstreaming

2. To take the project to a regional level by providing follow-up ToTs and support to assist and train those who will be dealing with repatriation and reintegration of refugees

3. To advocate for PSEA awareness within the police force, and train police stationed in the camp

These stated objectives in the final year build on those objectives outlined in earlier years that sought to increase capacity to respond to SEA cases, and to raise awareness about rights, entitlements and zero tolerance policy. These earlier stated objectives have merged to form Objective 1: to strengthen knowledge and further develop information tools while mainstreaming. 

2
Objective of the KAPB Survey

The purpose of the KAPB survey was to determine the level of knowledge as well as to capture the attitudes, practices and behaviours of the beneficiary population with respect to SEA at the end of the project. The analysis is presented for each of the beneficiary groups by camp. In each section, socio-demographic data provides a description of the populations in the camp. The knowledge and information sections identify the degree to which the beneficiaries understand the concept of SEA and the source of their information. The sections on Focal Points and Reporting summarize the understanding and applicability of the complaints mechanism. The final two sections attempt to capture the beneficiary attitudes, practice and changed behaviours with respect to protection issues. 
3
Methodology

Between June 22 and the end of July, the Consultant sought information and documentation from IRC Kenya, traveled to Kakuma Camp from July 10 to 13th, traveled to Dadaab Camp from July 18 to 25th, and completing Nairobi-based interviews through to end of July. 

Field visits included training of enumerators who had been pre-selected by local project staff to introduce them to the purpose of the evaluation as well as the different tools and methods to be used in data collection.

In Kakuma, the evaluation benefited from a skilled group of 24 enumerators most of who had been involved in previous surveys and were familiar with the house-to-house interview techniques.  The enumerators were responsible for conducting all of the standardized interviews and also conducted the majority of the focus group discussions. The consultant interviewed key stakeholders from various agencies and Government of Kenya.  Each day began with a short debriefing to share experiences from the previous day. A concluding session also provided important insights and impressions as to the overall experience for the enumerators. 

In Dadaab, a team of 16 enumerators, who were less experienced, though no less committed, conducted house-to-house interviews. Due to camp logistics, it was not possible to have morning briefing sessions and the evaluation is indebted to the work of the Community Development Workers (CDW) in each camp who were the daily point of contact for the PSEA staff at Dadaab Main Office (DMO), the Consultant and the enumerators. They were responsible for collecting survey documents at day’s end, distributing materials in the morning, and trouble-shooting in the camps throughout the day as required. The Consultant conducted the majority of the focus group discussions and all of the in-depth interviews.

Standardized interviews:

Using the templates with some modifications from the 2005 KAPB survey, a total of 1,011 interviews were randomly carried out. 

	Location
	Total Interviews
	Male Respondents
	Female Respondents

	Kakuma
	477
	262
	215

	Dadaab
	534
	302
	232

	Total
	1,011
	564
	447


Focus group discussions:

Meeting with groups from 6 to 15 persons, the discussions served to gather first-hand information on knowledge, attitudes, practices and behaviour as related to SEA. This was useful in supplementing the information from the standardized interviews. A total of 22 focus group discussions were conducted:

Kakuma:

· Youth Refugees

· Female Sudanese Refugees

· Male Sudanese Refugees

· Female Somali Refugees 

· Male Somali Refugees

· Male Incentive Aid Workers

· Female Incentive Aid Workers

· Mixed Gender Kenyan Aid Workers

· Mixed Gender Ethiopian Great Lakes Refugees

· Female Turkana

· Male Turkana

Dadaab:

· Female Incentive Aid Workers

· Mixed Gender Sudanese Refugees

· Mixed Gender Gambellan Refugees

· Male Incentive Aid Workers

· Female Somali Refugees

· Community Leaders

· PSEA Committee, IFO Camp

· Male Somali Refugees

· CARE National Aid Workers

· Host Community

Nairobi:

· Consortium Members

In-depth Interviews:
In order to collect qualitative data about the project, structured and semi-structured interviews were held with key stakeholders including agency staff and Government of Kenya. The information was used to further validate that which had been gathered through the standardized interviews. In some instances, staff were not available on-site, so their contributions were made via written submissions.

Kakuma:

· IRC and FAI project staff in Kakuma

· Focal Points from Lutheran World Federation, Handicap International, IRC Kenya, UNHCR

· Heads of Agency: IOM, LWF, World Food Programme

· Police

· Community Leaders

Dadaab:

· National and Incentive Teachers

· Focal Points from CARE Kenya, Windle Trust, World Food Programme, National Council of Churches Kenya (NCCK), 

· CARE and FAI project staff in Dadaab

· Project Donor

· Community Development Workers

· Heads of Agency: GTZ

· Police

· Program managers and officers from relevant programs (eg. gender and development)

Nairobi:

· IRC, FAI, CARE and UNHCR project staff

· Heads of Agency: IRC, FAI, UNHCR, GTZ

· Focal points from Jesuit Refugee Services, HASI, UNHCR, LWF, RCK, GTZ

· Former Project Coordinators, IRC Kenya 

All interviews were voluntary and confidential with no attribution provided in the report.

The data collected from the standardized interviews was processed using Microsoft Excel. The responses from beneficiaries (refugees, host community and humanitarian aid workers) was analyzed by camp. This report is a compilation of the quantitative analysis together with the information gathered through focus group discussions, in-depth interviews and literature review.

With assistance from Consortium members and in collaboration with stakeholders, the required meetings and debriefing sessions were arranged. A complete list of those interviewed by location is presented in the Annex.

B
KAPB Survey Results
1
Introduction

The refugee communities in Kenya were the target audience for this project and as such form the basis on which most of the project’s assumptions have been made. The following information is a brief summary of the socio-demographic characteristics of the camps and the populations. Kakuma Refugee Camp is located in Northwestern Kenya in the Rift Valley Province. As at the end of June 2007, there were a total of 61,708 refugees in Kakuma camp.
 The majority of the refugees were Sudanese (73.1%), Somali comprised (17.1%), and the remainder of the population (9.8%) was comprised of Ethiopians, Rwandese, Ugandans, Congolese, Burundians and Eriterians.

The Dadaab Refugee Camp is comprised of three camps (Dagahaley, Ifo and Hagadera) located in Northeastern Kenya in Northeastern Province. As at the end of June 2007, there were a total of 173,409 refugees in the camp. The majority of the refugees are Somali (97.6%) with the remainder of the population comprised of Ethiopians, Sudanese, Ugandans, Eritreans, Congolese, Rwandans, and Burundians.

Logistical issues in Dadaab Camp have provided a big challenge to project implementation as it is necessary to traverse between compound and camps at set times using escorts. Particularly in viewing films, it is necessary to load screen and generator onto donkey carts to move between blocks and, in some cases; it is impossible to access portions of the camp given the distances.

In Nairobi, there are an estimated 32,000 refugees of which 42.2% are Somali. Ethiopians, Ugandans, Sudanese, Rwandese, Congolese, Burundians and Eritreans comprise the balance.

Somalis comprise a large percentage of refugees throughout Kenya as evidenced from the data above. The size of the population is such that it has a significant impact on programming by agencies in Kenya and thus warrants further description so as to contextualize some of the findings in this evaluation. The strict division of labour that traditionally characterized Somali society is being challenged by the impacts of war and refugee status. However, there is still less female participation in schooling in comparison to male counterparts. The following quotation from a Dadaab incentive worker is emblematic of the issues facing Somali women and girls: 

“They cannot participate in the activities that the men participate. They are meant to stay at home and do domestic work. In addition to this, they believe that women is only a tool for sex and cannot promote their people.”

Culturally the Somalis move together as a family and do not reveal secrets beyond their extended family borders. Religion plays a large role in the conservative and reserved community. 
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Highlights from KAPB Survey

In Kakuma:

Knowledge and Information

· Among refugees who had heard of PSEA, minority groups demonstrated a higher recognition (73.2%) in comparison to Sudanese (64.4%) or Somali (38%) respondents in 2007

· Refugees continue to identify their friends as the primary source of PSEA information for Sudanese (33.7%) and Somali (22.9%) populations 

· Group discussions take on a more significant role for Sudanese population in 2007 (83.7%) as a means of information dissemination while video shows decline in popularity for all groups to 2.3%, 5.7% and 7.3% respectively

· Over three quarters of the Host Community correctly defined SEA as “the abuse of a position of power and trust for sexual purposes” (79%)

· Less than 100% of national and incentive staff claimed to be familiar with the term, SEA, and there was evidence that the rate had declined from 2005 to 2007  (National staff declined from 98.4% to 80.8% and Incentive staff from 91.7% to 72.5%)

· Inability to identify SEA by 22.7% of National and 22.2% of Incentive staff consider it to be “a mutual consensus between a man and a woman engaging in sexual activities”

· Among National and Incentive staff, there are increased numbers in 2007 who believe SEA involves “a husband beating his wife” (National staff 5.1% in 2005 increased to 22.7% in 2007 with similar increased rates for Incentive staff)

Training

· Rate of PSEA training acknowledged by staff: National staff (54.6%) and Incentive staff (67.4%)

Focal Points

· While there was an increase in awareness among Sudanese (57.7%) and Minority Group (55%) of presence of Focal Points, rate declined among Somali population to 14.7%

· Evidence of confusion among all refugee respondents as to purpose and tasks of Focal Points

· Host Community demonstrates some familiarity with roles and responsibilities of Focal Points (26.3%) and with reporting system (47.4%)

· Decline in knowledge of Focal Points between 2005 and 2007 among all aid workers (National staff declined from 81.8% to 63.6% and Incentive staff from 76.7% to 60.2%)

· Of those aid workers who know of Focal Points, demonstrated knowledge of roles and responsibilities of Focal Points (National staff increase from 18.1% to 45.5% and Incentive staff from 14.9% to 29.6%)

Reporting

· Decline in “fear of lack of confidentiality” between 2005 and 2007 among Sudanese and Somali populations

· Nearly three quarters of the aid workers knew of a system of complaint reporting

· Just over 50% of aid workers admitted that the complaint mechanism was useful

· “Fear of revenge by perpetrators” was cited by 73.3% of Incentive aid workers if they were to report a case

Code of Conduct

· Decline by 25% among aid workers of those who had heard of Code in 2007 in comparison to over 90% of aid workers whom had heard of it in 2005

· Twenty percent (20%) increase of aid workers who can correctly define the Code

· The purpose of the Code is “to prevent gender-based violence” according to 26.3% and 32.5% respectively of National and Incentive aid workers

Attitude and perceptions

· Majority of refugee respondents (59.2%) and three quarters of aid workers believe that there has been increased PSEA knowledge since campaign began

· Among Sudanese refugee respondents, 47.7%, said that “it is their own fault” in reaction to someone who has experienced SEA

Prevalence

· Majority of refugee respondents believe that there are cases of sexual relationships between beneficiaries and aid workers (Sudanese 69.2%, Somali 54.7% and Minority Groups 65.5%) though the numbers of cases have declined since the campaign began

· Among aid workers, 80.8% of National and 75% of Incentive staff believe that there are cases of sexual relations between refugees, Host Community and aid workers

· Between 2005 and 2007, there is a significant increase in the rate at which aid workers believe that women are involved with male aid workers; National staff believe it often happens (26.9% in 2007 from 13% in 2005) and among Incentive staff (25.8% in 2007 from 11.8% in 2005) 

· One third of refugee respondents believe that “women here try to get involved with male aid workers to benefit from them” often

In Dadaab:

Knowledge and Information

· Among refugee respondents, 74.2% had heard of term, SEA, and 47.8% considered it to be an “abuse of a position of power or trust for sexual purposes” which is a slight increase from 41.7% recorded in 2005

· For 13.9% of respondents, “a husband beating a wife” is classified as SEA

· Refugees identify their friends and NGOs continue to be the preferred source of information on SEA 

· Group discussions, video shows and home visits are most often cited as preferred means of transmitting information

· Fifty percent of Host Community had heard of SEA despite limited outreach from the campaign

· Among the Host Community, 22.2% of respondents were of the opinion that “a husband beating a wife” is considered to be SEA

· NGOs were most often cited (38.1%) as the preferred source of information for the Host Community

