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ABSTRACT

This study examined governance and administration in relation to programme continuity and organizational resilience
at Beacon of Hope, an organization supporting orphans and vulnerable children in Kibera, Nairobi County. Three
specific objectives guided the article: to describe perceived governance and administrative practices; to examine
stakeholders’ accounts of how these practices support continuity and resilience; and to assess the reported association
between governance and the available composite organizational outcome. A mixed methods single-organization study
combined 29 completed staff and volunteer questionnaires with 16 purposively selected key informant interviews.
Descriptive statistics, Spearman’s correlation and a supplementary Kruskal-Wallis comparison were interpreted
alongside interview themes. First, respondents rated board functionality, role clarity and donor-related governance
arrangements positively, with reported item means of approximately 4.31 on a five-point scale; documented policies
received a mean of 4.17. Second, informants described board oversight, audits, implemented procedures and safe-
guarding arrangements as foundations for accountability and institutional credibility, although independent evidence of
service continuity was unavailable. Third, governance correlated positively with a composite combining perceived
funding readiness, continuity and resilience (p =.617, p < .01); this does not establish separate relationships with each
outcome or causation. The study concludes that governance was perceived as an important institutional capability, while
demonstrated resilience remains insufficiently measured. It recommends verifying the implementation of governance
policies, linking oversight to explicit continuity procedures, and measuring funding readiness, service continuity and
resilience separately in future longitudinal research.
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INTRODUCTION

For an organization supporting vulnerable children,
good governance must mean more than holding board
meetings or preparing reports. It should help staff
make sound decisions, protect essential services and
respond when funding changes. International research
shows why this is difficult: NGOs answer to donors,
regulators, staff and communities whose expectations
do not always coincide (Banks et al., 2015; Ebrahim,
2003; O’Dwyer & Unerman, 2008). The question is
therefore not simply whether governance structures
exist, but how they operate when an organization must
decide what it can continue to provide.

Governance establishes oversight, authority and ac-
countability, while administration turns decisions into
everyday procedures. The distinction matters because

formal arrangements do not necessarily translate into
effective action. Herman and Renz’s (2004) panel
study found that changes in practices regarded as good
management did not consistently correspond with
changes in perceived effectiveness. Their findings
caution against treating a checklist of structures as
proof that an organization performs well. In a child-
support programme, evidence of sound governance
should consequently be considered alongside evi-
dence about the services children and caregivers re-
ceive.

Accountability introduces a further question: ac-
countability to whom? Ebrahim (2003) distinguishes
reporting and disclosure from participatory and
learning processes. Kilby (2006), drawing on 15
NGOs in India, examines accountability to con-
stituents in relation to empowerment. O’Dwyer and
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Unerman’s (2008) Amnesty Ireland case shows how
attention can become concentrated on powerful
stakeholders even where managers favour broader
accountability. Together, these studies suggest that
donor compliance and community responsiveness
should be examined separately, rather than assumed
to develop together.

Programme continuity and organizational resilience
also require careful distinction. Continuity concerns
the maintenance of essential activities; resilience
concerns how an organization anticipates, copes with
and adapts to adversity (Duchek, 2020). Searing et al.
(2021), studying 31 nonprofits during the Illinois
budget impasse, examine the practical work of sur-
viving a revenue crisis while continuing services.
Their approach makes clear why remaining open is an
incomplete measure of success. An institution may
survive while reducing the reach or regularity of its
programmes.

These concerns are relevant to African development
organizations, although institutional and funding
conditions vary. Gugerty’s (2008) analysis across 20
African countries distinguishes different forms of
NGO self-regulation, showing that accountability
arrangements take different institutional forms. In
Southern Africa, Wellens and Jegers (2017) find that
local partners’ involvement in decision-making mat-
ters to perceptions of governance, while their influ-
ence at donor level remains limited. Governance must
therefore be understood within wider relationships of
authority and dependence, not solely through an or-
ganization’s internal rules.

