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Abstract
Collaborative engagement between international and local nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs) has recently been promoted as an effective strategy to enhance 
internal process strengths but less as a strategy to localize humanitarian aid programs; 
a grand strategy that aims to strengthen local capacity, develop local capabilities, and 
boost regional humanitarian project performance. While stakeholders deem to play 
an important role in leveraging the efficiencies of such collaborative engagements 
between international and local actors, there is limited empirical knowledge about how 
stakeholder pressure affects the association between the collaboration–performance 
association within international and local NGOs. Drawing on stakeholder theory, 
we propose a model to examine the role of donors, media, and governments, three 
major stakeholders noteworthy because of their power and legitimacy to moderate 
the collaboration–performance association in this NGO context. We test our 
hypotheses across a series of samples collected at both international and local NGOs 
in 2015 and 2020. From a practical perspective, we discuss how the traditional role 
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of NGOs as implementers of aid programs is shifting toward a new role as conveners 
and capability builders.

Keywords
nonprofit organizations, humanitarian organizations, humanitarian operations, 
collaboration, aid localization, capacity development, stakeholder theory, survey

Introduction

Proficient humanitarian aid projects require intensive collaboration among interna-
tional and local humanitarian organizations. More specifically, collaborative engage-
ment between international nongovernmental organizations (INGOs) and local 
nongovernmental organizations (LNGOs) not only increase the internal process 
strengths of the project such as reducing the overall service costs or increasing qual-
ity (Fawcett et al., 2012) but could also increase the inclusion and empowerment of 
national and local actors, enabling the localization of aid programs. This localization 
process involves INGOs empowering instead of commanding LNGOs and can vary 
in its degree between strong localization (when LNGOs lead and INGOs assist), 
medium localization (when LNGOs and INGOs are equal partners), and weak local-
ization (when LNGOs act as agents dictated by INGOs) (Tran & AbouAssi, 2020). 
Moreover, while INGOs traditionally designed and implemented humanitarian aid 
projects via own channels, mainly focusing on process efficiency, there has recently 
been a major strategy shift toward creating local capacities. Strong localization 
should create projects in which INGOs play a supporting coach or mentor role that 
reinforces rather than replaces LNGO capacities (Featherstone, 2016). Opening the 
humanitarian system through this localization process is particularly useful because 
it increases the value of the relief and development projects toward local beneficia-
ries in terms of project performance, as well as creating local capabilities (Agenda 
for Humanity, 2016; Schech et al., 2020). More specifically, it could enable stronger 
ties and engagements from local communities (beneficiaries or local aid organiza-
tions) and better knowledge transfers toward these local communities. This process 
of localization is particularly important as currently 60% of all international dona-
tions end up at INGOs, which frequently channel it through different collaborative 
schemes to local communities (Development Initiatives, 2020), often via their local 
INGO offices, but more recently, also more frequently via LNGOs. The Charter for 
Change even committed to providing 25% of the INGO donations via these LNGO 
collaborations (Agenda for Humanity, 2016).

The need for fostering INGO–LNGO collaborations has not only been recognized 
by humanitarian organizations but also by humanitarian stakeholders, such as donors, 
governments, and media. Explicit stakeholder support for these collaborative engage-
ments between INGOs and LNGOs could impact the strength of this localization pro-
cess, eventually impacting the effectiveness of the humanitarian aid projects. To 
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understand this relationship between collaborative engagement and either strategic 
outcomes or improved local capacity, it is important to analyze this relationship within 
the context of external stakeholders. More specifically, stakeholder theory suggests 
that organizations are influenced by different stakeholders, a pressure that can affect 
managers’ plans, actions, and decisions (Freeman, 1984). In a humanitarian context, 
stakeholders, such as donors, media, and governments, may influence the effective-
ness of collaborative engagements, and consequently the strength of the localization of 
aid, between international and local actors. These three stakeholder groups, that is, 
donors, media and governments, are specifically noteworthy in this NGO context as 
they are able to pressure action for more collaborative engagement as a result of their 
power, legitimacy, and urgency (Mitchel et al., 1997). More specifically, INGOs might 
pay attention to these three stakeholder pressures, as doing so enables them to gain 
legitimacy, collect future donations, mobilize resources, or gain access to affected 
areas. Also, LNGOs might pay attention to these stakeholders’ requests for more col-
laborative engagements with INGOs because doing so may influence their credibility 
in local communities, impacting future donations and survival. While previous 
research indicated that stakeholders may affect the success of INGO–LNGO collabo-
rations (Adem et al., 2018), it has not considered how this collaboration–performance 
link is impacted by stakeholders’ direction, strength, or impact on both INGOs’ and 
LNGOs’ performance; in other words, how donors, media, and governments moderate 
the relationship between collaborative engagement and strategic outcomes/improved 
local capacity.