· Less than 100% of aid workers had heard of the term, SEA with a slight decline noted between 2007 and 2005 (93.5% from 94.1%)

· “A husband beating his wife” was considered as SEA by 13.2% of Incentive aid workers

Training

· A combined 87.7% of Incentive aid workers acknowledged receiving PSEA training in 2006 and 2007

Focal Points

· Evidence of confusion among Somali refugees as to purpose and tasks of Focal Points; 20.8% of respondents said that their role was to “record potential cases of SEA”; 24.1% of male respondents concurred while 21.2% of female respondents said that their role was to “involve legal institutions when a case was reported”

· Over eighty percent of respondents among Host Community had not heard of PSEA campaign

· Increased awareness of Focal Points among Incentive aid workers (71% in 2005 to 83.3% in 2007)

· The purpose of Focal Points “to record potential cases of SEA” increased from 19.6% in 2005 to 49.3% in 2007 among Incentive aid workers

Reporting

· Among refugee respondents, 73.5% knew of a complaints reporting system 

· Fear of revenge by perpetrator and fear of lack of confidentiality were identified by refugee respondents as key concerns (22.4% and 15.5% respectively)

· Increased confidence in case reporting among Somali refugees (from 2 to 23.1% between 2005 and 2007)

· Fear of confidentiality continues to be a concern for 43.7% of Incentive aid workers and 16.2% fear revenge by the perpetrator if reporting a SEA case

Code of Conduct

· By 2007, 90.2% of Incentive staff had heard of the Code in comparison to 79.4% in 2005

· Of those Incentive aid workers who had heard of the Code, 82.7% had signed it by 2007

· A majority of Incentive aid workers can correctly define the Code (62%) and its purpose (58%)

· National aid workers continue to articulate that the Code is one-sided leaving them vulnerable to false accusations

Attitudes and Perceptions

· There are differences among the Somali refugees between their belief system and what they have learned through the PSEA campaign (75.3%)

· Despite a lack of information, 85.1% among Host Community believe that it is wrong to seek additional benefits by engaging in sex with more powerful people

· A majority of Host Community believe that there has been no increase in knowledge of SEA since the campaign began

· Nearly eighty percent (79.2%) of Incentive aid workers concur with the statement that “it is wrong to seek for additional benefits by engaging in sex with more powerful people”

· Respondents believe that community members have increased their knowledge of SEA since the campaign began (89.6% of aid workers)

Prevalence

· Fifty-nine percent (59.2%) of refugees, 68.1% of Host Community, and 69.5% of Incentive aid workers believe that there are cases of sexual relationships between refugees, host communities and aid workers 

· Sixty-six percent (66%) of refugees, 53.5% of Host Community, and 72.6% of aid workers did not know of a specific case

· Ninety-two percent (92%) of refugees, 57.1% of Host Community, and 94.4% of aid workers believe that there has been a reduction in the number of cases since the campaign began
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Detailed Response Analysis: Kakuma Refugee Camp
Kakuma Refugees Population

Socio-Demographic Data

There were a total of 292 refugees interviewed. Of this total, 157 (53.8%) were male and 135 (46.2%) were female. Among those interviewed, 136 (46.6%) were Sudanese (62.5% male and 37.5% female), 97 (33.2%) Somali (38.1% male and 61.9% female). Fifty-nine (19.9%) were from ethnic groups that were a minority in the camp (subsequently referred to as minority groups).

In order to facilitate the comparison of results with findings of the 2005 KAPB survey, the data was aggregated by Sudanese and Somali nationalities, as well as the minority groups.  Analysis and findings clearly stipulate when aggregation of data has occurred. When all respondents have been included in the analysis, reference is made to “all refugee respondents”. The occurrence of this manipulation of data is solely dependent upon the results presented in the 2005 KAPB survey, and the ability to produce comparisons between 2005 and 2007 data. 

Table: Age distribution among Sudanese Population

	Definition
	2005
	2007

	12-17 years
	20.0
	5.2

	18-24 years
	36.6
	35.3

	25-35 years
	31.2
	38.2

	26-45 years
	8.3
	14.0

	Above 45 years
	3.9
	5.9

	No response
	0
	1.5

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


Table: Age distribution of Somali Population

	Definition
	2005
	2007

	12-17 years
	22.5
	5.2

	18-24 years
	38.8
	25.8

	25-35 years
	20.9
	40.2

	36-45 years
	10.9
	22.7

	Over 45 years
	7.0
	6.2

	No response
	0
	0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


Table: Age distribution of Minority Groups

	Definition
	2005
	2007

	12-17 years
	40.0
	3.4

	18-24 years
	23.8
	28.8

	25-35 years
	23.8
	50.9

	36-45 years
	11.3
	8.5

	Over 45 years
	1.3
	8.5

	No response
	0
	0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


Among both the Sudanese and Somali populations who form the majority of respondents both in the KAPB survey and the final evaluation, there was a greater age spread in the 2007 age distribution of both populations. In 2005, the Sudanese and Somali interviewees were clustered in the younger age brackets. Within the minority groups, there was a distinct shift from the range of 12-35 years to 18-35 years between 2005 and 2007.

In 2007, forty-six percent (46%) of all refugee respondents had been in the camp between 6 and 10 years. Among the Sudanese refugee respondents, 45.9% stated that they had been in the camps between 1 and 5 years, and 40% between 6 and 10 years. Among the Somali population, the statistics were tell a different story with 70.5% of the population having resided in the camp between 6 to 10 years. For the minority groups, 47.5% had been in the camp between 1 and 5 years.

Table: What level of education have you completed?

	Definition
	% Sudanese
	% Somali
	% Minority Groups

	None
	19.9
	36.1
	8.5

	Some primary
	25.0
	27.8
	6.8

	Completed primary
	17.7
	12.4
	5.1

	Some secondary
	17.7
	13.4
	23.7

	Completed secondary
	15.4
	5.2
	27.1

	Some post-secondary
	3.0
	2.1
	17.0

	Vocational degree
	.74
	0
	5.1

	Completed university
	0
	1.0
	3.4

	No response
	.74
	2.1
	3.4

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


While education levels at the primary level were comparable for the Sudanese and Somali populations, they were higher among the Sudanese than the Somali populations at the more senior levels with 33.1% of Sudanese having either some or complete secondary education in comparison to 18.6% of Somali. Minority groups were more highly educated than either the Sudanese or Somali populations, with fifty percent of the minority respondents have either some or completed secondary level education. At the other end of the scale, less than 10% of the minority group respondents had no primary education, 19.9% of Sudanese had no formal education in comparison to 36.1% of Somali population.

These findings suggest that overall, the minority groups have higher education levels than either the Sudanese or Somali population and thus it can be assumed higher literacy levels.

Contact with Aid Workers, Police and Security

Aid workers, police and security personnel have been identified throughout the project as perpetrators within the community. For this reason, refugees were asked what level of contact they have with these personnel and whether some these persons are considered to be their friends
.

Twenty-nine percent of all refugee respondents (29.4%) admitted to having regular contact with aid workers. This is a low rate considering that contact occurs at food distribution centres and other locations throughout the camp on a regular basis. The definition of aid workers applies equally to both incentive and nationals but could have perhaps been interpreted by respondents as referring to national staff only. In the latter instance, this would explain the evidenced low rate of contact. 

Nonetheless, of those respondents who said that they had regular contact with aid workers, 68.2% said that they considered some of these personnel to be their friends. Correspondingly of those who said they had regular contact with aid workers, 64.7% believed that as refugees they are dependent on the services provided by the aid workers. 

An even smaller percentage of refugees said that they had regular contact with police and security personnel (15.3%). Of those that had regular contact, 50% said that they considered some of the police and security personnel to be their friends. 

Knowledge of PSEA

There was little change among the refugee populations between 2005 and 2007 when asked whether they had heard of SEA. Among the Sudanese population, 64.4% admitted to hearing of SEA in 2007 in comparison to 65.8% in 2005. Among the Somali population, 38.0% of population had heard of SEA in 2007 compared to 37% of sampled Somalis in 2005. For the minority populations, 73.2% of respondents had heard of SEA in 2007, in comparison to 67.5% in 2005. As noted during the interview process, a lack of translation of the term, sexual exploitation and abuse, may have contributed to the limited recognition of the term.

Of those who had heard of SEA, 52.3% of Sudanese respondents defined it as “mutual consensus between a man and a woman engaging in sexual activities”. Only 20.9% correctly identified it has “the abuse of a position of power or trust for sexual purposes” in comparison to 51.4% of Somali refugees and 50% of Minority groups. This suggests that there continues to be some confusion among the Sudanese population.  

Asked for examples of SEA, fifty percent (50%) of Sudanese and 24.4% of Minority groups identified the statement, “an aid worker forcing a female community member to engage in sex for material assistance, favours or privileges”. Forty-five percent (45.7%) of Somali refugees and 19.5% of Minority groups stated that “a teacher requiring sex in exchange for passing grade or admissions to class” was an example of SEA. Sixteen percent (16.3%) of Sudanese, 5.7% of Somali, and 2.4% of Minority respondents identified “a husband beating his wife” as an example of SEA. In 2005, 13.1% of Sudanese and 15.2% of Somali identified “a husband beating his wife” as SEA. It appears that there has been little change among the Sudanese population as to their ability to provide examples of SEA. 

An overwhelming majority of respondents from all refugee respondents agreed that SEA could involve a crime. In 2005, 92.1% of Sudanese, 84.2% of Somalis, and 90.7% of Minority groups agreed with this statement in comparison to 86.1%, 74.3% and 80.5% respectively in 2007. 

While the 2005 KAPB survey suggested that, “on the whole, it seems that the level of knowledge is lowest among the Somalis” and recommended an increase in targeted awareness activities, by 2007, the demonstrated knowledge as evidenced by the results of this evaluation, suggest that there has been a significant uptake in knowledge and understanding among the Somali community. There continues to be confusion among the Sudanese population as to SEA. 

The ability to define SEA and provide concrete examples may be coloured by the population’s definition of exploitation itself. Comments during the interview process suggest, “victims may not know they are being exploited”. They may only realize this “when the favour is withdrawn.”

Information on PSEA

There was a fairly even distribution among all respondents as to when they had first heard of SEA. This in comparison to 63.4% of Somali population who in the KAPB survey stated that they have never heard about SEA. 

Table: When did you first hear about SEA?

	Definition
	Sudanese respondents
	Somali respondents
	Minority respondents

	Never heard of it
	1.2
	0
	0

	This year (2007)
	14.1
	28.6
	17.1

	Last year (2006)
	28.2
	28.6
	39.0

	Two years ago (2005)
	24.7
	17.1
	24.4

	More than 2 years ago (earlier than 2005)
	23.5
	25.7
	19.5

	No response
	8.2
	0
	0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Table: Where did you get information on PSEA?

	Definition
	% respondents Sudanese 2005
	% respondents Sudanese 2007
	% respondents Somali 2005
	% respondents Somali 2007

	Friends of Refugees
	35.4
	33.7
	33.0
	22.9

	Relatives
	6.2
	4.7
	15.9
	17.1

	Partner
	1.0
	0
	1.1
	11.4

	Neighbours
	2.6
	3.5
	15.9
	14.3

	Community Leaders
	6.7
	30.2
	2.3
	5.7

	NGOs
	22.6
	18.6
	14.8
	11.4

	Health Centre
	10.8
	6.98
	8.0
	2.9

	Legal Authorities
	1.5
	0
	0
	2.9

	Camp Administration
	2.1
	0
	2.3
	0

	Media
	8.2
	0
	6.8
	5.7

	Other
	3.1
	1.2
	0
	5.7

	No response
	NA
	1.2
	NA
	0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Table: Where did you get information on PSEA?

