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Abstract:

The main purpose of this study was to examinesitterk influencing the adoption of monitoring
and evaluation system among NGOs in Murang'a Colf@gya. Descriptive survey design was
used to carry out this study. The study used a Eaafd 00 respondents. The instrument for data
collection was questionnaire. A pilot study wasdwted to find the reliability of the
instruments, where a Cronbach alpha of 0.78 waaiobt, thus the tool was considered reliable
as the alpha value exceeded the threshold of ®& d&ta collected was analyzed using
descriptive statistics in form of means and freqyeand percentages. Inferential statistics was
also used in the data analysis. The study concltitamost NGOs disregarded the tenets of
having a monitoring and evaluation framework ingda The study recommends that for a
successful adoption of M&E, skilled people showddbred and regular training to be
conducted, NGOs to be flexible in order to incw lcosts in operations and to fully involve all
the stakeholders. The study findings are expectéelp in areas of project management,
monitoring and evaluation of community based prgj@gmplemented by NGOs.
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Introduction

The Kenya social protection sector review (2013)est that most NGOs have not adopted
monitoring and evaluation and where adopted,very weak and the information is never used
as decision making tool by the bureaucratic managésrin place who view them as controlling.
For most NGOs, emphasis is put on physical infoastire rather than methodological and
conceptual training (Koffi-Tessio, 2002). Monitogiand evaluation is also viewed as a donor
and not a management requirement (Shapiro, 201 Murang’a County, only a few NGOs
have adopted a monitoring and evaluation systerotwimas led to very little impact being felt on
the ground from the twenty NGOs in place.

According to a study by Kenya National Bureau atfistics (KNBS) in 2013, education levels in
the county are still low with only 25% of residehtsving attained a secondary level education.
Only 41% of the population use improved sourcesaikr like piped, borehole or collected rain
water. Further, many orphans do not access educatd not all HIV/AIDS patients receive
help from the NGOs concerned. These shortcomiagde attributed to a lack of adopting a
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monitoring and evaluation system by the NGOs incthénty. Donors blame poor monitoring
and evaluation by NGOs for unsuccessful achievewiethieir set objectives (Serite, 2006). A
Monitoring and Evaluation system plan by NGOs inrdhg’a County, Kenya is crucial since a
lot of government and donor resources are providede NGOs to execute the various projects.
There is also the need to improve the livelihoo#/lafang’a County residents than it is at the
moment (Shapiro, 2011). They need to experiencéehefits from the NGOs in full according
to the resources the NGOs have at their disposas. calls for the projects to be monitored for
the purposes of accountability and transparenasefof resources and its impact, project
performance and organizational learning to asstsiré projects.

Previous evaluations of NGOs projects have shoahM&E is still very weak in Kenya and
other countries. For most NGOs, M&E is not deérttiroughout the project cycle. Monitoring
mainly focuses on financial and organizational agpéelhis has arisen not only due to the
limited capacity of programme implementers but @soatter of lack of methodological
precision on adoption of M&E system for project mgement. In Kenya, notwithstanding the
vast resources provided to NGOs for implementadiathe projects, it is still not clear whether
M&E system has been adopted in the projects baempdeimented by them. Thus, this study
sought to examine the factors influencing the adopdf monitoring and evaluation system
among NGOs projects in Murang’a County, Kenya.

Methodology

Descriptive research design was used in this studyestigate adoption of monitoring and
evaluation system among NGO projects in Murang’ar@y Kenya. The target population
consisted of all the 100 employees from all twg@)) NGOs carrying out twenty (20) NGO
projects in Murang’a County. The study used a saropll00 subjects that was comprised of 20
project managers, 20 monitoring and evaluatiorcafts and 60 project implementer staff. The
study made use of questionnaires as primary d#iiection tools. The questionnaires included
both closed and open ended questions. The tookthétpreveal more about practices of the
particular projects and the way monitoring and eaabn was conducted in the projects.