Against this backdrop, our research aims to investigate the efficacy of stake-
holder pressure by analyzing how perceived stakeholder pressure for INGO–LNGO 
collaboration differentially moderates the path from collaborative engagement to 
both humanitarian project performance and local capability enhancement for INGOs 
and LNGOs. This moderation effect might be present as these stakeholder pressures 
might encourage NGOs to stay in the relationships long enough for them to be suc-
cessful. To address this issue, we adopt a theory-testing approach using survey data 
from eight different countries in 2015. In Study 2, we repeat the analysis with new 
samples in 2020 to investigate whether the results of both studies are consistent with 
each other. Our surveys capture the viewpoints of INGOs and LNGOs separately in 
both studies.

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses

Collaborative Engagement and Its Performance Outcomes in a 
Humanitarian Setting

Interorganizational collaboration is an interdisciplinary area that has been studied in sev-
eral branches of management research. Prior studies suggest that collaborations are posi-
tively associated with firm performance (Fawcett et al., 2012; Leuschner et al., 2013). 
Similarly, in the public and nonprofit sectors, Gazley (2010, p. 53) suggested that col-
laboration can yield many benefits, including “economic efficiencies, greater service 
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quality, organizational learning, access to new skills, diffusion of risk, improved public 
accountability, the ability to buffer external uncertainties, and conflict avoidance.”

The increase in collaborations between INGOs and LNGOs mainly concerns local 
operational aid delivery. While these collaborations can count on LNGOs as imple-
mentation partners (Altahir, 2013), INGOs also benefit from local organizations’ con-
tributions to other tasks within humanitarian supply chains, such as needs assessment, 
context and capacity analysis, program design fundraising, and procurement (De 
Geoffroy et al., 2017). Local organizations have easier access to local information, 
such as affected populations and their needs, as well as the available local resources, 
enabling them to better identify and employ local service providers. In addition, local 
organizations know the context and the culture and are experienced in working with 
local communities (Unerman & O’Dwyer, 2010).

Increasingly, INGOs acknowledge local actors’ complementary roles, creating pos-
sibilities for INGO–LNGO humanitarian collaborations to rebuild national capabili-
ties, increase the affected communities’ resilience, and over the long term, provide 
sustainable humanitarian assistance (Street, 2011). While it is important to establish a 
long-term partnership and to create these process improvements, it is equally impor-
tant to create a sustainable outcome based on building capabilities at the level of the 
LNGO and not dependency on the international community (Altahir, 2013).

In this research, we use the concept of collaborative engagement (Zacharia et al., 
2011), which refers to the strength of collaboration activities, operationalized by 
assessing the level of joint planning (e.g., forecasting, product design, fundraising 
campaigns), collaborative communication, joint decision-making, resource sharing, 
and joint project implementation. Through collaborative engagement, NGOs become 
involved in joint planning (e.g., forecasting, needs assessment, and context analysis) 
to gain more information about their counterparts and their needs (Villena et al., 2011). 
They also inform one another about any issues or events that may affect their opera-
tional plans. In addition, partners can exchange valuable or complementary resources, 
such as best practices, knowledge, and infrastructure. The autonomy and equity of 
NGOs are respected, and open or two-way collaboration is exercised through joint 
activities. Consequently, a project or program conducted within a collaboration reaches 
higher levels of quality, with lower costs and shorter delivery and lead times.

To carry out a more comprehensive assessment of these collaborative outcomes, we 
propose extending the scope of these potential benefits beyond operational aspects by 
including strategic outcomes resulting from collaborative engagement, such as 
improvements in local partner capabilities. In addition to successfully implementing 
humanitarian projects that deliver aid to beneficiaries, INGOs try to empower LNGOs 
to carry out the most essential tasks of future operations independently (Charter for 
Change, 2016). Acquiring these project-development and implementation skills can 
contribute to the autonomy and equality of LNGOs or might even empower them to 
apply for funds directly from donors, enabling them to evolve into viable, independent 
participants in the aid sector (Alcacer & Oxley, 2014). In addition, knowledge transfer 
might increase the efficiency and innovation related to different operational activities 
and improves the quality of outsourced activities. For instance, BRAC and Proshika 
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were local partners of Swedish NGOs in the period after Bangladeshi independence, 
but they later developed into independent organizations that are among the largest and 
most successful NGOs in the world (BRAC, 2016; Lewis, 1998).