	Definition
	% respondents Minority 2005
	% respondents Minority 2007

	Friends of refugees
	23.5
	22.0

	Relatives
	5.9
	0

	Partner
	1.5
	0

	Neighbours
	1.5
	4.9

	Community Leaders
	36.8
	7.3

	NGOs
	14.7
	26.8

	Health Centre
	0
	2.4

	Legal Authorities
	1.5
	0

	Camp Administration
	13.2
	2.4

	Media
	1.5
	7.3

	Other
	0
	26.8

	No response
	NA
	0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


Among the Sudanese and Minority respondents who had heard of SEA, friends of refugees continued to be an important source of information between 2005 and 2007.  For the Sudanese population, community leaders assumed a significant role (30.23%) as a source of information in 2007. Among the Somali population, friends of refugees and relatives continued to be named as the main sources of information. In addition to their friends, NGOs were named by Minority respondents as important sources of information. 
There has been an increase in the rate at which respondents admit to trusting their source of information. In 2005, 67.1% of Sudanese respondents, 56.5% of Somali respondents and 81.4% of Minority Groups said that they trusted their sources. By 2007, these rates had increased to 84.7%, 85.7% and 90.2% respectively.

Overwhelmingly, all refugee respondents said that they would like to receive further information about SEA. In the KAPB survey, 95.9% of Sudanese respondents, 75.5% of Somali respondents and 96.1% of Minority Groups said that they would like further information. In the 2007 evaluation, these rates had increased to 89.3%, 88.6% and 75.6% respectively.

Table: How would you like to receive information?

	Definitions
	% responses Sudanese 2005
	% responses Sudanese 2007
	% responses Somali 2005
	% responses Somali 2007

	Group discussions
	34.6
	83.7
	58.9
	51.4

	Talking in private
	14.3
	3.5
	7.4
	14.3

	Home visits
	13.1
	4.7
	12.3
	17.1

	Brochures
	3.8
	1.2
	2.5
	0

	Video shows
	27.8
	2.3
	15.3
	5.7

	Drama shows
	5.9
	0
	2.5
	2.9

	Music performances
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other

	.4
	1.2
	1.2
	8.6

	No response
	0
	3.5
	0
	0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Table: How would you like to receive information?

	Definitions
	% responses Minority 2005
	% responses Minority 2007

	Group discussions
	51.4
	46.3

	Talking in private
	13.3
	7.3

	Home visits
	8.6
	4.9

	Brochures
	1.9
	4.9

	Video shows
	13.3
	7.3

	Drama shows
	10.5
	0

	Music performances
	0
	0

	Other

	1.0
	17.1

	No response
	NA
	12.2

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


For Sudanese respondents, there has been a significant increase in the percentage of the population that would prefer group discussions as a means of receiving information. For Somali population, group discussions and home visits were identified in 2007 as the preferred means of receiving information. For Minority Groups, group discussions are important in 2007. Among both populations, video shows have significantly declined as a preferred source for receiving further information.

This is consistent with the KAPB survey results, which proposed that group discussions were an important means of disseminating information, based on respondent requests and should be incorporated into the tools used in the campaign.

Focal Points

The acknowledgement of focal points as a contact for SEA has changed significantly during the project period. In 2005, 22.7% of Sudanese respondents knew of the existence of Focal Points and, by 2007, this rate had increased to 57.7%.  However among the Somali population, this rate declined from 22% who acknowledged the existence of Focal Points in 2005 to 14.7% in 2007. The rate decline suggests that the Somali community is less knowledgable about the presence of Focal Points and is perhaps not receiving information about their presence as contact points for accessing the reporting mechanism. Among the Minority Groups, 30.1% knew about contact persons and Focal Points for SEA in 2005 and 55% in 2007. Feedback from enumerators suggests that most people do not know of Focal Points nor how to contact them.

Table: What is the purpose/task of the Focal Points?

	Definitions
	% respondents Sudanese 2005
	% respondents Sudanese 2007
	% respondents Somali 2005
	% respondents Somali 2007

	To inform about work related issues
	9.4
	35.3
	11.8
	2.9

	To record potential cases of SEA
	25.0
	25.9
	23.6
	5.9

	To involve legal institutions when a case was reported
	23.1
	7.06
	27.6
	2.9

	To refer potential survivors to other institutions
	17.5
	1.2
	17.3
	0

	To coordinate SEA activities
	13.1
	4.7
	9.4
	0

	To investigate potential cases
	11.3
	1.2
	10.2
	2.9

	Other
	.6
	1.2
	0
	11.8

	No response
	0
	23.5
	0
	73.5

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


There has been a shift in knowledge about the purpose and tasks of Focal Points. Among the Sudanese population, there has been a 25% increase in those who believe that Focal Points are there “to inform about work related issues”. Among the Somali population, there has been a significant reduction in ability to identify purposes and tasks of Focal Points. The Minority Groups seem to have the greatest understanding of SEA with 19.5% suggest that Focal Points are “to investigate potential cases”. For all refugee respondents, there was a significant increase in respondents who chose not to respond to this question. It is unclear why there is such a shift in identification of purpose and tasks of the Focal Points and can point to a need for continued reminders of the reporting process.

Reporting

Throughout the camp, colourful posters outline the various persons to whom someone can report an SEA complaint. Of the Sudanese refugee respondents, 64.7% stated that they knew of a system of reporting cases of SEA. Only 44.1% of the Somali refugee respondents affirmed that they knew of such a system. Just over fifty percent (51.2%) of Minority Groups admitted that they knew of a system of reporting cases.
Table: Reporting a case what would you feel?

	Definitions
	% responses Sudanese 2005
	% responses Sudanese 2007
	% responses Somali 2005
	% responses Somali 2007
	% responses Minority 2005
	% responses Minority 2007

	Fear of revenge by perpetrator
	17.8
	52.3
	35.9
	38.0
	37.9
	17.8

	Feel ashamed of spouse/partner and/or community
	21.6
	12.8
	4.5
	10.0
	12.6
	4.4

	Fear lack of confidentiality
	21.2
	6.4
	14.1
	4.0
	7.4
	8.9

	Fear of rejection
	9.1
	3.7
	7.7
	8.0
	2.1
	2.2

	Fear of experiencing disadvantages
	4.9
	1.8
	15.4
	2.0
	8.4
	2.2

	Fear of being accused a liar
	6.8
	.92
	14.1
	6.0
	9.5
	6.7

	Not want a legal investigation
	.8
	0
	2.6
	0
	0
	0

	Feel confident
	5.3
	14.7
	2.6
	8.0
	12.6
	15.6

	Feel satisfied
	12.5
	0
	3.2
	4.0
	9.5
	31.1

	Other
	0
	.92
	0
	10.0
	0
	8.9

	No response
	NA
	6.4
	NA
	10.0
	NA
	2.2

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Between 2005 and 2007, there has been significant increase among the Sudanese population of those who fear of revenge by the perpetrator. It is not clear whether this is an anomaly in the data or a genuine fear among this group of refugees. Certainly, fear of revenge was identified in 2005 as rationale for not reporting a case. 

Among all refugee respondents, there was a corresponding decline in the rate of “fear of lack of confidentiality” between 2005 and 2007. This illustrates that perhaps there has been some impact in increased awareness of SEA among beneficiaries, resulting in greater confidence level in reporting cases. 

As discussed in the interviews, developing trust and confidence in the project has been an ongoing challenge. Refugees “need to know if they report a case, that something is going to happen. If it takes a long time to resolve, they may not think that the system works”. It can take up to three months to get an investigator to the field to assess a case.

Confidentiality is a two-way street and while Focal Points can be held to account, the system cannot control the survivor and the messages that circulate within the broader community. The issue of community awareness of the complaint creates untold problems for the victim who often cannot return to the community if they make a complaint.

Attitudes and Perceptions on SEA

Asked whether it was right to seek additional benefits by engaging in sex with more powerful people especially when you are poor, 85.0% of the Sudanese refugee respondents, 72.9% of Somali refugee respondents, and 75.9% of Minority Group respondents disagreed with this statement.  

For refugee respondents, 77.5% of Sudanese, 74.7% of Somali, and 83.9% of Minority Groups disagreed that “sexual relationships between community members and aid workers are widely accepted. This compares to the 2005 rates of 82.4%, 84.1% and 96.2% among the respective populations. There is no rationale for the slightly lowered rates and may perhaps be a factor of the surveying technique as nearly 20% of respondents from both ethnic groups chose not to respond to this question. 

A majority of the refugee respondents (59.2%) believed that the community members have increased their knowledge of PSEA since the campaign began. Among the Sudanese refugee respondents, 45.0% reported that they did believe there was a difference between their own belief system and the messages that they learned through the PSEA campaign. Among the Somali refugee respondents, 51.0% said that there were no differences, as did 40.4% of Minority Groups. 

Perceptions play a large role in how the community responds to someone who has experienced SEA. Nearly fifty percent (47.7%) of Sudanese refugee respondents said, “it was their own fault”. For the Somali refugee respondents, 24% said that they did not want any contact with them and 30% responded, “I try to console and support them”. Among the Somali population, this near split in positive – negative response suggests that there are divisions in the population reactions that is not explained along gender lines. Forty percent (40.4%) of the Minority Groups said, “I try to console and support them”.

Prevalence

A majority of refugee respondents believed that there are cases of sexual relationships between beneficiaries and aid workers. From the Sudanese population, 69.2%, held this belief, 54.7% in the Somali population, and 65.5% of the Minority Groups.

Table: Women here try to get involved with male aid workers to benefit from them

	Definition
	% responses Sudanese 2005
	% responses Sudanese 2007
	% responses Somali 2005
	% responses Somali 2007
	% responses Minority 2005
	% responses Minority 2007

	This happens often here
	31.5
	23.5
	28.1
	29.2
	21.5
	30.4

	Only some women do that
	56.0
	34.8
	21.9
	29.2
	53.2
	33.9

	This rarely happens
	9.2
	17.4
	38.6
	14.6
	24.1
	14.3

	This doesn’t happen
	3.3
	10.4
	11.4
	19.8
	1.3
	3.6

	No response
	NA
	13.9
	NA
	7.3
	NA
	17.9

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


While there have been notable declines among the Sudanese population in the project period between those who think it often or sometimes happens, the Somali respondents recorded a slight increase in their responses. An increase in percentage of both populations who agreed “this doesn’t happen” suggests perhaps a decline in prevalence. 

When the question was reversed, “men here try to get involved with female aid workers to benefit from them”; the Sudanese population still believed that it occurred on a regular basis. Twenty-two percent (22.4%) felt that “this happens often here”, 31.0% “only some men do that”, and 25.9% believed that “it rarely happens”. However of the Somali population, 60% believed that “this doesn’t happen”.  There were mixed reactions from the Minority Groups with 25% suggesting, “only some men do that” and 21.4% noting, “this doesn’t happen”. It is a major reversal when analyzed from a gender perspective. While Sudanese rates are generally consistent irrespective of the gender engaging in relationships with aid workers, the Somali population has denied that it occurs among the male population.

Refugee respondents were specifically asked if they knew of any community member who is engaged in a sexual relationship with an aid worker. Among the Sudanese respondents, there was a slight decline registered in the percentage that believed that this was true from 30.6% in 2005 to 24.4% in 2007. Similarly for the Somali population, the rate declined from 20.2% in 2005 to 19.8% in 2007. For Minority Groups, 58.2% said that they did not know of anyone in 2007, which is a significant increase from the 21.6% reported in 2005.

While over 75% of the Sudanese and Somali populations state that sexual relationships between community members and aid workers are not widely accepted, over 20% of the populations believe that the relationships do exist.

When asked to assess whether there has been a reduction in the number of SEA cases since the PSEA awareness campaign began, sixty-five percent (65.5%) of the Sudanese refugee population concurred with this statement. By contrast, 46% of the Somali refugee population believes there has not been a reduction in number of cases. For Minority Groups, 72.3% agreed that there had been a reduction.

During the interview process, the observation made by the interviewee that there is a “lot of covering up among beneficiaries because they know and see what is going on”. Taken at face value, this statement suggests that it is more important than ever to build trust in a system and instill the confidence required to both prevent exploitation from happening and to report it when it does.

Kakuma Host Community Population
Socio-Demographic Data

Twenty-seven (27) standardized interviews were conducted with the Host Community in Kakuma Town.
 Of the Turkana population interviewed, 22.2% were male and 77.8% were female. The age distribution of the population was spread across all age categories in 2007 in comparison to 2005 when there was a distinct clustering of respondents between the ages 12 and 24 years.