Recent Kenyan evidence adds a useful qualification.
Mbatha et al. (2026) report high ratings of governance
accounting practices among NGOs in Kajiado
County, but a positive association with risk manage-
ment that did not reach conventional statistical sig-
nificance. Their study illustrates that favourable
descriptions of governance can coexist with uncertain
evidence about related outcomes. This is especially
relevant when interpreting staff assessments of orga-
nizational resilience. Resource dependence theory
also suggests that internal capabilities operate within
external constraints on resources and discretion
(Hillman et al., 2009).

Within Nairobi’s informal settlements, Njoroge et al.
(2025) examine governance and sustainability among
women’s self-help groups in Viwandani. Their work
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directs attention to collective decision-making and
internal organizational arrangements. These groups
differ from Beacon of Hope, but provide a nearby
comparison for examining how local institutions or-
ganize responsibility and participation. Syengo et al.
(2026), reviewing post-donor sustainability in mis-
sion-oriented development work, further position
governance alongside financial management, leader-
ship and learning. Both studies discourage treating
governance as a stand-alone explanation of sustain-
ability.

The social transformation perspective gives this dis-
cussion a practical purpose. Management for Social
Transformation connects management and ethical
responsibilities with mission-oriented practice (Soko
et al.,, 2012). Applied here, the relevant question is
whether institutional arrangements help sustain sup-
port to vulnerable children and their households. This
is an analytical application of the book’s stated ori-
entation, rather than a claim that the book provides
empirical evidence about Beacon of Hope.

Beacon of Hope offers a case in which to examine
these issues. The organization’s staff and stakeholders
can describe its governance arrangements and their
perceived value, but those assessments need to be
distinguished from independently documented conti-
nuity. The problem is not an assumed absence of
policies. It is uncertainty about how far favourable
assessments of governance correspond with the abil-
ity to maintain and adapt services under pressure. The
global literature establishes reasons to expect a rela-
tionship, while the Kenyan evidence shows why that
relationship should be tested rather than presumed
(Herman & Renz, 2004; Mbatha et al., 2026).

The gap addressed in this article is therefore both
contextual and analytical. The studies reviewed do not
establish how governance operates within Beacon of
Hope’s Kibera programmes. They also examine dif-
ferent outcomes, including accountability, gover-
nance perceptions and risk management, which
cannot be treated as interchangeable with continuity
or resilience. This study contributes a mixed methods
account of reported practices, stakeholder explana-
tions and the available statistical relationship. It also
identifies a boundary in the evidence: the study com-
bines perceived funding readiness, continuity and
resilience in one outcome measure, preventing sepa-
rate conclusions about the latter two outcomes.
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Study objective and specific objectives

The study’s overall objective was to: “Assess the
relationship between governance and administration
and programme continuity and resilience at Beacon of
Hope in Kibera, Nairobi County.”

Three specific objectives guided the analysis:

1. To describe staff and volunteers’ perceptions of
governance and administrative practices at Bea-
con of Hope.

2. To examine stakeholders’ accounts of how gover-
nance and administrative practices support pro-
gramme continuity and organizational resilience.

3. To assess the reported association between gover-
nance and administration and the available com-
posite outcome, while identifying its limitations
for conclusions about continuity and resilience
separately.

The third objective reflects the available outcome
measurement: its statistical outcome combines per-
ceived direct funding readiness, programme continu-
ity and resilience. It is consequently broader than the
original objective and cannot provide an isolated test
of either continuity or resilience.

Literature
Global evidence on governance and effectiveness

Research on nonprofit effectiveness challenges the
assumption that good procedures necessarily produce
good outcomes. Herman and Renz (2004) followed
organizations over time and found that different
stakeholder groups judged effectiveness differently.
This matters for the present study because staff ratings
describe one set of perspectives on Beacon of Hope,
rather than a definitive assessment of its performance.
Boards, employees, donors and service users may
reasonably notice different strengths and weaknesses.