Stakeholder Pressure

To better understand the relationships between NGOs, as well as between NGOs and 
society, stakeholder theory has become increasingly important to many scholars 
(Freeman, 1984). A stakeholder is “any group or individual who can affect, or is 
affected by, the achievement of the organization’s purpose” (Freeman, 1984, p. vi). 
Indeed, every stakeholder has different expectations of the NGO and demands differ-
ent returns, such as money, sustainability, ethics, or quality. A stakeholder is an indi-
vidual or group with one or more stakes in a humanitarian NGO. Previous research 
showed that donors, governments, and media have a huge influence on a humanitarian 
NGO’s operations (Schiffling & Piecyk, 2014). These secondary stakeholders have 
been chosen due to playing a vital role in raising awareness and donations, as well as 
sometimes hindering operations (Van Wassenhove, 2006). Moreover, while these 
external stakeholders have an indirect or derivative connection to the NGO, the NGO 
may have limited or no formal responsibility toward them. Indeed, these external 
stakeholders, that is, governments, donors, and media, could have significant influ-
ence on INGO–LNGO collaborations, particularly in relation to an organization’s 
reputation and public status.

It is important to note that the pressure of a stakeholder, in terms of power, legiti-
macy, and urgency, can change with circumstances, as well as the issue at hand 
(Schiffling & Piecyk, 2014). Indeed, external stakeholders may quickly increase their 
pressure on the NGO. This happens, for example, when the media calls for a demon-
stration, boycott, or other action, leading to a crisis for the NGO, such that the NGO 
must respond immediately to their criticisms. In addition, the media today has a great 
deal of power and the ability to easily transform a secondary stakeholder into a pri-
mary stakeholder in a matter of hours. Also, governments can pressure NGOs because 
of their power as donor or through legitimacy as the official requesting body for assis-
tance (Kovacs & Spens, 2007). Finally, donors are very salient stakeholders as they 
have the power to provide funding and to create urgency by imposing deadlines 
(Sandwell, 2011). Therefore, it is crucial for an organization to know its stakeholders 
and their priorities. A stakeholder that is perceived by the NGO as possessing more of 
these characteristics exercises a higher pressure on the NGO. Because NGOs depend 
on multiple external stakeholders, such as donors, governments, and the media, they 
can have direct or indirect impacts on the NGOs’ effectiveness in collaborating.

Hypothesis Development

Donor Pressure and INGO–LNGO Collaboration. In contrast to the commercial sector, 
humanitarian NGOs typically do not receive any revenue from beneficiaries for the 
delivery of their services. NGOs often depend on donations to cover all or nearly all of 



6 Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 00(0)

their organizational and operational costs. Accordingly, donors are powerful because 
they influence the use of resources or withhold resources to force NGOs to adopt spe-
cific practices (Freeman, 1984). Two mechanisms explain how donors affect the link 
between INGO–LNGO collaboration and performance. A first mechanism can be 
explained by NGOs’ eagerness to prove to donors that they are cost-effective and 
working hard to build local capacity by increasing their effectiveness via local col-
laborations (United States Agency for International Development, 2012). Because of 
the limited resources that donors can provide to affected regions, they often force 
NGOs to focus on enhancing the efficiency and impact of their humanitarian opera-
tions. As such, donor pressure to collaborate locally is usually the driving force for 
improving the efficiency of INGOs’ collaborations with LNGOs in humanitarian 
operations. Today, most donors increasingly want to be informed about how donations 
are used on the ground, as well as the local sustainability of these projects. Moreover, 
donors increasingly rely on past performance in their future resource allocations. 
When donor pressure for international–local humanitarian NGO collaboration is per-
ceived to be high, NGOs understand that their performance is closely monitored and 
that future donated resources depend highly on how they perform. In addition to the 
pressure for future donations, NGOs also want to be recognized by donors and show-
case their achievements. To do this, they might feel pressured to show that collabora-
tions between INGOs and LNGOs are effective and are creating benefits for the local 
community. As such, to legitimize their actions, NGOs work hard to enhance the pro-
ductivity of their collaborative actions by showing their efficiency and sustainability 
(Charter for Change, 2016).

Because INGOs are the main contact point and receivers of donations, they might 
feel strong pressure from donors to collaborate with LNGOs. As such, INGOs might 
be willing to put extra effort into collaborating with LNGOs, which enables them to 
communicate superior humanitarian outcomes in terms of both project performance 
and local partner capabilities, as well as securing future donations. However, LNGOs 
also feel this pressure from donors: Via the INGOs, they indirectly depend on donors 
to receive funding. In periods of reduced funding possibilities, these LNGOs are more 
receptive to fulfilling these requirements from donors. As such, we can formulate the 
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Donor pressure strengthens the positive association between col-
laborative engagement among INGOs and LNGOs and humanitarian performance of 
the INGOs in terms of both project performance and local partner capabilities.
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Donor pressure strengthens the positive association between col-
laborative engagement among INGOs and LNGOs and humanitarian performance of 
the LNGOs in terms of both project performance and local partner capabilities.