To ensure that the instruments were valid, contaldity was used. Split Half method was used
to estimate reliability of instruments where a Bears Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
value of 0.78 was obtained which is higher thanrasonable threshold of 0.7, thus making the
instruments to be considered as reliable. The stagyloyed both descriptive and inferential
statistics in the analysis. Descriptive statisticduding frequencies and percentages were used
to report the findings on the factors influencihg adoption of M&E system among NGOs.
Inferential statistics including Pearson's corietatoefficients were used to establish the
association between size of budget allocated andM&aff knowledge of M&E systems,
Number of staff training on M&E systems, Stakehoideolvement and adoption of M&E
systems. Further, the researcher also observezhe#mnd legal issues in research like the
principle of confidentiality, anonymity, and ackniegigement of other people’s input throughout
the whole study.
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Results and Discussion
Demographic Information

The study sought to find out the demographic infation of the respondents that took part in the
study. These included: gender, professional expegi@and level of education.

The study established that majority of the empleyesd worked for between 2 to 6 years while
the minority had worked for more than 10 years. fuot that majority had worked for at least
two years infers that most of the respondents hagxperience on adoption of monitoring and
evaluation system among non-governmental organizaind were able to give valid responses.

The study established that over two thirds (70.4%4he Project implementation officers had a
diploma qualification, while 14.8% had an undergiaté degree similar to master’s degree. The
study also established that nearly half (47.1 %hefproject M&E officers had a diploma
qualification, slightly over a third (35.2%) of timewere certificate holders, 11.8% of them had
degrees and only 5.9% had post-graduate qualiicstti

Nearly half (46.1 %) of the project managers haagbater's degree and above qualifications,
30.8% orf them had gone up to degree level, 15.48mployees had diploma and only 7.7% of
them had certificate qualification. Having the nrajoof the employees being diploma holders
and above indicates that they have capacity, skiltkmanagement expertise to conduct the
monitoring and evaluation activities required iithinstitutions.

Types of project implemented by the NGOs projects

The study identified that most of the NGOs werelagd in social economic mitigation projects
which accounted for 28% of all the 20 projects iempénted in Murang’a County. This was
followed by HIV/AIDS projects at 22%. This could Hae to fundamentals factors that
negatively affect competitiveness of social ecormomitcomes within Murang’a County.
Besides, low level of awareness on HIV and AlIDSlepiic across different regions like
Murang'a County has led to most of the NGOS enggigirthe training and sensitization projects
on HIV/AIDs issues. Adolescent and reproductivaltieprojects accounted for 17% that was
attributed to the fact the majority of the resideint Murang'a County were at this stage of
development i.e. youthful stage.

Factors influencing the adoption of Monitoring andEvaluation system among NGOs

The study investigated various factors that infeeethe adoption of monitoring and evaluation
system among non-governmental organizations. Tinegeded: Size of budget allocated to
M&E, staff knowledge and skills on M&E systems, rhenof staff training on M&E systems,
and stakeholder involvement.
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Size of budget allocated to M&E

The study sought to examine the influence of sfzmudget allocated to M&E on adoption of
monitoring and evaluation system among NGOs in Mg County. Table 1 shows the
distribution of the respondents by size of the NiG&@get spent in the previous year.

Table 1
Size of the NGO budget speni in the previous vear

Frequency Percentage
Below 10% 16 19
Between 10-20% 62 73
Between 20-30% 3 4
Eetween 30-40% 3 4
Eetween 40-50%% 0 0
50% and above 0 0
Total Hel 100

Majority (73%) of the respondents indicated that $ize of the NGO budget spent in the
previous year on M&E was between 10-20% in thegaarzation. Another 19% of the
respondents reported that only 10% size of the M@@yet spent in the previous year on M&E.
The remaining 8% of them said that the size oD budget spent in the previous year on
M&E was above 20%. Thus, it is apparent that mgjai the NGOs had inadequate funds going
to M&E. This study concluded that majority of tR&Os had small budgets for M&E purposes.
This can be attributed to lack of funds from domarsecent suspension of funding from the
global funds (BOPA, 2006). From the study, a mamipand evaluation system and what it can
offer when adopted in development of an institut®not fully understood and therefore a great
deal of the institutions have a small or no budgetll for M&E purposes which in general
affects the full adoption of an M&E system (Adhiaon2012).