Table: Age distribution

	Definition
	2005
	2007

	12-17 years
	27.1
	11.1

	18-24 years
	66.1
	25.9

	25-35 years
	6.8
	37.0

	26-45 years
	0
	18.5

	Above 45 years
	0
	7.4

	No response
	NA
	0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


Of those who responded to the question regarding their religion, 100% identified themselves as Christians. Education levels within the Host Community were low with 55.6% of the population having recorded no education, 18.5% with primary education to various levels, 18.5% with secondary at various levels, and 3.7% with some post-secondary education.  

Contact with Aid Workers, Police and Security Personnel

Asked whether they had contact with aid workers, 30% of respondents said yes. Of those that responded in the affirmative, 62.5% considered some of them to be their friends, and 75% admitted that they are dependent on the services provided by those aid workers. Among the Host Community, 18.5% of respondents said that they had contact with police and security personnel, and of those, 80% consider some of them to be their friends. 

Knowledge of PSEA

Given the lack of aggressive promotion of the PSEA campaign in the Host Community, 70.4% of the members of the Host Community who were interviewed as part of the evaluation admitted to having heard of the term, sexual exploitation and abuse.  This compares to a recorded 91.5% in the KAPB survey. It is evident during the interviews that there has been some dissemination of materials to the Host Community. Also the District Officer and chiefs attend some of the meetings hosted by the agencies on these issues.

The Host Community correctly defined SEA as “the abuse of a position of power and trust for sexual purposes” (79%) and “it is the physical intrusion of a sexual nature by force or under unequal or coercive circumstances” (15.8%). When asked to provide examples of SEA, 52.6% stated that one form of SEA was “an aid worker forcing a female community member to engage in sex for material assistance, favours or privileges, and 10.5% identified another form as “a teacher requiring sex in exchange for passing grade or admission to class”. In combination, these rates (63.2%) are lower than the 97.5% recorded in 2005 among members of the Host Community who believed that common forms of SEA perpetrations were committed by aid workers and/or teachers. Thirty-one percent (31.6%) of respondents identified “a husband beating a wife” as an example of SEA in 2007 that is an increase from the 2.5% of respondents recorded in 2005. The apparent decline in the ability to recognize and define SEA appropriately even among the small population suggests more can be done in educating this target group.

Information dissemination on PSEA

Over a majority of the Host Community admitted that they had first heard of SEA in 2005 or earlier (73.7%). Fifteen percent (15.8%) stated that they had first heard of it in 2006 and 10.5% in 2007. There was quite a differentiation between how male and female respondents received information. While male respondents were evenly split between their friends and NGOS as sources of information, one third of female respondents noted that their friends were their primary source of information, another third of female respondents identified relatives as a source of information. This is a shift from the KAPB survey in 2005 when both male and female respondents stated that their friends and community leaders were their primary sources of information. While their friends have continued to be identified as the main source of information, NGOs have replaced community leaders as a source of information for all respondents in 2007. Regardless of source, 94.7% of all respondents (94.9% in 2005) trusted their source of information, and all respondents would like to receive further information.

In comparison to where they received information, community leaders (31.6%) and NGOs (47.4%) were identified by the Host Community as preferred sources from whom they would like to receive information. Reliant at the moment on their friends, respondents may be looking for more established source of information. Group discussions were identified by 66.7% of respondents as the preferred methods of transmitting information. Community leaders and NGOs could lead these discussions.

Focal Points

Forty-seven percent (47.4%) of respondents admitted that they knew of contact persons/focal points for SEA within NGOs. This is 100% increase from the rate recorded in 2005 (23.7%) and suggests that perhaps the project has had some measurement of success in disseminating this information among the Host Community. 

Table: What is the purpose/task of the focal points?

	Definitions
	2005
	2007

	To inform about work related issues
	7.2
	15.8

	To record potential cases of SEA
	17.6
	26.3

	To involve legal institutions when a case was reported
	20.4
	5.3

	To refer potential survivors to other institutions
	19.2
	0

	To coordinate SEA activities
	21.2
	5.3

	To investigate potential cases
	14.0
	26.3

	Other
	.4
	5.3

	No response
	NA
	15.7

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


There appears to be an overall understanding of the Focal Points and their responsibilities with respect to processing SEA cases. This is surprising considering the limited contact that the Host Community has had with the PSEA campaign.

Reporting

Less than fifty percent (47.4%) of respondents admitted to knowing of a system to report cases of SEA. Twenty six percent (26.1%) of those interviewed admitted to fearing revenge by perpetrator if they reported a case of SEA in comparison to 16.3% in 2005. Nearly twenty-two percent (21.7%) of respondents noted their satisfaction in reporting a case and a further 21.7% would feel confident compared to 1.8% and 4.6% respectively of respondents in 2005. Perhaps there has been some uptake in awareness among the Host Community.

Attitudes and Perceptions

Ninety-six percent (96.2%) of respondents did not agree with the statement “it is right to seek for additional benefits by engaging in sex with more powerful people especially when you are poor”.  This is a slight reduction from 98.3% in 2005. All of the respondents both in 2005 and 2007 disagreed with statement that “sexual relationships between community members and aid workers are widely accepted”.

Over eighty percent (82.6%) of respondents said that they believe that community members have increased their knowledge of PSEA since the campaign began. 

When asked about differences between what they believe and what they have learned through the PSEA campaign, 56.5% said that there were no differences.

Nearly ninety percent (87%) said that they would try and console and support someone who had experienced SEA.

Prevalence

Table: Women here try to get involved with male aid workers to benefit from them

	Definitions
	% respondents
	% male respondents
	% female respondents

	This happens often here
	42.3
	50.0
	40.0

	Only some women do that
	34.6
	33.3
	35.0

	This rarely happens
	19.2
	16.7
	20.0

	This doesn’t happen
	0
	0
	0

	No response
	3.9
	0
	5.0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


In 2007, 42.3% of respondents said that women often get involved with male aid workers (44.1% in 2005) and 34.6% of respondents said that only some women do that (55.9% in 2005). 

Overall, more male than female respondents felt that relations between women and male aid workers were prevalent. When asked in the reverse, more female (40%) than male (33.3%) respondents felt that men get involved with female aid.

In contrast with data in the KAPB survey, only 23.1% of respondents said that they knew of a community member who is engaged in a sexual relationship with an aid worker. This contrasts with a figure of 41.4% in 2005.

Over eighty percent (82.6%) said that they felt there had been a reduction in cases since the campaign began.

However, as evidenced in a number of interviews, refugees themselves are exploiting the Host Community. The refugee community has greater wealth than the Host Community, refugees are using labour from the Host Community who are desperate to earn income. For example, women from the Host Community are selling shelter materials and fencing within the camp.

Kakuma Humanitarian Aid Workers

Socio-Demographic Data

National Aid Workers

There were 26 national aid workers who were interviewed of which 46.2% were male and 53.9% were female. Fifty percent of the respondents were between ages 18-24 years, 30.8% were 25-35 years old, and 15.38% were 36-45 years of age. Of the national aid workers interviewed, 92.3% were Christian and 7.7% declared as Islamic faith. The level of education among national aid workers is fairly high; 15.4% had completed university, 23.1% had some post-secondary education, and 34.6% had completed secondary school.

Incentive aid workers

There were 132 incentive aid workers who were interviewed. Of these, 48.5% were Sudanese, 20.5% were Somali, 15.2% were Ethiopian, and 16% were a mixture of other ethnicities including Congolese, Rwandese etc. Of the total respondents, 65.9% were male and 34.1% were female.

The majority of respondents were concentrated in the 25-35 age bracket (57.6%) with 25% of respondents between ages 18 and 24, and 16% between ages 36-45.  Of those incentive staff interviewed, 72.7% declared to be Christians, and 24.2% were Islamic faith. This population of incentive aid workers is highly educated whereby 44.7% declared that they had completed secondary education and 17.4% had some secondary education.

Contact with Refugees and Host Community

National Aid Workers

Of those respondents who claimed to have regular contact with refugees, 71.4% considered them to be their friends. Of those with regular contact, 64.3% admitted that they considered the refugees to be dependent upon their services. Among national aid workers who have regular contact with Host Community, 93.3% admitted that some members of Host Community are their friends. Of those who have regular contact with Host Community, 80% admitted that they consider members of the Host Community to be dependent upon them for services.

According to agency staff reports, mingling that used to happen from time to time between aid workers and refugees no longer occurs.

Incentive Aid Workers

It is defacto statement that incentive aid workers would have regular contact with refugees as they themselves are from the refugee population. What is interesting is the level of contact with the Host Community. Fifty-five percent (54.6%) of the incentive staff acknowledged having contact with the Host Community. Of this population, 78.9% of those admitted that they had friends among the Host Community. When assessed based on dependency, 68.1% admitted that members of the Host Community were dependent on their services.

Knowledge of PSEA

A significant percentage of national staff admitted to hearing of SEA (80.8%) compared to 98.4% in 2005. This is slightly below the expected rate for national staff given that PSEA staff and agencies involved in implementation have targeted information at their employees that suggests that this rate should be 100%. Among incentive aid workers, 72.5% acknowledged hearing the term, SEA in 2007 in comparison to 91.7% in 2005. This is also below expectations given the emphasis that was placed on familiarization among all staff.

Table: What is SEA?

	Definitions
	% responses nationals 2005
	% responses nationals

2007
	% responses incentives 2005
	% responses incentives

2007

	It is a mutual consensus between a man and a women engaging in sexual activities
	2.1
	22.7


	2.4
	22.2

	When a women benefits from engaging in sexual activities with any community member
	31.3
	0
	32.5
	17.2

	It is abuse of a position of power or trust for sexual purposes
	35.4
	54.6
	36.1
	38.4

	It is the physical intrusion of a sexual nature by force or under unequal or coercive circumstances
	23.6
	18.2
	18.1
	3.0

	Other
	7.7
	4.6
	10.8
	11.1

	No response
	NA
	0
	NA
	8.1

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


It is disconcerting that nearly one quarter (22.7%) of the national aid workers considered SEA to be “a mutual consensus between a man and a woman engaging in sexual activities”.  In absolute value, the numbers of incentive aid workers who could define SEA was less than that who admitted to having heard of SEA (131 versus 99 persons).  While 38.4% of respondents correctly identified SEA as “the abuse of a position of power or trust for sexual purposes”, 22.2% considered it to be “a mutual consensus between a man and a woman engaging in sexual activities. This is a similar rate to that of national aid workers and demonstrates a low rate of understanding and comprehension of SEA among all humanitarian aid workers that is a significant increase from rates in 2005.

Table: Can you identify different forms of SEA?

	Definitions
	% responses nationals 2005
	% responses nationals

2007
	% responses incentives 2005
	% responses incentives

2007

	A husband beating his wife
	5.1
	22.7
	5.3
	13.3

	An aid worker forcing a female community member to engage in sex for material assistance, favours or privileges
	43.1
	59.1
	42.7
	54.1

	A teacher requiring sex in exchange for passing grade or admission to class
	38.7
	13.6
	36.0
	9.2

	Other
	13.1
	0
	16
	14.3

	No Response
	NA
	4.6
	NA
	9.2

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


When asked to provide examples of SEA, nearly 60% of national aid workers were able to identify that “an aid worker forcing a female community member to engage in sex for material assistance, favours or privileges” which is an increase from 43.1% in 2005. There were 54.1% of incentive aid workers who also identified that aid workers were culpable which is an increase from 42.7% in 2005. It is concerning that there was a significant increase among all aid workers between 2005 and 2007 who identified a form of SEA as “a husband beating his wife”. This suggests that there is ongoing confusion between the SGBV and SEA campaigns.

Whether they thought SEA was a crime, 95.5% of national respondents affirmed that it could involve a crime (96.7% in 2005). Approximately eighty percent (80.4%) of incentive staff (97.1% in 2005) acknowledged that SEA could involve a crime.

Information on PSEA

National aid workers acknowledged that they had first heard of SEA in 2005 (45.5%) and in 2006 (31.8%). Only 13.6% claimed to have first heard of SEA in 2007. This compares to responses of incentive aid workers: in 2005 the rate was 25.5%, in 2006, 34.7%, and in 2007, 9.2%. However, there is a significant percentage of the incentive staff (17.4%) that admitted to hearing of SEA more than two years ago. This can be rationalized either because this constituency was the first to hear about SEA when the campaign was first approved in late 2004 and there may also be some confusion as to dates when they first heard of the campaign.