Government Pressure and INGO–LNGO Collaboration. Another group of stakeholders is 
the host government, whether national or local. Although host governments and 
authorities do not directly control NGO resources, they have a significant amount of 
power to give—or withhold—permission for organizations to enter an area and dictate 
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how to operate in it. Governments can affect the access of NGOs to the field and even-
tually increase or impede the timeliness of their response (ALNAP, 2016). Some gov-
ernments may facilitate the collaborative operations of INGOs with LNGOs, but 
others may enforce regulations for reasons of control (political motives) or regulate 
specific operations, such as health care or medical supplies (Dube et al., 2016). They 
can also restrict the collaborative operations of international–local NGOs with a his-
tory of distrust or limit the collaborations of non-professional or novice NGOs 
(ALNAP, 2016).

Host governments often have the power to establish regulations to encourage 
INGOs to improve their collaboration with LNGOs. These pressures can force NGOs 
to further engage and follow up joint achievements through additional information 
sharing, effective communication, and more intensive cooperative planning. 
Eventually, these pressures can leverage or impede the ability of international and 
local partners to successfully implement a project and increase local partner capabili-
ties. For example, INGOs have reported that they must show joint collaboration with 
LNGOs to guarantee their eligibility to work in Jordan (Adem et al., 2018). To further 
stimulate this, host governments can establish regulatory frameworks to make it easier 
for international actors to collaborate with local ones. Government authorities may 
monitor an INGO’s use of existing local infrastructure and supplies, along with its 
training practices, with the goals of raising LNGOs’ skills, protecting local industries, 
and transferring expertise to local communities. Kunz and Reiner (2016) argued that 
close collaboration with a well-regarded local organization for in-country operations 
can help address the host government’s possible political or operational concerns of an 
INGO. However, when government pressure is low or negligible, the collaborative 
engagement of INGOs with LNGOs could be less effective, as INGOs may be less 
motivated to engage in knowledge and skill transfer with LNGOs. Because local gov-
ernments often protect LNGOs and their local capabilities, governments might use 
their regulatory power to affect the activities of INGOs in favor of these LNGOs, 
creating pressure on local–international humanitarian NGO collaboration. Therefore, 
we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Government pressure strengthens the positive association 
between collaborative engagement among INGOs and LNGOs and humanitarian 
performance of the INGOs in terms of both project performance and local partner 
capabilities.
Hypothesis 4 (H4): Government pressure strengthens the positive association 
between collaborative engagement among INGOs and LNGOs and humanitarian 
performance of the LNGOs in terms of both project performance and local partner 
capabilities.

Media Pressure and INGO–LNGO Collaboration. The media are often perceived as 
important stakeholders for humanitarian NGOs because they can act in favor of or 
against an NGO’s practices, strengthening the impact of these practices, such as 
INGO–LNGO collaborations. At the same time, the increasing use of social media 
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may also strengthen the impact of media on perceptions concerning humanitarian 
organizations and collaborations among them. The media can pressure NGOs to col-
laborate—mainly in terms of urgency—by influencing public opinion about their 
actions, which eventually influences NGOs’ relations with key stakeholders, such as 
donors or host governments. For example, Eftekhar et al. (2017) showed that humani-
tarian organizations are sometimes reluctant to coordinate horizontally among peers 
because this might dilute media attention that individual humanitarian organizations 
might receive, and consequently, decreases future donations. However, in terms of 
vertical coordination, such as for INGO–LNGO collaborations, improved coordina-
tion may increase future donations because it could result in more positive media 
attention for both partners, and eventually, more donation opportunities. More specifi-
cally, in an international context, the media often brings the news directly from the 
local beneficiaries to show what is happening on the ground. This pushes INGOs and 
LNGOs to better collaborate, and eventually, a better flow of donations toward the 
beneficiary emerges; this may create better media exposure toward donors for the 
INGO, as well as a positive attitude on the part of the INGO to extend the agreement 
with the LNGO. The opposite might also be true. Because a lack of effective and close 
collaboration in the humanitarian sector can lead to delays in providing services, cause 
ineffective aid distribution, or even result in beneficiary injury or death, it can eventu-
ally lead to negative media attention. To avoid such unwelcome developments, NGOs 
expend substantial effort on making their collaborations between international and 
LNGOs successful, which will improve the perception of local stakeholders and 
NGOs’ overall public image.