Staff knowledge and skills on M&E systems
The study sought to establish whether there ig@ledion between staff knowledge and M&E

adoption among NGOs in Murang’a County. The Peassmnrelation matrix was computed and
results presented as shown in Table 2.
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Table 2
Correlation beiween staff tnowledge and M&E adoption among NT0s

Encwledge and | Adoption of monitoring
skeills and evaluation

p - Lati 0
Encwledge and skills Farselnl Loofrelalion 1
=g (2-tailed) (017)

071

Adoption of monitoring  [Pearson Correlation
and evaluation g (2-tailed)

(017)

A Pearson coefficient of 0.071 and p-value of 0.8@w a weak positive and significant
relationship between knowledge and skills and adopif monitoring and evaluation among
non-governmental organizations in Murang’a Coufityerefore based on these findings, the
study concludes that there is a significant refetiop between staff knowledge and skills and
adoption of monitoring and evaluation.

To determine the role of staff knowledge and skitisl its impact on effective adoption of M&E,
the percentage of those who had an undergradugteade/as determined. If 50% and above had
an undergraduate and above, then it was inferagdhle NGO had the capacity to effectively
adopt M&E as attributed to the education levelgoétaff. Also if the particular NGO had
managed at least 3 trainings in a year, it was@esumed to have effectively adopted M&E
due to the trainings offered.14.8% of the Projegtlementation officers had a degree
qualification, while 14.8% of had masters and .4 diploma qualification. 11.8 % of the
project M&E officers had a degree qualificatior%. had master’s degree. The study also
established that 7.7 % of the project managersahadsters and above qualification, 30.8% had
degree. From the findings of this study, theracklof professionalism on the part of qualified
practitioners and there are few academically tchmealuators. Those that carry out evaluations
do not have any characteristics of expert’s evahsaflhe support that monitoring and
evaluation system can offer when adopted in irntsbibal development is often not fully
understood (Adhiambo, 2012). This explains why nebshe monitoring and evaluation staff are
certificate and diploma holders. This also indidat human resources on the project should be
given a clear job allocation and designation kynfif their expertise, if most of them are
certificate and diploma holders the training fag tlequisite skills should be arranged (Ramesh,
et, al, 2002).

Lack of adequate financial resources to carry caitoring and evaluation was one of the
factors that influenced the adoption of monitorargl evaluation system. A good number of
NGOs lack adequate funding for their activities;mbaring and evaluation are looked at as an
expense that they cannot afford and so employingf oicthe certificate and diploma holders
enabled them to pay low wages than employing tlgee#eand master holders who will require
high wages (Gilliam et al, 2003).
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Number of staff training on M&E systems

The researcher also investigated the number ofitigathat were carried out per annum. Those
that conducted 3 trainings and above annually wessned to have adequate knowledge
impacted to its staff in order to carry out effeetadoption of M&E. It was regarded important
because the number of trained staff on M&E deteesitmow well adoption of M&E system
happens. Respondents were asked if they had att@amgetraining on management of projects,
monitoring and evaluation and the duration of regnRespondents were categorized into
trained staff and non-trained staff.

Table 3

Mrumber of staff training on M&E system

Mo, of Training Frequency Percentage
Hone 33 39
1 12 14
2 16 19
3 10 12
4 8 10
Above 5 5 &
Total 54 100

From Table 3, newly a third (28%) of the responddratd 3 or more trainings in the previous
year prior to the study. Two thirds (67%) of thependents had less than 3 trainings in the
previous year. It is evident that as regardingqiediM&E staff, majority of the NGOs lacked
enough trained personnel with them for the adoptioM&E System. The study also reveals that
the NGOs had inadequate monitoring and evaluatiofigeency amongst them. Adoption of
M&E requires particular skills and proficiency fimstance, monitoring and evaluation design
skills particularly log frame design and indicasetting (Hughues & Gibbs, 2002). M&E being a
new concept among the NGOs made them disregafdetipgency of training on this area. To
rectify this situation, the NGO staff needed tragto be well conversant with the concept (Guijt
& Gaventa, 1998). In the same line, Hughes (20@23d that adoption of M&E requires
specific skills like M&E design skills in particuléog frame design and indicator setting. To
improve the impact of the M&E system, trainings chéz be frequent to keep the NGO staff
abreast with the developments in the sector (LamaylLaessand, 2001).