The study also helps frame the distinction between
structures and their use. A board’s existence says little
about the quality of its deliberation, whether it re-
ceives timely information or whether management
implements its decisions. The present article therefore
examines board functionality, role clarity and proce-
dures as reported practices, while asking what addi-
tional evidence would connect them to maintained
services. This avoids assigning effects to governance
arrangements solely because participants rate them
highly (Herman & Renz, 2004).
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Accountability and organizational purpose

Ebrahim (2003) identifies accountability mechanisms
that extend beyond financial reporting. Kilby (2006)
gives particular attention to relationships with con-
stituents, while O’Dwyer and Unerman (2008) illus-
trate the risk of external accountability narrowing
around powerful stakeholders. The shared concern is
that reporting requirements can become more visible
than responsiveness to communities. For organiza-
tions serving vulnerable children, this suggests ex-
amining whether information on service interruptions,
complaints and unmet needs reaches those with deci-
sion-making authority.

These studies do not imply that audits or donor reports
lack value. Rather, they raise a question about bal-
ance. Controls can protect resources and demonstrate
responsible stewardship, but service users also need
opportunities to influence decisions affecting them.
The literature therefore supports examining gover-
nance through both oversight and responsiveness,
while leaving their relationship to continuity open to
empirical investigation (Ebrahim, 2003; Kilby, 2006).

Resilience under financial pressure

Duchek (2020) describes resilience as a capability
involving anticipation, coping and adaptation. Searing
et al. (2021) bring this concern into nonprofit practice
by studying organizations facing a prolonged public
revenue crisis. Their analysis identifies responses
across finance, staffing, outreach, services and lead-
ership. The implication for governance research is that
adaptation is visible in decisions and actions across
the organization, rather than in a single positive
judgement about leadership.

Resource dependence theory explains why these ac-
tions may nevertheless have limits. Organizations
must manage relationships with actors controlling
resources they need (Hillman et al., 2009). A board
can improve oversight without being able to replace a
lost funding stream. Governance may shape the re-
sponse to disruption, but it should not be credited with
outcomes that depend on wider financial or institu-
tional conditions. The present study consequently
interprets governance as a possible enabling capabil-
ity rather than a sufficient explanation of resilience.

African evidence on participation and institutional
arrangements
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Gugerty (2008) shows that African NGO self-regula-
tion includes national associations, organizational
clubs and voluntary codes. This diversity argues
against assuming that a common label such as ac-
countability describes the same institutional practice
everywhere. Wellens and Jegers (2017), using infor-
mation from NGO staff and local partner representa-
tives in Southern Africa, also find uneven
opportunities for influence across organizational lev-
els. These studies locate governance within wider
relationships, including whose priorities are heard and

where decision-making authority sits.

Syengo et al. (2026) extend the sustainability discus-
sion to mission-oriented development initiatives.
Their synthesis connects governance with leadership,
resource stewardship, human capacity and learning.
Its relevance is the emphasis on interacting capabili-
ties. Its limitation for this article is equally clear: re-
view evidence cannot establish how those capabilities
operated at Beacon of Hope. The present study sup-
plies local accounts, while distinguishing reported
mechanisms from verified service outcomes.

Kenyan and Nairobi evidence

Mbatha et al. (2026) examined governance account-
ing and risk management using a cross-sectional
mixed methods study of 93 respondents in Kajiado
County. High governance ratings accompanied a
positive but statistically non-significant relationship
with risk management. The result provides a useful
Kenyan comparison because it separates respondents’
recognition of governance practices from evidence
about their association with a related organizational
outcome. Risk management is not the same as pro-
gramme continuity, however, and the study cannot
settle the relationship examined here.