Local communities and beneficiaries are the recipients of humanitarian services. 
Although they often do not pay for these services, their satisfaction and complaints 
are frequently reported by media. For example, beneficiaries now have access to a 
variety of social networks to gather information about NGOs’ services and perfor-
mance and convey their opinions to governments and donors via the media. Given 
their importance in providing visibility, the media can pressure NGOs, and INGOs 
even more so, to influence the urgency of collaboration between humanitarian part-
ners and the decisions made about NGO practices (Gunningham et al., 2004). More 
specifically, pressure from the media shifts more power toward the LNGOs, result-
ing in a more balanced INGO–LNGO collaboration. Thus, the following hypotheses 
are formulated:

Hypothesis 5 (H5): Media pressure enhances the positive association between col-
laborative engagement among INGOs and LNGOs and the humanitarian perfor-
mance of the INGOs in terms of both project performance and local partner 
capabilities.
Hypothesis 6 (H6): Media pressure enhances the positive association between col-
laborative engagement among INGOs and LNGOs and the humanitarian perfor-
mance of the LNGOs in terms of both project performance and local partner 
capabilities.
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Study 1 and Data Analysis

Data Collection

The empirical context of our research is NGOs involved in humanitarian operations. 
The website of the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) pro-
vided contact information for NGOs participating in eight country-based clusters 
around the world (i.e., Afghanistan, Congo, Haiti, Indonesia, Kenya, Niger, Sudan, 
and Sri Lanka). This resulted in a sample frame of 843 international and 927 LNGOs 
active in humanitarian aid services.

In the survey introduction, we informed respondents that “a collaborative relation-
ship refers to a partnership process where one international and one local humanitarian 
NGO share resources (e.g., information, expertise, and infrastructure) and/or work 
jointly to design and implement a program/project.” First, the informant needed to 
confirm that his or her organization had already been part of such an INGO–LNGO 
collaboration. Next, we asked each respondent to identify a collaboration with an 
INGO or LNGO that was complete or near completion so that its success could reason-
ably be assessed. We then requested that respondents answer survey questions based 
on this collaboration (Zacharia et al., 2011). For each NGO, we emailed the highest-
ranked manager (e.g., head or director of mission or country, program director or proj-
ect manager), for whom we obtained contact details from the OCHA, to participate in 
our study. We performed a series of prescreening checks to ensure the eligibility of the 
respondents. For example, a manager was deemed eligible to participate in our study 
if he or she was directly affiliated with the international (local) NGO and not affiliated 
with any United Nations (UN) agencies, Red Cross and Red Crescent, or a commercial 
organization. To ensure the competence of the respondents, we also captured the extent 
to which potential informants had been involved in collaboration activities and their 
knowledgeability regarding the organization, its services, and its collaboration-man-
agement practices and partners (Kumar et al., 1993). Specifically, we asked respon-
dents to answer the following two questions using a 7-point Likert-type scale: (1) “I 
am knowledgeable about the collaboration or partnership activities between my orga-
nization and this partner” and (2) “I have been involved in the collaboration or partner-
ship between my organization and this partner.” Respondents whose scale answers 
were 4 or below were excluded from further analysis.

Study 1 was carried out in March–April 2015, which resulted in 160 responses 
from INGOs and 140 responses from LNGOs. In our INGO sample, we removed 25 
responses with missing data or unengaged respondents and filled out by informants 
lacking the desired competences, reducing the number of responses to 135 for a 
response rate of 17%. Regarding the LNGO sample, we followed the same procedure 
and removed 17 cases, reducing the total number of responses to 123 for a response 
rate of 13%. Table A1 in the appendix illustrates the Study 1 demographics. Taking 
late respondents as a proxy for nonrespondents, we tested for nonresponse bias using 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) on our dependent construct which yielded no signifi-
cant difference between early-wave and late-wave groups of respondents, suggesting 
that nonresponse bias was not significantly present in our study.
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Measurement

We drew our multi-item 7-point Likert-type scales from the existing interdisciplin-
ary literature, emphasizing collaboration, interorganizational relationships, NGOs, 
and humanitarian supply chains. To measure collaborative engagement, we 
reviewed and extracted the following scales from existing research (Zacharia et al., 
2011): (CE1) joint goal setting for the collaboration effort, (CE2) joint decisions on 
most issues, (CE3) a free flow of useful ideas, and (CE4) open and two-way 
communication.

To measure the operational performance of the humanitarian project, we extracted 
five scales from prior studies (Zacharia et al., 2011) and adapted them to the humani-
tarian context (Balcik et al., 2010; Salem et al., 2019): (OP1) needs assessment accu-
racy, (OP2) delivery of products or services to beneficiaries, (OP3) costs, (OP4) 
quality of services to beneficiaries, and (OP5) safety or environmental performance. In 
addition to the satisfaction associated with the operational performance of collabora-
tion efforts, we examined the responses of humanitarian partners regarding enhance-
ment of local partners’ capabilities. To this end, we reviewed and extracted the scales 
from the interviews and practitioners’ reports (Villena & Craighead, 2017). These 
indicators are the local partner’s (LP1) organizational processes, (LP2) managerial 
skills, (LP3) engagement with local communities, and (LP4) engagement with the 
international humanitarian aid sector.