Training

There was a small majority of national aid workers who said that they had received training on SEA (54.6%). This is a slight increase from the 50% recorded in 2005. Among incentive staff, 67.4% (43.8% in 2005) acknowledged that they had received training.

Of those national aid workers who had received training, 50% said that it was conducted in 2006, and 25% said that they had been trained in 2005. Only 16.7% of national aid workers had received training in 2007. For incentive aid workers who had received training, 45.5% received training in 2006, 25.8% in 2005, and 13.6% in 2007.

The most frequently cited training methodologies for those national staff that had received training were intensive training on only SEA (50%) and on the job training (41.7%). Training methodologies differed slightly for incentive staff of whom (40.9%) stated that they received intensive training on only SEA, 22.7% received it as a component of another training. In comparison to national staff, only 19.7% received on the job training. All humanitarian aid workers considered the training to be useful.

Focal Points

In 2007, sixty-three percent (63.6%) of national aid workers and 60.2% of incentive staff admitted to knowing about focal points for SEA within NGOs. This compares to 81.8% and 76.7% respectively in 2005. These rates suggest that there has been a decline in knowledge of Focal Points among aid workers at the end of the project in comparison to its beginning.

Table: What is the purpose/task of these focal points?

	Definition
	% respondent nationals 2005
	% respondentnationals

2007
	% respondent incentives 2005
	% respondent incentives

2007

	To inform about work related issues
	10.0
	9.1
	8.0
	30.6

	To record potential cases of SEA
	18.1
	45.5
	14.9
	29.6

	To involve legal institutions when a case was reported
	17.5
	4.6
	16.1
	0

	To refer potential survivors to other institutions
	18.1
	0
	19.5
	2.0

	To coordinate SEA activities
	9.4
	0
	6.9
	3.1

	To investigate potential cases
	24.4
	9.1
	27.6
	4.1

	Other
	2.4
	0
	6
	6.1

	No response
	NA
	31.8
	NA
	24.5

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


It appears that humanitarian aid workers have demonstrated that they are familiar with the roles of Focal Points. Forty-five percent (45.5%) of national respondents and 29.6% of incentive respondents noted that the purpose of Focal Points was “to record potential cases of SEA”. This is a significant increase from the rates noted in 2005 and is a positive sign that there is increased clarity.  

A question that has been important to the whole analysis of Focal Points has been whether they were accessible? Among the aid workers who were interviewed, 54.6% of the national respondents admitted that they are easy to access, and 42.7% of incentive staff.

Reporting

Of those humanitarian aid workers who responded to the question, 72.7% of nationals and 73.5% of incentives knew about a system of reporting. When questioned as to whether the complaint mechanism was effective, 54.6% and 53.1% respectively admitted that it was useful. 

Fear of revenge by perpetrators was cited by national aid workers (30%) and by incentive aid workers (73.3%) if they were to report a case. 

Knowledge of Code of Conduct

Among humanitarian aid workers, 73.1% of national respondents and 60.5% of incentive respondents stated that they had heard of the Code of Conduct compared to higher rates in 2005 of 98.4% and 91.7% respectively. In 2007, all national staff and 71.4% of incentive staff stated that they had signed the Code in comparison to 89.1% and 65.6% respectively in 2005. 

Table: What is the Code of Conduct?

	Definition
	% respondent nationals 2005
	% respondent nationals

2007
	% respondent incentives 2005
	% respondent incentives

2007

	A guide directing the behaviour of aid workers
	49.0
	68.4
	37.5
	58.4

	A guide directing the behaviour of community members
	12.5
	5.26
	14.6
	18.2

	A law for aid workers and community members
	36.5
	21.1
	41.7
	10.4

	Other
	2.0
	0
	6.3
	9.1

	No response
	NA
	5.3
	NA
	3.9

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


A majority of the national aid workers (68.4%) and incentive aid workers (58.4%) who had heard of the Code were able to correctly define it. This is a demonstrated increase in rates from 2005. There are lots of questions during orientation on the Code according to one agency and “from the questions, you can see that they are beginning to understand it and its contents”. Also, “those on short contracts think that they are not obliged to follow the Code of Conduct”. However, training was an opportunity to let them know that “as long as they are agency staff, they must abide by the Code”.
Table: What is the purpose of the Code of Conduct?
	Definitions
	% respondent nationals 2005
	% respondent nationals

2007
	% respondent incentives 2005
	% respondent incentives

2007

	To prevent gender-based violence
	12.0
	26.3
	37.5
	32.5

	To preserve the values of the beneficiaries
	33.0
	21.1
	14.6
	27.3

	To protect the beneficiary population from sexual exploitation and abuse of power and corruption
	52.0
	47.4
	41.7
	24.7

	Other
	3.0
	0
	6.2
	7.8

	No response
	NA
	5.3
	NA
	7.8

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Of those humanitarian aid workers who had heard of the Code, 47.4% (52% in 2005) of the national respondents and 24.7% (41.7% in 2005) of the incentive respondents identified the purpose as protection for the beneficiary population. However, significant percentages of both national and incentive staff identified the purpose of the Code as a means “to prevent gender-based violence”. This suggests a continued confusion between the SGBV and PSEA campaigns.

Regardless of greater understanding, there has been some question raised as to the impact of the Code on “consensual relations”. There is frustration among aid workers who believe that the Code favours beneficiaries. False accusations in the past have raised concerns among agency staff that feel that they are guilty before the investigation process has begun. They question how their ‘tarnished image’ can be repaired.

Attitude and Perceptions on SEA

An overwhelming majority of national aid workers (92.3%) (90% in 2005) and of incentive workers (87.1%) (88.2% in 2005) responded that they disagreed with the statement that “it is right to seek for additional benefits by engaging in sex with more powerful people especially when you are poor” and also disagreed with the statement that “sexual relationships between community members and aid workers are widely accepted and appreciated”.

Seventy-five percent (75%) of the national aid workers and 73.3% of incentive workers believed that community members had increased their knowledge of PSEA since the campaign began.

Half of the national aid workers (50%) did not believe that there were any differences between their beliefs and what they have learned through the campaign. Whereas, 48% of incentive aid workers believed that there were differences between their beliefs and what they had learned through the campaign.

When asked about how they would perceive someone who had experienced SEA, 35% of national aid workers and 25.7% of incentive workers said that they would console and support the person. Correspondingly, 30% of national respondents and 21.9% of incentive respondents believed that it was “their own fault”. 

Prevalence of SEA

An overwhelming majority of national aid workers (80.8%) and of incentive aid workers (75%) said that they think that there are cases of sexual relationships between refugees, host communities and aid workers. It was reported during the interview process that the District Officer has made three or four public addresses in town whereby chiefs have cited instances of abuses by humanitarian aid workers.

Table: Women here try to get involved with male aid workers to benefit from them

	Definitions
	% respondents nationals 2005
	% respondents nationals

2007
	% respondents incentives 2005
	% respondents incentives

2007

	This happens often here
	13.0
	26.9
	11.8
	25.8

	Only some women do that
	18.5
	61.5
	23.5
	41.7

	This rarely happens
	27.8
	0
	11.8
	21.2

	This doesn’t happen
	40.7
	3.9
	52.9
	6.1

	No response
	NA
	7.7
	NA
	5.3

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


In comparison to data gathered in 2005, there is a significant increase in the rate at which aid workers believe that women are involved with male aid workers. In 2005, 13% of nationals and 11.8% of incentives believed that women are often involved with male aid workers. By 2007, these rates had increased to 26.9% and 25.76% respectively. However, national aid workers recorded consistent rates from 2005 to 2007 in response to the question about the involvement of men with female aid workers at approximately 26%. Among incentive aid workers, 30.3% felt that these relations do not happen (30.6% in 2005) and 28% (8.3% in 2005) that they rarely happen.

Among national aid workers (61.5%) and incentive aid workers (49.6%) did not know of a community member who was engaged in a sexual relationship with an aid worker. 

Whether there had been a reduction in cases since the beginning of the PSEA campaign, eighty percent (80%) of national aid workers and 74.3% of incentive aid workers responded that they believe there has been a reduction. This was confirmed through numerous interviews and focus group discussions. Although cases are still prevalent, the actual numbers of cases are believed to have declined.

3
Detailed Response Analysis: Dadaab Refugee Camp

Dadaab Refugee Population

Socio-Demographic Data

There were a total of 333 refugees interviewed of which 192 (57.7%) were male and 141 (42.3%) were female. 

Table: Breakdown of Refugee Respondents by Gender and Nationality (%)

	Refugee Respondents
	Male
	Female

	Sudanese
	8.9
	6.5

	Somali
	68.2
	82.0

	Ethiopian
	13.5
	5.8

	Ugandan
	0
	.72

	Other
	9.4
	5.0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


The majority of the Somali refugee respondents were aged 35 years or below similar to the demographics of the Somali refugees interviewed in the KAPB survey. However, in 2005, 23.6% of the respondents were between ages 25-35 and 29.5% of the respondents were in the age group 18-24 years. In 2007, it was a younger population that was interviewed with 27.9% of respondents between the ages of 25-35 and 46.7% in the 18-24 age group.

As it is the youth population that has demonstrated its interest in the PSEA campaign, it will be an important opportunity to assess the attitudes gathered in this evaluation in comparison to those articulated in the KAPB survey in 2005.

Of the total respondents, 77.8% identified as the Islamic faith. This corresponds with the declared nationality of respondents: 74.0% were of Somali origin, and 7.9% were Sudanese. Nearly sixty-five percent (64.5%) of the Somali refugee respondents had been in the camps for more than 10 years in comparison to 60.9% in 2005. 

The completed level of education was higher in 2007 in comparison to the levels noted in 2005 for the Somali refugee population. Twenty-one percent (21.2%) had attended or completed secondary education and 48.2% had attended or completed primary in comparison with 16.8% who had attended secondary school and 32.3% who had up to 8 years primary education respectively.  Nearly 30 percent (29.4%) had no education in comparison to 32.3% in 2005. 

Contact with Aid Workers

Of total respondents, 69% acknowledged that they had regular contact with the aid workers and considered some of them to be their friends
. Of those who had regular contact with aid workers, 67.8% acknowledged that they were dependent on the services provided by the aid workers. A majority of the refugee respondents acknowledged that they had regular contact with police and security personnel and considered some of them to be their friends (52.2%).

Participants in female FGD admitted that they do have contact with staff in distribution centres, hospitals, compounds, trainings and at the Family Life Centre. They recognize their dependence on the staff because of their link between the agencies and community. They consider themselves friends to some of the staff because they jointly participate in trainings and workshops as well as community celebrations.

Knowledge on PSEA

Table: Have you heard of term ‘sexual exploitation and abuse’? 

	Target Group
	% Somali respondents 2005
	% Somali respondents 2007

	Refugees
	76.4%
	73.9%


There has been slight decrease of 2.5% of Somali respondents who admitted to hearing the term “sexual exploitation and abuse”.

Overall, 74.2% of all refugee survey respondents had heard of SEA in comparison to a combined total of 25.8% who had either not heard of SEA or gave no response. Of those who responded positively, 44.1% were male refugee respondents and 30.1% were female refugee respondents. 

Table: What is sexual exploitation and abuse?

	
	2005
	2007

	Definitions
	1
	2
	3
	4
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Somali Refugee Respondents
	12.2
	21.2
	41.7
	25
	7.8
	24.4
	47.8
	12.2


In 2005, 41.7% of Somali refugee respondents were of the opinion that SEA was the abuse of a position of power or trust for sexual purposes. By 2007, this percentage had risen to 47.8%. In the original KAPB survey, 25% of the same population also noted that SEA was the physical intrusion of a sexual nature by force or under unequal or coercive circumstances, but by 2007, that rate had declined to 12.2%. 

One potential explanation for the fifty percent reduction in identification of the latter definition is the ongoing influence of the traditional Somali culture that according to feedback during focus group discussions, it is not considered to be a taboo to force sexual relations between man and wife. Some blocks haven’t had access to the campaign.