Njoroge et al. (2025) focus on women’s self-help
groups in Viwandani, Nairobi. Their study links the
discussion of sustainability to participation, commit-
tees and internal controls, while recognizing wider
constraints. The organizational setting differs from
Beacon of Hope’s professional service responsibili-
ties. The strongest comparison is therefore about ev-
eryday governance practices and member
participation, not equivalent service outcomes. Soko
et al. (2012) provide a complementary management
perspective centred on organizational purpose and
ethical practice; the book is used as a conceptual ref-
erence, not as an empirical test.
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Research gap

Taken together, the literature supports three ques-
tions. Which governance practices are recognized
within the organization? How do stakeholders explain
their role during disruption? And what evidence con-
nects those practices with the maintenance and adap-
tation of services? Existing research offers relevant
comparisons but does not answer these questions for
Beacon of Hope’s Kibera programmes. The present
article addresses them within one case, while ac-
knowledging that its composite outcome limits the
statistical answer. This is a bounded contribution,
rather than a claim that governance and NGO sus-
tainability have received no previous attention.

METHODOLOGY

Research design and case boundaries

The study used mixed methods, combining a cross-
sectional questionnaire with semi-structured key in-
formant interviews to examine governance and ad-
ministration. Beacon of Hope is the organizational
case, and its work supporting orphans and vulnerable
children in Kibera provides the programme context.
Individual questionnaire responses are assessments of
that organization, not observations of 29 different
organizations.

The design is appropriate for combining standardized
descriptions of perceptions with explanations of or-
ganizational practice. Integration is achieved by
comparing ratings with interview accounts and iden-
tifying agreement, additional context and unresolved
questions. Fetters et al. (2013) explain that integration
is central to mixed methods research; merely pre-
senting two datasets does not establish triangulation.
Here, convergence increases confidence that particu-
lar practices were recognized by participants, but
cannot independently validate organizational out-
comes.

Population sampling and achieved participation

Beacon of Hope had an overall workforce of 154 and
an accessible population of 52 people whose respon-
sibilities were relevant to the study. Eligibility in-
cluded involvement in the relevant programmes or
organizational functions, at least six months’ service,
adulthood and willingness to consent. Purposive se-
lection targeted participants with pertinent institu-
tional knowledge. Thirty questionnaires were targeted
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and 29 completed, giving a response rate of 96.7%
among those approached. This is not a population
response rate or evidence of representativeness.

Sixteen key informants participated: three senior
management representatives, two Department of
Children Services representatives, three programme
management representatives, three community vol-
unteers, three Social Services representatives and two
donor agency representatives. Their varied roles pro-
vided complementary perspectives on governance and
programme operations. The qualitative sample is
analytically separate from the survey; adding inter-
views to questionnaires does not enlarge the statistical
sample to 45.

A finite-population calculation yielded approximately
46 participants; the questionnaire component targeted
30 and achieved 29 responses. Because selection was
purposive, this article makes no claim of a 5% sam-
pling margin of error. The rationale for selection is
access to relevant knowledge within a bounded case,
accompanied by limitations concerning selection bias
and transferability.

Instruments and measurement

The questionnaire used response anchors from 1,
strongly disagree, to 5, strongly agree. Governance
items addressed board functionality, role clarity,
policies, accountability, donor confidence, compli-
ance and administrative continuity. The seven-item
governance scale had Cronbach’s alpha of .973 in the
29 completed questionnaires. High internal consis-
tency does not establish construct validity, and items
incorporating donor confidence or continuity may
overlap conceptually with the outcome.

The outcome scale contained eight items combining
perceived direct funding readiness, programme con-
tinuity and resilience, with reported alpha of .928.
Consequently, the correlation reported below con-
cerns this broad composite. Separate validated scales
and separate associations for continuity and resilience
are unavailable. Item wording, scoring and overlap
require examination before stronger claims can be
made.

A pilot involved five participants excluded from the
main study. Revisions simplified terminology and
instructions and refined interview prompts. Ques-
tionnaire administration used KoBo Toolbox, with
links shared through WhatsApp and oral clarification
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in Kiswahili where necessary. Interviews explored
governance arrangements, accountability, continuity
and adaptation. Detailed interview dates, duration and
transcription procedures require author confirmation.