To measure the perceived stakeholder pressure to engage in collaboration, we used 
scales suggested by Sarkis et al. (2010). These scales assess the extent to which each 
organization feels pressure from the following stakeholders to engage in collabora-
tions: (1) the government of the affected country, (2) donors, and (3) media. While 
single-item scales are not ideal, using them helps to avoid repetitive questions 
(Hoeppner et al., 2011), which we were encouraged to remove after the pilot phase, 
and shortens the overall survey length, which may increase response rates when par-
ticipants have little time to fill out a questionnaire and limited internet connectivity 
(Salem et al., 2019).

In our analyses, we controlled for potential sources of heterogeneity. At the rela-
tionship level, we controlled for relationship duration, trust between partners and 
commitment as a component of relational orientation, and dependency perception. 
We also controlled for the scope of collaboration between partners, which refers to 
the range or types of tasks jointly carried out (Alcacer & Oxley, 2014). In a humani-
tarian setting, the scope of collaboration activities changes from the early planning 
stages to needs-assessment missions, context analysis, program design, and devis-
ing and preparing funding proposals. We operationalized the scope of collaboration 
at three levels and asked respondents to report on the extent to which the interna-
tional (local) NGO has been involved in program implementation (e.g., distribution 
and delivery; CS1), in program design and development (e.g., needs assessments, 
context analysis, and resource mobilization; CS2), and in fundraising activities 
(e.g., proposal writing, contact with media, and contact with donors; CS3) in their 
local–international collaboration.



Moshtari et al. 11

Measurement Model Validity and Reliability

Prior to testing the proposed hypotheses, we followed several steps to validate our 
measures. First, we performed exploratory factor analysis on each multiple-item con-
struct and confirmed that all items belonged to their prespecified constructs. In our 
international NGO sample, the values of Cronbach’s alpha for collaborative engage-
ment, humanitarian project performance, and local partner capabilities constructs are 
.83, .83, and .76, respectively, suggesting the measures are internally consistent and 
reliable. Similarly, in the local NGO sample, the values of Cronbach’s alpha for col-
laborative engagement, humanitarian project performance, and local partner capabili-
ties constructs are .90, .87, and .90, respectively, suggesting the measures are internally 
consistent and reliable. Tables A3 and A4 in the appendix provide descriptive statistics 
of our data.

We carried out a confirmatory factor analysis using Amos 28 to check the factor 
loadings, the constructs’ individual-item reliabilities, the convergent validity of the 
measures associated with each construct, and their discriminant validity. All items 
loaded highly on their latent factor (p < .01), ranging from 0.68 to 0.85 for the inter-
national sample and from 0.60 to 0.89 for the local (See Table A2 in the appendix). 
However, we removed an item from the humanitarian project performance con-
structs and one in local partner capabilities constructs in both samples because they 
performed poorly on the international sample (λ = 0.53 and 0.54). The results also 
suggest that the data fit our model reasonably well in both international (χ2

d.f.=62 = 
80, root mean square error of approximation [RMSEA] = 0.048, and CFI = 0.973) 
and local samples (χ2

d.f.=62 = 105, RMSEA = 0.076, and CFI = 0.961). The compos-
ite reliabilities were all greater than 0.75, indicating good internal reliability. The 
average variance extracted of constructs meets the 0.50 threshold, suggesting con-
vergent validity at the construct level. Overall, these statistics indicate that the psy-
chometric properties of the model are sufficiently strong to enable the interpretation 
of structural estimates.