Table: Can you give examples of different forms of SEA?

	
	2005
	2007

	Definitions
	1
	2
	3
	88
	1
	2
	3
	88

	Somali Refugee Respondents
	21.3
	37.4
	41
	NA
	13.9
	48.9
	28.9
	5.6


In comparison to the baseline survey, respondents from the Somali refugee population continued to identify the most common forms of SEA as an aide worker forcing a female community member to engage in sex for material assistance, favours or privileges, (48.9%) and, a teacher requiring sex in exchange for passing grade or admission to class (28.9%). However, there are still a significant number of Somali refugee respondents (13.9%) who were of the opinion that a husband beating his wife can be classified under SEA. While this is a reduction from the 21.3% evidenced in the baseline survey, it continues to provide evidence that there is no clear demarcation between the SGBV and PSEA projects operating in the camp.

An overwhelming majority of Somali refugee respondents continue to consider SEA to be a crime. In 2005, 87.6% of the Somali refugee respondents believed it could involve a crime while today this rate has risen to 91.7% among the same constituency. This is consistent with the feedback provided by the focus group discussions.

Information dissemination on SEA
In 2005, 18.2% and 39.4% of Somali refugee respondents cited their friends and NGOs respectively as their preferred source of information. In 2007, these rates have risen to 28.9% and 47.2% respectively. As was evident in the baseline survey, there are no major differences between ethnic groups in regard to the source of SEA information. The Sudanese and Ethiopian populations also consistently cite their friends and NGOs as their main sources of SEA information.

It was noted in the 2005 baseline survey that 65.9% of the Somali refugee respondents did not trust their source of information in comparison to 83.4% of non-Somali refugee respondents. By the end of project in 2007, there is a high percentage of trust evidenced across all ethnic groups: 92% for Sudanese, 90.5% for Somali, 94.7% for Ethiopian, 100% for Ugandan and 85% for Other groups which include Congolese, Rwandan, Burundian and others.

Nearly all refugee respondents (94.8%) requested further information, with NGOs most often cited (53.2%) as the most preferred source of information on SEA. Furthermore, the preferred means of transmitting this information was consistent for the male and female refugee respondents. Group discussions, video shows and home visits were most often cited. These choices were also consistent for the Somali refugee respondents. Reviewed across all ethnicities, group discussions were the most often cited source of information but private talks and brochures were also identified significantly.

Focus group discussions have noted that only an estimated 70% of beneficiaries have received SEA messages.

There are a variety of information sources include videos, bags, t-shirts and posters in offices as well as billboards at logistics and distribution centres. T-shirts were consistently recognized in the focus group discussions as they were considered to be useful “since they attract community members and helped to convey information effectively.” In particular, films were recognized as an innovative means of messaging. The posters were often cited as inappropriate for delivering the message because of the difficulty in using throughout the blocks, and the fact that the messages were considered to be unclear without text.

Focal Points

In the 2005 KAPB survey, 63.6% of Somali refugee respondents acknowledged that they had heard of PSEA focal points within the agencies. By 2007, this rate had declined slightly to 59.1% of the Somali respondents admitting to the existence of focal points.

Table: What is the purpose/tasks of the focal points?

	Definitions
	2005
	2007

	To inform about work related issues
	10.9
	10.1

	To record potential cases of SEA
	24.2
	20.8

	To involve legal institutions when a case was reported
	17.0
	15.2

	To refer potential survivors to other institutions
	17.6
	2.8

	To coordinate SEA activities
	15.2
	14.0

	To investigate potential cases
	15.2
	14.0

	Other
	NA
	2.3

	No response
	NA
	20.8

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


These results based on responses from Somali refugees are consistent with those from the KAPB survey. There is continued evidence of confusion among the respondents as to the tasks of the focal points and suggests that additional information dissemination is required. One identified problem during focus group discussions was that it is not widely known in the community who are the focal points.

Particularly disconcerting is the 20.8% of respondents who did not reply to this question during the interview process. Twenty-four percent (24.1%) of male Somali refugee respondents stated that the purpose of focal points are to record potential cases of SEA. There was more evident confusion among female Somali refugee respondents who stated that the purpose of focal points was to involve legal institutions when a case was reported (21.2%).

Mixed reviews from focus group discussions as to whether the community knows where to report as well as existence and location of complaints boxes. Complaint boxes are also often used for resettlement requests and have become “generic” complaint boxes for recording all kinds of requests.

Reporting

When asked about their knowledge of a system to report cases of SEA, 73.5% of all respondents acknowledged that they did know of such a system. Of Somali refugee respondents, 70.2% stated that they knew of a reporting system. However, as learned in focus group discussions, cases are still however being reported to parents and block leaders rather than through established systems. There is no faith or confidence in the mechanism as reported from one beneficiary request at a film screening, “how do I know my issue will be treated confidentially?”

Table: Perception on reporting

	Definition
	2005
	2007

	Fear revenge by perpetrator
	23.0
	18.1

	Feel ashamed of spouse/partner and/or community
	24.0
	9.3

	Fear lack of confidentiality
	17.1
	15.9

	Fear of rejection
	14.0
	4.4

	Fear of experiencing disadvantages
	10.5
	5.0

	Fear of being accused a liar
	7.1
	5.0

	Not want a legal investigation
	.5
	1.7

	Feel confident
	2.0
	23.1

	Feel satisfied
	1.8
	8.8

	Other
	NA
	4.4

	No response
	NA
	3.9

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


Fear of revenge by perpetrator and fear lack of confidentiality were identified by all refugee respondents as key concerns for them (22.4% and 15.5% respectively). Among Somali refugee respondents the expressed fear of revenge has declined somewhat from 23.0 to 18.1% between 2005 and 2007 though it is still evident as echoed in the focus group discussions. Comments included “fear of police retaliation”, “fear of harassment and hatred from community when they find out who has reported”, and “fear of the perpetrator who will do everything to know who is at fault for reporting”.  

In parallel, there is a renewed confidence among the population. There has been a significant increase in the rate of Somali refugee respondents who note that they would feel confident in reporting a case from 2.0 to 23.1% between 2005 and 2007. This suggests that the system of reporting is working and that there is some renewed confidence in the system.

Attitudes and Perceptions

Consistent with the evidence in the KAPB survey, the Somali refugee respondents have fairly good perceptions of SEA with 75.6% of Somali refugee respondents stating that it is wrong to seek for additional benefits by engaging in sex with more powerful people especially when you are poor. This is consistent with the 76.0% identified in 2005.

Seventy-six percent (76.1%) of Somali refugee respondents disagreed with the statement that sexual relationships between community members and aid workers are widely accepted and appreciated. The response rate is consistent across gender lines when the data is aggregated by male and female respondents, and is also consistent with the data collected in 2005 whereby 87% of respondents disagreed with the same statement.

Eighty-eight percent (88.3%) of refugee respondents believe that community members have increased their knowledge of PSEA since the campaign began. Asked whether there were any differences between what they believed and what learned through the PSEA campaign, 75.3% of refugee respondents admitted that there were differences. This is a concern for the campaign because it suggests that the Somali traditional culture provides a barrier to increased awareness and reduction in cases of exploitation and abuse. The sensitivity of the issue for the refugee community has been recognized by the agencies.

Prevalence 

Despite their positive attitude towards the PSEA campaign and increased knowledge, refugee respondents acknowledged that they think there are cases of sexual relationships between refugees, host communities and aid workers. Of those interviewed, 59.2% agreed with the statement that they believe there are cases. During focus group discussions, statements that block leaders were involved in providing shelter for sex did not raise any denials from participants, as well as participants acknowledging that they all knew of such relationships between aid workers and refugees. One participant even admitted to being part of one such relationship. The perceptions of ongoing SEA are even starker when assessed from the gender perspective. 

Table: Women here try to get involved with male aid workers to benefit from them

	Definition
	2005
	2007

	This happens often here
	21.6
	36.8

	Only some women do that
	47.5
	32.6

	This rarely happens
	19.1
	13.8

	This doesn’t happen
	11.8
	10.5

	No response
	NA
	6.9

	Total responses
	100.0
	100.0


In 2005, the majority of Somali refugee respondents (69.1%) were of the opinion that many or some women try to get involved with male aid workers to benefit from them. By 2007, this rate had increased to 69.5%. While this percentage has remained consistent between 2005 and 2007, it is a concern that a greater percentage believes that it often happens. 

In comparison, only 43% of Somali refugee respondents believed that male beneficiaries are often or sometimes involved with female aid workers to benefit from them. This is a slight decrease from the 59% recorded in 2005 in response to a similar question.

However, 66% of Somali refugee respondents acknowledged that they did not know of a case whereby a community member is engaged in a sexual relationship with an aid worker. Yet, 23.4% affirmed that they did know of a case, which is a significant percentage and is consistent with the perceptions that such cases exist. There has been no change in the acknowledged rate of cases from 2005.

Among respondents, 91.9% believe that there has been a reduction in the number of cases since the PSEA awareness campaign began. During focus group discussions, there was general consensus that there were more cases prior to the start of the project.

Dadaab Host Community Population

Socio-Demographic Data

There were a total of 47 members of the Host Community interviewed of which 23 (48.9%) were male and 24 (51.1%) were female. The majority of the respondents were aged 35 years or below. Forty-five percent (44.68%) of respondents were aged 25-35 years and 25.5% were aged 13-24 years.

The majority of the respondents had either some primary education or none at all. Thirty percent (30.4%) of respondents reported that they had completed no education and 19.6% acknowledged some primary education. This is a significant finding and illustrates the continued contrasts between the refugee and Host Community populations.

Contact with Aid Workers, Police and Security

Of total respondents, 63.8% acknowledged that they do not have regular contact with the aid workers. For those respondents who have contact with the aid workers (36.2%), 88.2% state that they have friends among the aid workers. Similarly, over three quarters of the Host Community population (76.6%) stated that they did not have regular contact with police and security personnel.

Knowledge of SEA

Overall, 50% of all Host Community respondents had heard of SEA. Of those who responded positively, 33.3% were male respondents and 16.7% were female respondents. It was confirmed during the focus group discussions that there was no outreach program in the Host Community, there was no reporting mechanism, and no PSEA Committees in operation.

Of those who had heard of SEA, forty-four percent (44.4%) of Host Community respondents were of the opinion that SEA was the abuse of a position of power or trust for sexual purposes, and 27.8% of the same population also noted that SEA was the physical intrusion of a sexual nature by force or under unequal or coercive circumstances. 

An additional response, “when a woman benefits from engaging in sexual activities with any community member”, was identified by 16.7% of respondents to the question “What is sexual exploitation and abuse”? 

Respondents from the Host Community identified the most common forms of SEA as an aid worker forcing a female community member to engage in sex for material assistance, favours or privileges (33.3%) and, a teacher requiring sex in exchange for passing grade or admission to class (27.8%). However, there are a significant number of respondents (22.2%) who were of the opinion that a husband beating his wife is classified under SEA. This statistic provides evidence that there is no clear demarcation between the SGBV and PSEA projects operating in the camp and similar confusion evident in the camps has had some spillover into the Host Community.

An overwhelming majority of respondents (94.4%) believe SEA can involve a crime. This is consistent with the feedback provided by the focus group discussions.

Information dissemination on PSEA

Among the Host Community, NGOs, their friends and media were most often cited as the top three sources of information on SEA. Fifty nine percent (59%) of respondents said that they trust their source of information.

All respondents requested further information, with NGOs most often cited (38.1%) as the most desired source of information on SEA, followed by media and their friends. When broken down by gender, male respondents also cited NGOs, media and their friends as their top three sources of information while female respondents identified NGOs and community leaders as their top two sources. 

Furthermore, the priority means of transmitting this information was not consistent for both the male and female respondents. Group discussions were most often cited by male respondents (42.8%) while female respondents identified home visits as their preferred source of information (37.5%). 