Analysis and integration

Quantitative analysis used governance item means,
Spearman’s correlation and a supplementary com-
parison across occupational groups. Spearman’s cor-
relation summarizes monotonic association between
respondents’ ratings without requiring a causal inter-
pretation. The Kruskal-Wallis comparison concerns
differences across occupational groups, not the asso-
ciation between governance and resilience. Statistical
results were interpreted as associations between indi-
vidual assessments of one organization.

Interview findings were organized using an objective-
based thematic framework, with recurring ideas
grouped into explanatory themes. Thematic interpre-
tation provides a way to connect recurring accounts
while retaining differences in participants’ views
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). The completeness of the
qualitative audit trail remains a limitation. Integration
below relates each numerical finding to relevant in-
terview material and literature, retaining gaps where
independent corroboration is missing.

Ethics and researcher position

The study obtained ethical approval through Tangaza
University and research authorization through
NACOSTI, together with informed consent, voluntary
participation and anonymized respondent codes. Ap-
proval identifiers and dates need confirmation for
journal submission. The researcher held a leadership
role in Beacon of Hope’s Social and Economic Em-
powerment department. This insider position sup-
ported contextual knowledge but could influence
recruitment, willingness to criticize and interpreta-
tion. Recruitment and interviews used assurances of
voluntariness and neutral questioning; these precau-
tions reduce rather than eliminate the concern. Orga-
nizational identification and quotation use should be
checked against the original consent arrangements.

Findings and Discussions

Perceived governance and administrative prac-
tices

Respondents generally assessed governance posi-
tively. The highest reported item means concerned
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board functionality, role clarity and donor-related
governance arrangements. Policies received a slightly

lower mean, but the available figures do not establish
whether differences between items are meaningful.

Table 1: Reported Governance and Administration Item Means

Governance or administrative practice Mean
Active and functional Board of Directors 431
Clearly defined board and management roles 4.31
Governance systems enhancing donor confidence 431
Governance structures supporting donor compliance 4.31
Leadership promoting transparency and accountability 4.28

Administrative systems supporting continuity during

funding disruption 4.21
Documented governance and operational policies 4.17

Note. N = 29; five-point response anchors. Source:
Study questionnaire findings, 2026. Item standard
deviations and response distributions are unavailable
for this presentation. No overall governance mean is
inferred from these rounded values.

The ratings raise a question about how visible insti-
tutional arrangements relate to the documentation
underpinning them. Board functionality and role
clarity were rated at approximately 4.31, compared
with 4.17 for documented policies. However, the
difference is only descriptive: without item distribu-
tions or paired tests, it cannot establish a meaningful
implementation gap. A reasonable interpretation is
that participants recognized the governance structure,
while the consistency of policy use remains a separate
question.

This finding is easier to understand when compared
with other studies. Njoroge et al. (2025) describe
internal governance arrangements among Nairobi
self-help groups, supporting attention to how respon-
sibility is organized in local institutions. The present
case extends that discussion to a service organization,
but does not establish that the two settings share the
same mechanisms or outcomes. Herman and Renz
(2004) provide a caution: adoption of accepted prac-
tices did not reliably track changes in effectiveness in
their panel study. Beacon of Hope’s positive ratings
should therefore be treated as evidence of perceived
institutional strengths, not a substitute for perfor-
mance evidence.

The rating for administration during funding disrup-
tion (4.21) deserves particular attention. It concerns
an expected connection with continuity, whereas
board functionality concerns an organizational ar-
rangement. Including both in the governance scale
may blur the distinction between a capability and the
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outcome it is intended to support. Respondents who
believe the organization is well governed may also
believe it will maintain services, strengthening the
correlation through overlapping judgements. This
does not invalidate their views, but it limits what the
scale can tell us about actual continuity.