Model Estimation and Analysis

Table 1 illustrates the results of standardized regression using the international 
NGOs sample. To test our hypotheses, we used a moderated regression analysis 
(Poppo et al., 2016). Considering the results of Model 1, we observe that some 
controls, such as collaboration scope and trust, are significant in explaining the 
variance of humanitarian project performance and local partner capabilities. 
Adding the independent variables to the regression in Model 2 significantly 
increased the R2 values to .48 and .48, respectively, and further including the 
interaction terms increased the R2 values by .08 (p < .05) and .04 (p < .01) in 
Model 3. To evaluate the explanatory power of the research model, we examined 
the explained variance (R2) of the endogenous constructs. The R2 values for proj-
ect performance and local partner capabilities are moderate, at .56 and .52, 
respectively, in Model 3.
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As for the main effects in Model 3, the signs of the estimated coefficients and their 
associated p values indicate that collaborative engagement has positive associations 
with both humanitarian project performance (β = 0.20. p < .01) and local partner 
capabilities (β = 0.23, p < .01; see Table 1, Model 3). In Model 3, we test our moder-
ating variables. H1 and H2 proposed that the level of donor pressure positively moder-
ates the relationship between collaborative engagement and our dependent variables. 
Surprisingly, our analysis revealed nonsignificant moderation effects of donor pres-
sure on the link between collaborative engagement and both project performance and 
local partner capabilities. H3 and H4 predicted that government pressure moderates 
the relationship between collaborative engagement and collaboration outcomes. We 
found support for the moderating effect of government pressure on the association 
between collaborative engagement and humanitarian project performance (β = 0.24, 
p < .01), supporting H3. Finally, we found that media pressure positively moderates 
the link between collaborative engagement and both humanitarian project perfor-
mance (β = 0.17, p < .05) and local partner capabilities (β = 0.19, p < .05), support-
ing both H5 and H6.

To better understand the potential differences in how LNGOs perceive the humani-
tarian project performance of their collaborative engagements, we repeated the entire 
analysis for the LNGO sample. Table 2 illustrates the results of standardized regres-
sion using the local NGOs sample. The results reveal that collaborative engagement in 
this sample also has positive associations with both humanitarian project performance 
(β = 0.21, p < .01) and local partner capabilities (β = 0.16, p < .01; see Table 2, 
Model 3). In our LNGO sample, donor pressure negatively moderates the path from 
collaborative engagement to local partner capabilities (β = −0.20. p < .05), whereas 
government pressure positively moderates the path from collaborative engagement to 
local partner capabilities (β = 0.18, p < .05), and media pressure positively moderates 
the path from collaborative engagement to humanitarian project performance (β = 
0.19, p < .05).

Study 2

Since 2014, there have been more calls for aid localization and INGO–LNGO col-
laborations in humanitarian settings, and we expect to observe that stakeholder 
pressure will have a more powerful or even different relationship with collaborative 
engagement in later years (Charter for Change, 2016; Development Initiatives, 
2016). We carried out a second study in 2020 to provide deeper insights into the 
introduction of the Sustainable Development Goals or the adoption of long-term 
funding by donors in the form of multi-year strategic response plans beginning in 
2014 (Development Initiatives, 2016), which has manifested in the form of donor 
pressure, as well as to study the changing impact of other stakeholder pressures. We 
focused on the same population and followed an identical approach to the data col-
lection of study 1 in contacting, inviting, and sending reminders to respondents 
from the same INGOs and LNGOs active in humanitarian activities. The data col-
lection effort resulted in 197 responses from INGOs and LNGOs. We removed 40 
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cases with missing data, unengaged respondents, or filled out by ineligible infor-
mants, reducing the number of observations to 157 (80 from INGOs and 77 from 
LNGOs). Table A5 in the appendix illustrates the sample demographics in Study 2. 
Taking late respondents as a proxy for nonrespondents, we tested for nonresponse 
bias using ANOVA for each examined construct (Armstrong & Overton, 1977). The 
results for the international sample, that is, project performance (F[1, 48] = 0.003, p 
= .95) and local partner capabilities (F[1, 48] = 0.88, p = .35), and for the local 
sample, that is, project performance (F[1, 48] = 0.11, p = .73) and local partner capa-
bilities (F[1, 48] = 0.35, p = .55), yielded no significant difference between early-
wave and late-wave groups of respondents, suggesting that nonresponse bias is not 
significantly present in Study 2.

Before testing the same hypotheses with Study 2, we assessed the measurement 
model again. Tables A6 and A7 in the appendix provide detailed information about the 
validity and reliability of this measurement model. As in Study 1, our analyses indicate 
that our measures are valid and reliable.

To replicate our data analysis, we used moderated regression analysis to examine 
our hypotheses with the new study. As for Study 1, we used a residuals-based 3SLS 
approach to correct for endogeneity bias. Table 3 illustrates the estimation results. 
Collaborative engagement is positively associated with humanitarian project perfor-
mance (β = 0.32, p < .01) from both INGOs’ and LNGOs’ perspectives. Moreover, 
we found that only in the INGO sample, donor pressure negatively (β = −0.28, p < 
.05) moderates the path from collaborative engagement to local partner capabilities, 
and there are significant positive moderation effects of government pressure on the 
path from collaborative engagement to both humanitarian project performance and 
local partner capabilities, except in the LNGO sample, where government pressure 
does not moderate the relationship between collaborative engagement and local part-
ner capabilities. However, notably, media pressure negatively moderates the relation-
ship between collaborative engagement and local partner capabilities in the LNGOs 
sample (β = −0.22, p < .05). This last finding is the opposite of what we found in 
Study 1.