Focal Points

Considering the lack of emphasis place on roll-out of the PSEA campaign to the Host Community, it is not surprising that 81.8% of respondents had not heard of focal points within agencies, nor did they know of a system to report cases. Those that do know of the reporting system acknowledged during the focus group discussions, that the system was not effective for the Host Community. Participants cited interference by traditional leaders who impose “maslaha” to resolve cases. There has been an assumption by staff that members of the Host Community would go to the police or the District Officer to report cases.
Attitudes and Perceptions

Despite not receiving information about the PSEA campaign, the Host Community has fairly good perceptions on SEA with 85.1% of respondents stating that it is wrong to seek for additional benefits by engaging in sex with more powerful people especially when you are poor. 

Eighty-two percent (81.8%) of respondents disagreed with the statement that sexual relationships between community members and aid workers are widely accepted and appreciated. The response rate is consistent across gender lines when the data is aggregated by male and female respondents.

A majority of respondents believe that community members have NOT increased their knowledge of SEA since the campaign began. This is not a surprising response given the lack of information available in the community. This sentiment was echoed in the focus group discussions.

Prevalence 

Members of the Host Community acknowledged that they think there are cases of sexual relationships between beneficiaries and aid workers. Of those interviewed, 68.1% agreed with this statement. The evidence is even starker when assessed based on women and men involved in such relationships.

Host community members (65.2%) were of the opinion that many or some women try to get involved with male aid workers to benefit from them. However, when disaggregated by gender, 34.8% of male respondents were more likely to suggest that women are often involved in such relationships in comparison to 17.4% of female respondents. In comparison, only 32.6% of all respondents believed that male beneficiaries are often or sometimes involved with female aid workers to benefit from them.

However, 53.5% of respondents acknowledged that they did not know of case whereby a community member is engaged in a sexual relationship with an aid worker. Yet, 25.6% affirmed that they did know of a case, which is a significant percentage and is consistent with the perceptions that such cases exist.

Among respondents, 57.1% believe that there has been a reduction in the number of cases since the PSEA awareness campaign began.

Dadaab Humanitarian Aid Workers Population

Socio-Demographic Data

There were a total of 154 incentive aid workers interviewed of which 87 (56.5%) were male and 67 (43.5%) were female. The majority of the respondents were aged 35 years or below similar to the demographics of the incentive workers interviewed in the KAPB survey. However, in 2005, 61.8% of the respondents were between ages 25-35 and 29.4% of the respondents were in the age group 18-24 years. In 2007, the ratios had reversed and it was a much younger group that was evaluated with 37.3% between 25-35 years old, and 52.2%3 between 18-24 years old. 

As it is the youth population that has demonstrated its interest in the PSEA campaign, it will be an important opportunity to assess the attitudes gathered in this evaluation in comparison to those articulated in the KAPB survey in 2005.

Of the respondents, 91.5% identified as the Islamic faith. This corresponds with the declared nationality of respondents: 91.6% were of Somali origin and 4.6% were Sudanese. Nearly sixty-nine percent (68.8%) had been in the camps for more than 10 years in comparison to almost 80% in 2005. This is consistent with the larger number of respondents identified in the younger age category in 2007.

The completed level of education was higher in 2007 in comparison to the levels noted in 2005. Forty-one percent (41.6%) had completed secondary education and 37% had completed primary in comparison with 35.3% and 41.2% respectively. However, access to post-secondary education (including vocational degree and university) was significantly lower in 2007 than that recorded in 2005 with a combined rate of 2.0% compared to 20.6%. This finding is consistent with the reduction in the interim years in access to post-secondary education.

When the data is aggregated by gender, 71.9% of those having completed secondary education are male respondents.

Contact with Host Community

Of total respondents, 53.3% acknowledged that they had regular contact with the host community. For those respondents who have contact with the host community, 81.5% state that they have friends among the host community. 

Knowledge on PSEA

All agencies acknowledged during the interview process that they required incentive staff to sign the Code of Conduct as part of the employment process. In 2007, 93.5% of respondents admitted that they had heard of the term “sexual exploitation and abuse”, in comparison to 94.1% in the 2005 KAPB survey.

From gender perspective, of those who responded positively, 56.3% were male respondents and 43.8% were female respondents.

In 2005, 35.7% of incentive aid workers were of the opinion that SEA was the abuse of a position of power or trust for sexual purposes, and by 2007, this percentage had risen to 55.9%. In the original KAPB survey, 47.1% of the same population also noted that SEA was the physical intrusion of a sexual nature by force or under unequal or coercive circumstances, but by 2007, the rate had declined to 15.9%. 

One potential explanation for the reduction in identification of the latter definition is the ongoing influence of the traditional Somali culture that according to feedback during focus group discussions, it is not considered to be a taboo to force sexual relations between man and wife.

Table: Can you give examples of different forms of SEA?

	Definitions
	2005
	2007

	A husband beating his wife
	12.1
	13.2

	An aid worker forcing a female community member to engage in sex for material assistance, favours or privileges
	42.4
	44.4

	A teacher requiring sex in exchange for passing grade or admission to class
	42.4
	34.0

	Other
	3.0
	4.2

	No response
	NA
	4.2

	Total responses
	100.0
	100.0


Incentive aid workers continued to identify the most common forms of SEA. However, there are still a significant number of incentive aid workers (13.2%) who were of the opinion that a husband beating his wife is classified under SEA. While this is a slight increase from the 12.1% evidenced in the baseline survey, it continues to provide evidence that there is no clear demarcation between the SGBV and PSEA projects operating in the camp.

An overwhelming majority of respondents continue to consider SEA to be a crime. In 2005, 96.7% of the incentive aid workers believed it can involve a crime while in 2007, this rate has fallen slightly to 93.5% among the same constituency. This is consistent with the feedback provided by the focus group discussions.

Information on PSEA has circulated widely throughout the camps during the project period and there has been a concerted effort by agencies to ensure that incentive aid workers receive information about PSEA during the hiring process. This could be in part as a result of the findings of the KAPB survey in 2005 that noted, “awareness sessions and trainings on PSEA have not yet reached the majority of the humanitarian workforce.” A total of 36.8% of the incentive aid workers noted that they first heard of SEA in 2005, 33.3% in 2006 and 19.4% in 2007.  This is consistent with focus group discussions in which all participants acknowledge having received information on PSEA through a variety of sources. 

Training on PSEA

In comparison to the responses received in 2005, there has been a significant increase in incentive aid workers who acknowledged having received training on PSEA (68.8%). In the 2005 KAPB survey, 53.3% of the incentive staff had not received any training in PSEA. In focus group discussions, incentive aid workers acknowledged that only 1/3 of them had received training.  However, this appears to be understating the training that is provided to incentive aid workers based on conversations with trainers themselves. For example, 90% of CARE aid workers have been reached in 2007 with one sector undergoing a ½ day training session every Saturday. 

Of those who had received training, a combined 87.7% of incentive aid workers received training in 2006 and 2007.  Only 10.2% of respondents stated that they had received training in 2005 in comparison to 78.6% of the incentive staff who stated during the KAPB survey that they had received training on PSEA in 2005.

Seventy-one percent (70.7%) of respondents who had received training stated that their training had been intensive, 15.2% stated that their training had been mainstreamed into other training program. Nearly all of the trained respondents noted that though it was useful, the training could be improved. National staff received training on the job led by their own focal point and other agency staff. Some departments also provided regular refresher training throughout the year.

Focal Points

Among incentive aid workers, there has been an increase in those who acknowledged that they were aware of focal points for SEA within the NGOs. In 2005, the rate of 71% increased to 83.3% by 2007 and suggests that information has been disseminated among agency staff. This is higher rate than that among the interviewed refugee population and suggests that incentive aid workers have had greater access to information. This was corroborated in the focus group discussions when participants acknowledged the existence of focal points in the agencies and the ability to report to another agency other than one’s own if required to maintain confidentiality.

Table: What is the purpose/task of these focal points?

	Definition
	2005
	2007

	To inform about work related issues
	10.3
	6.3

	To record potential cases of SEA
	19.6
	49.3

	To involve legal institutions when a case was reported
	18.6
	14.1

	To refer potential survivors to other institutions
	12.4
	2.8

	To coordinate SEA activities
	19.6
	12.7

	To investigate potential cases
	18.6
	4.2

	Other
	1.0
	1.4

	No response
	NA
	9.2

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


The results identified in the above table, illustrate that there has been a significant improvement in the knowledge of the incentive aid workers with respect to the role of PSEA focal points. Unlike in 2005, when it appeared to be unclear to respondents, within the life of the project, incentive aid workers can successfully identify the roles of focal points.  Accessibility to the focal points has been identified by refugees as a challenge for reporting SEA cases, particularly for those agencies whose staff do not regularly enter the camps. Seventy-one percent (70.6%) of incentive aid workers stated that focal points are accessible.

In focus group discussions, it was clear that they are knowledgeable about the role of the focal points and that focal points are well represented in every sector of the camp. However, few focal points have been trained in investigations so capacity is low in this area. Terms of reference are different for Focal Points from agency to agency as well as the process of receiving complaints and initiating investigations.

Reporting

In the KAPB survey in 2005, evidence was provided that suggested that for incentive aid workers, reporting mechanisms were unclear. By 2007, a significant majority of respondents (87.5% and 71.5% respectively) acknowledged that they know of a system to report cases and they think that it is effective.

However, an issue that was raised consistently in all interviews was the fear of revenge and lack of confidentiality in the reporting mechanism that prevented persons from reporting cases. Fear of confidentiality was cited by 43.7% of incentive aid workers and 16.2% feared revenge by the perpetrator when reporting a case of SEA.

During focus group discussions, it has been identified that there are still loopholes in the system so that both beneficiaries and aid workers are protected. Confidentiality is a key issue in all camp locations. Dadaab was particularly identified as a concern given its closed community, and the fact that cases are easily known.

Knowledge of Code of Conduct

There was a significant increase in respondents who acknowledged that they had heard of the Code of Conduct. In 2005, only 79.4% of incentive staff said that they had heard of the Code that by 2007 had increased to 90.2%.  Of those that had heard of the Code, 82.7% has signed the Code by 2007 in comparison with only 29% in 2005. As confirmed in focus group discussions and interviews, there has been a concerted effort by all agencies to have incentive staff sign the Code upon employment in the intervening period. However, it should be noted that the Code is not consistent across agencies but varies dependent on the individual agency and its own internal processes.

Table: What is the Code of Conduct?

	Definition
	2005
	2007

	A guide directing the behaviour of aid workers
	46.0
	62.0

	A guide directing the behaviour of community members
	16.0
	15.2

	A law for aid workers and community members
	38.0
	19.6

	Other
	NA
	NA

	No response
	NA
	3.6

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


While there has been a sixteen percent increase in the ability of incentive aid workers to correctly identify the nature of the Code of Conduct, significant percentages of respondents continue to incorrectly identify the nature of the Code. This despite assurances from agencies that incentive staff has received detailed orientation on the Code, sometimes on a one-on-one basis. In some instances, the Code has been translated into the Somali language. Nonetheless, the vast majority of respondents (95.6%) thought the Code was useful.

Table: What is the purpose of the Code of Conduct?

	Definition
	2005
	2007

	To prevent gender-based violence
	24.6
	11.6

	To preserve the values of beneficiaries
	26.3
	21.7

	To protect the beneficiary population from sexual exploitation and abuse of power and corruption
	47.4
	58.0

	Other
	1.8
	2.2

	No response
	NA
	6.5

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


There has been a slight increase in the percentage of incentive aid workers who can correctly identify the purpose of the Code of Conduct. The rate evidenced in 2005 of 47.4% has increased to 58% by 2007. As noted in the focus group discussions, “the Code of Conduct is a protection not a restriction”. This is an important point for women refugees who say, “men feel the Code of Conduct is restrictive. They have stopped using language such as “sweetie” which they would have in the past”. Concurrently, there has been a decline in the percentage of respondents who believe that the purpose of the Code is to prevent gender-based violence. The rate of 24.6% in 2005 declined to 11.6% in 2007. However, the fact that this rate remains at over 10% of respondents, there continues to be misinformation and confusion between the SGBV and PSEA campaigns as identified in the KAPB survey.

Among National aid workers, the Code is recognized as useful for beneficiaries but one-sided in that it provides greater protection for refugees than for nationals. Lack of confidentiality and for those refugees who are aware of the Code and its details, potential use of the Code by refugees for malicious purposes have left national staff feeling vulnerable and at risk of false accusations. There have been several cases where staff was implicated as feared and this has reinforced their fears of untold risks to their reputations. There is nothing in the Code that responds to the questions arising from refugee action such as “what if a refugee does this…” “We have had enough cases where National staff were being implicated.” Reference was made to “witch-hunting”.