A further issue is the emphasis on donor-related gov-
ernance. High ratings of confidence and compliance
suggest that external credibility is prominent in how
participants understand governance. That is valuable
for stewardship, yet the ratings do not show whether
children and caregivers can influence service deci-
sions. The practical implication is to preserve the
reported governance strengths while examining their
operation through decision records, policy follow-up
and evidence of responsiveness to service users.

Reported pathways to continuity and resilience

Informants described governance as supporting ac-
countability and institutional credibility through
board oversight, documented procedures, internal
controls, safeguarding and reporting. One account
described quarterly board subcommittee meetings
involving programme, finance and monitoring per-
sonnel, with reports forwarded to the full board. This
suggests a reported route through which operational
information could reach oversight structures, al-
though meeting records were not independently ex-
amined.

One informant stated: “Beacon of Hope has over the
years conducted an annual audit, and the reports are
made public via the website and the shared newslet-
ters. This ensures transparency and accountability of
the funds committed” (KII 12).

Another explained: “Many funders do not want to take
undesired risks. An organisation managed through
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clearly written and executed procedures and policies
gives the funder confidence that the right actions will
be followed” (KII 13).

The interviews help explain why the structures re-
ceived favourable ratings. Informants did not refer
only to the existence of policies; they emphasized
procedures being executed, reports being shared and
oversight receiving information from different func-
tions. The distinction is important. A policy that staff
can use when making a difficult decision has a dif-
ferent practical value from a document retained for an
inspection. The accounts point to a plausible pathway
from oversight to consistent action, although the study
did not follow individual decisions through imple-
mentation.

The audit account primarily concerns transparency to
external stakeholders. O’Dwyer and Unerman (2008)
show why broader accountability should not be as-
sumed from externally oriented mechanisms. Applied
to this case, the question is whether the same report-
ing arrangements also make service reductions, delays
and unmet needs visible to the board and affected
households. The interviews establish that some infor-
mants associated audits with credibility; they do not
demonstrate that public reporting gave beneficiaries
greater influence.

Wellens and Jegers (2017) offer a related African
comparison. Their Southern African case finds that
local participation and influence at donor level can
differ markedly. Beacon of Hope’s reported commit-
tee arrangements may support internal coordination,
but the present evidence does not show how commu-
nity concerns enter those deliberations. This is an
unanswered question about the reach of governance,
rather than evidence that participation is absent.

The reported pathway to resilience is also incomplete.
Staff and stakeholders describe arrangements capable
of supporting decisions, but do not provide a docu-
mented sequence linking a funding disruption, an
oversight decision and the subsequent continuity of
services. Searing et al. (2021) examine the practical
responses of nonprofits during an actual revenue cri-
sis, making the continuation of services central to
their analysis. Their work suggests what additional
evidence would strengthen this case: what the orga-
nization changed, which services it protected and
what happened afterwards.

The findings therefore support a measured interpreta-
tion. Governance appears to provide a recognized
framework for responsible action and institutional
credibility. Whether that framework protected pro-
gramme continuity requires service records and doc-
umented response decisions. For Beacon of Hope, a
useful next step would be to review a small number of
disruption episodes and trace how oversight, delega-
tion and communication shaped the response. This
would connect the strengths described by informants
with observable programme experience.

Association with the available organizational out-
come

The analysis found a positive Spearman correlation
between governance and the combined outcome (p =
617, p <.01; N =29). Higher governance ratings thus
tended to accompany higher ratings of the broad out-
come composite. Because the same questionnaire
respondents assessed both constructs, common re-
sponse tendencies and overlapping item content offer
alternative explanations alongside the proposed sub-
stantive relationship.