Stakeholder involvement

To determine the stakeholder involvement contrititeadoption of M&E in a given NGO, the
percentage of donors, community and beneficianeslved was determined. If 50% and above
of them were involved, then it was deemed thaptréicular NGO had adopted M&E by way of
stakeholder involvement. Table 4 shows distribubbthe respondents by mean and standard
deviation basing on their opinions on stakeholdexglvement in M&E system adoption among
NGOs.
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gj;éi??afdem’fmvafvemem in M&ER system adoption among NGO

stakeholder Mean scores standard deviation Interpretation
Donors 1.45 070 Consistently involved
Cotmmunity 303 087 Inconsistently involved
Beneficiaries 245 1.28 Inconsistently involved

As shown in Table 4, the involvement of the dororthe adoption of M&E system had a mean
score of 1.45. This implies that donors were caesty involved on all projects and with
standards deviation of 0.70 implies a small vasiatvithin the respondents. This can be
attributed to the fact it's mainly the donors whmd the project activities of these NGOs to a
great scope then they always dictate how the progdould be monitored and evaluated. This is
as a means of tracing the use of their resources.

Involvement of the community in the adoption of ntonng and evaluation system had a mean
score of 3.03 implying and this was never donewitial a standard deviation of 0.87 means that
there was a minimum variation between the respasdbat majority of the NGOs did not
involve the community in the design of their prajéithe involvement of the beneficiaries in
design and adoption of M&E system had a mean & @mplying that it was inconsistently done
on the projects done by the respondents. The s@dud@aiation of 1.28 implies a wide variation
between the respondents. The implication of thikas the beneficiaries were mostly only a
source of monitoring and evaluation data, withowt eneaningful input.

The study also determined the association betweadel®lders’ involvement and adoption of
M&E systems. Table 5 shows the correlation betvwstakeholders’ involvement and M&E
adoption among NGOs projects.

Table 5
Correlation between stakeholder involvement and M&R adoption among NF0s projects

ctake-holder involve- | Adoption of

ment monitoring  and
evaluation
. Fearson Correlation 011
Stakeeholder involvement Sig. (2-tailed) 1 295

Ldoption of monitoring |Pearson Correlation 011
and evaluation =g (2-tailed) 825
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The strength of a relationship is indicated by elation coefficient (r). The correlation

coefficient ranges from -1 to +1. The relationsbgiween stakeholder involvement and adoption
of monitoring and evaluation has a Pearson Coroel@ibefficient of .011. This indicates that

the relationship between stakeholder involvemedtrannitoring and evaluation was positive

but very weak.

The significance of the relationship is expressegrobability level p (significant at 0.05). The
p-value was 0.825 of relationship between stakedrotd/olvement and monitoring and
evaluation. Thus the study results show that tisen® significant relationship between
stakeholder involvement and adoption of monitoang evaluation. Thus, we accept the null
hypothesis, there is no significant relationshipneen stakeholder involvement and monitoring
and evaluation.

Adoption of monitoring and evaluation meant that pioject did not fully demonstrate
downward accountability to the beneficiaries (AuP@Q1). It is apparent that a great deal of the
stakeholders were not consistently involved inatleption of monitoring and evaluation system
excluding only the donors. Non-involvement of thiees stakeholders meant that the project
implementers lost an opportunity of fully demonsitrg downward accountability to all the other
stakeholders most especially the community andémeficiaries (CORE, 2006; Bradley et al,
2002).

Conclusion

The study results indicated that in today's conipetglobal market, for the survival of any
Non-governmental organization, there is need tiidxéble, adaptive, responsive to changes,
proactive and be able to produce a variety of pctslun a short time at a lower cost. The Non-
governmental organizations are facing increasiobalcompetition. The NGOs require the
right managerial, monitoring and evaluation techeg|for competitive advantages in the
market. Monitoring and evaluation techniques wegarded as highly productive, thus
potentially improves the performance. Majority b& tNGOs disregarded the tenets of having a
monitoring and evaluation framework in place. Itsvedso clear that many NGOs in Murang'a
County either address social economic mitigatiae,cadolescents reproductive health or
HIV/AIDS control. The study recommends that foruasessful adoption of M&E, skilled people
should be hired and regular trainings to be coretdtiGOs to be flexible in order to incur low
costs in operations and to fully involve all thak&tholdersAs well, the organizations should set
aside enough budget for project M&E so as to ensomsistent implementation of the projects
within stipulated timelines.
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