In addition, there continues to be a sense that when such cases arise involving refugees and national aid workers that they are immediately guilty and at fault. Instances were cited whereby staff left rather than undergo investigation. The question which was raised, “Can people rely that there will be due process?”

However, it was acknowledged that prior to the Code of Conduct and the PSEA campaign, beneficiaries used sexual exploitation and abuse as a means of extracting heavy financial support from the “perpetrator” and it was easier to pay to make the complaint go away whether it was real or not.

As humanitarian organizations and working with vulnerable groups, there is a burden of protection and the rights of beneficiaries are paramount. It is this message, which has perhaps not been communicated effectively to staff.

Attitudes and Perceptions

Consistent with the evidence in the KAPB survey, the incentive aid workers have fairly good perceptions on SEA with 79.2% of respondents stating that it is wrong to seek for additional benefits by engaging in sex with more powerful people especially when you are poor. This is a slight reduction from the 81.8% identified in 2005.

Eight-six percent (86%) of respondents disagreed with the statement that sexual relationships between community members and aid workers are widely accepted and appreciated. The response rate is consistent across gender lines when the data is aggregated by male and female respondents, and is also consistent with the data collected in 2005 whereby 87.9% of respondents disagreed with the same statement.

Ninety percent (89.6%) of respondents believe that community members have increased their knowledge of SEA since the campaign began. Asked whether there were any differences between what they believed and what learned through the PSEA campaign, 74.8% of incentive aid workers admitted that there were differences. This is a concern for the campaign because it suggests that the Somali traditional culture provides a barrier to increased awareness and reduction in cases of exploitation and abuse.

A majority of incentive aid workers (65.3%) said that they would try and console and support someone who had experienced SEA. This positive response contrasts with the 13.2% of respondents who said that “they are a bad influence on our community”.

Prevalence 

Despite their positive attitude towards PSEA campaign and increased knowledge, incentive aid workers acknowledged that they think cases of sexual relationships do exist between refugees, host communities and aid workers. Of those interviewed, 69.5% agreed with this statement. Focus group discussions identified police and aid workers as the main perpetrators. Teachers have also been noted as perpetrators suggesting that more has to be done to get the message into schools. 

The evidence of ongoing abuse and exploitation is even starker when assessed based on women and men involved in such relationships.

Table: Women here try to get involved with male aid workers to benefit from them

	Definition
	2005
	2007

	This happens often here
	25.0
	30.5

	Only some women do that
	28.1
	31.2

	This rarely happens
	28.1
	23.4

	This doesn’t happen
	18.8
	12.3

	No response
	NA
	2.6

	Total responses
	100.0
	100.0


In 2005, the majority of incentive aid workers (53.1%) were of the opinion that many or some women try to get involved with male aid workers to benefit from them. By 2007, this rate had increased to 61.7%. However, when disaggregated by gender, 42.5% of male respondents were more likely to suggest that women are often involved in such relationships in comparison to 14.9% of female respondents. Among male respondents, 26.4% of male respondents stated that only some women are involved in such relationships in comparison to 37.3% of female respondents. 

In comparison, only 37.3% of all respondents believed that male beneficiaries try to get involved with female aid workers to benefit from them. This is a slight increase from the 28.1% recorded in 2005 in response to a similar question.

However, 72.6% of respondents acknowledged that they did not know a community member who was engaged in a sexual relationship with an aid worker. Twenty percent (20.3%) of respondents affirmed that they did know of a community member in such a position, which is consistent with the perceptions that such cases exist.

Among respondents, 94.4% believe that there has been a reduction in the number of cases since the PSEA awareness campaign began.

C
Conclusions and Recommendations
1. Women (single and unwed mothers) as well as the elderly and children (under 12 years) continue to be extremely vulnerable to abuse. Many women do not get opportunities to participate in camp activities and thus miss the PSEA messaging according to those interviewed. It is believed that cases are prevalent. In 2007, in Kakuma, 69.2% of Sudanese refugees, and 75% of Incentive staff believe that there are cases of sexual relationships between beneficiaries and aid workers. In Dadaab, 59.2% of refugees and 69.5% of Incentive aid workers believe that there are such cases.

Recommendation: The campaign should focus information dissemination on rights and entitlements to women (single and unwed mothers) as well as elderly and children (under 12 years) in an attempt to reduce their vulnerability and empower them. 

2. It is estimated by field staff that 20-40% of the population are illiterate and therefore cannot understand the PSEA messages. In Dadaab, FGD participants admitted to seeing the message, for example, on the posters but because they cannot read, they do not understand the messages. It is difficult to portray the PSEA message without words and not to confuse with SGBV. In Kakuma, refugees primarily wanted to see and hear the message in order to overcome limitations imposed by illiteracy. 

Recommendation: New and innovative messaging such as radio was proposed as a means to overcoming the challenges of illiteracy.
3. Staff turnover fostered confusion among beneficiaries as to who to report to according to the Focal Points themselves. The Focal Points were better known in Dadaab because they were also the SGBV Focal Points according to those interviewed. In Kakuma, the identification of staff in their Focal Point roles was more challenging and difficult for the community. While there was an increase in awareness among Sudanese (57.7%) and Minority Group (55%) of the presence of Focal Points, the rate declined among Somali population to 14.7%. There was a decline in the knowledge of Focal Points between 2005 and 2007 among all aid workers (National staff declined from 81.8% to 63.6% and incentive staff from 76.7% to 60.2%).

Recommendation: Training a greater number of staff as Focal Points would overcome the challenges posed by staff turnover.

4. Interviewees including Focal Points themselves noted that without having the role of Focal Point enshrined in the job description, the effectiveness of the Focal Point was limited in fulfilling their role and promotes role confusion both among themselves and refugees. The survey results provide evidence of confusion among all refugee respondents as to the purpose and tasks of the Focal Points in Kakuma. Similarly, in Dadaab, there was confusion among Somali refugees as to the role of Focal Points. 

Recommendation: Addendums to job descriptions would recognize and clarify the Focal Point role rather than have it remain as an unwritten add-on to current responsibilities. Access to cases and information sharing would improve their capacities to respond to cases. 

5. Implementation of the Code of Conduct has been inconsistent, as has the reporting and processing of complaints according to interviewees such as project staff. There needs to be consistency across agencies so that a single, common mechanism is presented to beneficiaries and cases are not initially being reported to block and section leaders. In Kakuma, just over 50% of aid workers admitted that the current system of complaint reporting was useful. In Dadaab, over three quarters of the refugee population did not have confidence in the reporting process (among Somali refugees 23.1% expressed increased confidence in case reporting in 2007).
Recommendation: Development of a single reporting and complaints mechanism would provide a consistent message to beneficiaries, increase confidence in the system, and encourage greater inter-agency cooperation.  

6. It is difficult to maintain confidentiality of complaints given the number of persons that are privy to the complaint itself during reporting and investigation. Also the complainants themselves who have been known to advertise that they have filed a complaint also compromise confidentiality. In Dadaab, 15.5% of refugees and 43.7% of incentive workers expressed a “fear of lack of confidentiality” in reporting. In Kakuma, there was decline in the “fear of lack of confidentiality” noted between 2005 and 2007 among Sudanese and Somali populations. 

Recommendation: Strengthen campaign messaging to emphasis the need for confidentiality in reporting from both sides.

D
Annex: In-depth Interviews

Kakuma 

	Interviewee

	Mequanent Geseye, PSEA Coordinator, IRC, Kakuma


	Godfrey Muthithi, Human Resource Officer, FP, LWF

	Ken Bayano, Repatriation Manager, Acting Program Manager, FAI

	Sara Kimathi, Acting FP, HI

	Beverly Owandatti, FP, Security Personnel, LWF

	Fiona Gaterre, Officer in Charge, IOM Kakuma

	Stephen Bosire, FP, Human Resources Manager, IRC

	Muthoni Hari, Gender Representative, FP, LWF

	Mildred Ouma, Protection Assistant, FP, UNHCR

	Michael Birashawi, Counterpart Manager, PSEA Coordination, FAI

	William Tembu, Project Coordinator Refugee Assistance, Acting Team Leader, LWF

	Joy Khangati, Senior Education Officer, FP, LWF

	Abebe Hankore, Head of Sub-Office (Kakuma), World Food Programme

	Stephen Roktok and Sahara Ibrahim, Police Officers, Kakuma Detachment

	Community Leaders, Kakuma 1, Zone 3


Dadaab 

	Interviewee

	Philemon Misoy, National Teacher

	Ken Njama, Senior HR Officer, CARE Kenya

	Miriam Warui, PSEA Coordinator, CARE Kenya

	Frankline Kirima, National Teacher

Abdullahi Huseein Sheikh, Refugee Teacher

	Sam Healey, Bureau Population Refugee Migration (BPRM), State Department

	Duncan Waigwa, PSEA Officer, FAI

	Winnie Kiunga, Focal Point Teacher, WTK

	Abdi Bilo, PSEA CDW for CARE and Shukri, FAI

	Shadrack Lopeyok, Logistics Coordinator, CARE Kenya

	Alexis Nimbona, Head of Sub-Office, GTZ

Dr. Munowayi, Health Coordinator

	Simon Guama, Field Monitor, FP, WFP

	Joan Luisi and Wilson Kiunya, Reproductive Health Officers, NCCK

	Danae Pauli, PSEA Project Intern, CARE Kenya

	Chris Likonyi, OCS Dadaab

Francis Niweu, In-Charge Dagahaley Police Camp

	Frankline Kirima, National Teacher

	Gordon Denoon, Senior Program Manager, CARE Kenya

	Felix Okech, Program Manager, CARE Kenya

	Abdi Malik, Representative, Host Community, Dadaab


Nairobi

	Interviewee

	Sarah Dix, Civil Society & Human Rights Coordinator, IRC

	Kellie Leeson, Country Director, IRC

	Charles Otieno, Country Director, Film Aid International

	Angela Nyamu, PSEA Project Manager, Film Aid International

	Focus Group Discussion with Consortium Members

	Angelina Cinanda, Social Worker, HIAS

Fareed Accram, Intake Counsellor, HIAS

	Irene Wawery, Program Director, JRS Parish Outreach

	Eddie Gedalof, Acting Representative, UNHCR

	James Karanja, Community Services Assistant, and Emma Kibicho, Human Resources Assistant, UNHCR

	Musili Nzau, Former PSEA Coordinator, IRC Kenya

	Mohammed Qazilbash, Senior Sector Coordinator, Emergency & Refugee Operations, CARE Kenya

	Tracy J. Vaughan, Former PSEA Coordinator, IRC Kenya

	Chele DeCruccio, Program Coordinator, LWF

	Eva Ayiera, Advocacy Program Officer, RCK

Emily Mutai, Information and Research Officer, RCK

	Joseph Kimani, Program Manager, GTZ 

Suzan Ericksson, Program Manager, GTZ

	Bongo Woodley, Operations Manager, Armor Group Kenya
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� Data provided by UNHCR, August 2007.


� Buck, Patricia and Rachel Silver. “Report on Girls’ Schooling in Dadaab”, Submitted to CARE Kenya, July 2007.


� In this context, the term “friends” refers to “somebody who has a casual relationship with another”. The purpose of the question is to determine whether there is a friendship between refugees and aid workers. The use of the term and the question is consistent with those of the baseline survey and is included here for comparative purposes. The questionnaire was approved by IRC prior to its use.


� The sample sizes in both 2005 and 2007 are smaller than required to adequately reflect the 50,000 population of Kakuma Town. In both instances, they serve as a random snap shot of the population which nonetheless highlights key issues for the community and provides a backdrop for the larger discussion of project implementation and results.


� In this context, the term “friends” refers to “somebody who has a casual relationship with another”. The purpose of the question is to determine whether there is a friendship between refugees and aid workers. The use of the term and the question is consistent with those of the baseline survey and is included here for comparative purposes. The questionnaire was approved by IRC prior to its use.
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