Table 2: Statistical Evidence Relevant to Governance

Analysis

Reported result

Interpretation

Spearman correlation with com-
bined outcome

p=.617,p<.01;N=29

Positive respondent-level association
with a broad composite

Kruskal-Wallis comparison by or-
ganizational position

H(2)=1315,p=.518;n=28

No detected difference among the
three included position groups

Note. The composite combines perceived funding
readiness, continuity and resilience. The group com-
parison excludes the single monitoring and evaluation
officer; included groups comprise 13 field officers, 10
community volunteers and five respondents in other
positions. Source: Study questionnaire findings, 2026.
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The correlation is consistent with the expectation that
governance and organizational functioning are con-
nected, but it does not identify the mechanism. Re-
spondents who rated governance highly also tended to
rate the combined outcome highly. This could reflect
effective routines, a generally favourable view of the
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organization, overlapping questionnaire content, or
some combination of these. Because both measures
were collected at one point, the study cannot establish
whether governance preceded the outcome or whether
confidence in programme performance shaped gov-
ernance ratings.

Mbatha et al. (2026) provide a useful contrast. Their
Kajiado study reports favourable governance assess-
ments but a smaller, non-significant association with
risk management (r = .186, p = .074). Beacon of
Hope’s reported correlation is stronger, yet the esti-
mates concern different samples, measures and out-
comes; it would be misleading to interpret them as
evidence that its governance is more effective. To-
gether, the studies show why high descriptive ratings
and statistical relationships need separate interpreta-
tion.

The position-group comparison answers a different
question. No difference was detected among the three
included groups, but the small group sizes limit the
conclusion. The result does not establish equivalent
experiences or organization-wide consensus. The
monitoring and evaluation officer was excluded be-
cause that category contained one person, so the
comparison also omits a potentially distinctive tech-
nical perspective. It is best retained as supplementary
information about the sample.

More importantly, the correlation does not test conti-
nuity and resilience separately. The outcome com-
bines those concepts with perceived funding
readiness, meaning that the relationship could be
driven partly by respondents’ confidence in donor
preparedness. This matters substantively: being con-
sidered ready for funding is different from maintain-
ing services during disruption. Future measurement
should preserve those distinctions and include records
of service delivery over time.

Adjusted estimates are not presented because unre-
solved inconsistencies in the available model output
prevent reliable interpretation. The bivariate relation-
ship should therefore not be described as an indepen-
dent governance effect. Verification of the original
coding and statistical output is necessary before ad-
justed estimates can be reported.

For objective three, the contribution is a credible
question for further research rather than a definitive
answer: which governance routines help sustain ser-
vices, under what resource conditions, and over what
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period? Answering it would require separate outcome
measures and repeated observations, supported by
records of decisions and programme activity. This
approach would move the evidence beyond general
confidence in organizational capacity.

Conclusion and Suggestions

The study examined governance through three related
questions. First, selected staff and volunteers rated
governance and administrative practices favourably,
especially board functionality, role clarity and donor-
related arrangements. Second, stakeholders described
oversight, audits and implemented procedures as
supporting accountability and credibility, but the evi-
dence did not independently demonstrate uninter-
rupted services or adaptation. Third, governance was
positively associated with the available composite
outcome; separate relationships with programme
continuity and resilience remain unestablished.

For the first objective, Beacon of Hope should peri-
odically verify how governance policies operate in
practice. Reviews should follow a small set of deci-
sions from board approval through delegation, im-
plementation and documented follow-up. This would
connect perceived governance strengths with observ-
able administrative routines.

For the second objective, board and management
reviews should include essential service priorities,
authority during disruption and arrangements for
communicating changes to affected households. Re-
views of actual disruption episodes should document
decisions, response timing, continuity of support and
lessons for future action. These proposals follow the
reported importance of governance; their effective-
ness requires evaluation.

For the third objective, subsequent research should
measure perceived funding readiness, programme
continuity and resilience separately. Longitudinal
service records, documented governance decisions
and stakeholder accounts would strengthen interpre-
tation. Before further inferential claims are made, the
study’s scoring, statistical outputs and model diag-
nostics require reconciliation. Larger multi-organiza-
tion studies could then examine how governance
operates alongside resource conditions without as-
suming that favourable perceptions establish causal
effects.
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