Discussion

In this article, we focused on the impact of stakeholder pressure on the NGO collabo-
ration–performance relationship within the humanitarian context. Overall, this study 
confirms that collaborative engagement has positive associations with both humanitar-
ian project performance and local partner capabilities. However, over time, we see that 
the relationship of collaborative engagement with local partner capabilities could not 
be confirmed. Across the two studies, our analyses also confirm the importance of 
external stakeholders in affecting the NGO collaboration–humanitarian performance 
relationship: Altogether, government pressure positively moderates the collaboration–
performance link. However, our analyses indicate that initially INGOs believe that 
government pressure positively impacts the humanitarian project performance, while 
not local partner capabilities, whereas 5 years later, they also believe that this has an 
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Table 3. Standardized Regression Results (Study 2).

INGOs LNGOs

Independent variables

Humanitarian 
project 

performance

Local 
partner 

capabilities

Humanitarian 
project 

performance

Local 
partner 

capabilities

Control variables
 Collaboration scope_I 

(implementation)
0.08 0.34** 0.06 0.14

 Collaboration scope_II (program 
design)

−0.12 −0.32** 0.21* 0.18

 Collaboration scope_III 
(fundraising)

0.02 0.13 −0.08 −0.05

 Trust 0.17 0.11 −0.05 0.02
 Commitment −0.10 0.19 0.52*** 0.55***
 Relationship duration 0.05 0.30** 0.02 0.05
 International NGO size −0.14 0.01 −0.06 0.05
 Local NGO size 0.19 0.08 −0.11 −0.05
 Dependency 0.22* 0.35*** 0.09 0.13
 Mission −0.03 −0.06 −0.12 0.06
 Afghanistan 0.35** 0.10 0.21 0.05
 Congo 0.54*** 0.22 0.02 −0.03
 Haiti 0.52*** 0.04 0.03 −0.14
 Indonesia 0.37** 0.16 0.15 −0.08
 Kenya 0.41*** 0.06 −0.05 −0.26**
 Niger 0.43*** 0.25 0.08 −0.16
 Sudan 0.47*** 0.39** 0.12 −0.03
 Sri Lanka 0.16 0.09 −0.05 −0.08
Direct effects
 Collaborative engagement 0.32** −0.10 0.32*** 0.11
 Donor pressure 0.11 0.25* 0.02 −0.18
 Government pressure −0.29 −0.26* 0.14 0.22**
 Media pressure 0.05 −0.26* 0.08 0.17
Moderating effects
 Collaborative engagement × DP −0.09 −0.28** −0.12 0.06
 Collaborative engagement × GP 0.33** 0.29** 0.23** 0.09
 Collaborative engagement × MP −0.08 0.07 −0.08 −0.22**
F value 2.36*** 2.139*** 4.11*** 5.98***
R2 .54 .51 .69 .56
Adj R2 .31 .27 .53 .44

Note. INGO = international nongovernmental organizations; LNGO = local nongovernmental 
organizations; NGO = nongovernmental organizations; DP = donor pressure; GP = government 
pressure; MP = media pressure.
*p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .01.
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impact on local partner capabilities. LNGOs, however, show the opposite: They really 
seem to believe in the positive impact of government pressure on local partner capa-
bilities, but this impact disappeared to just a positive impact on the humanitarian proj-
ect performance. In contrast, donor pressure negatively affected the local partner 
capability developments as experienced by local NGOs and, in the longer term, also 
negatively impacted the local partner capability developments as experienced by the 
INGOs. Finally, media pressure changed the nature of its effects from positively to 
negatively moderating the association between NGO collaboration and humanitarian 
performance. While it originally shows the impact of collaborative engagement on 
performance, in later years, there seems to be a belief among LNGOs that media pres-
sure weakens the impact of collaborative engagement on local partner capabilities. In 
the following sections, we discuss our findings and their relevant managerial implica-
tions in more detail.

Collaborative Engagement and Humanitarian Performance

Consistent with previous research, Study 1 confirms that collaborative engagement 
is indeed positively associated with both humanitarian project performance and 
local partner capability enhancement. An interesting example in this respect is the 
Care–Live & Learn collaboration, in which Care International collaborates closely 
with Live & Learn, a local partner in Fiji, to undertake joint humanitarian projects. 
Although it began in Fiji, the collaboration has now expanded to other areas and has 
made important contributions to relief and development efforts (Lehoux, 2016). 
Indeed, both partners are convinced that this partnership not only created added 
value for both organizations but also—and more importantly—enabled the organiza-
tions to structurally meet the needs of cyclone-affected Fijians in an effective and 
sustainable manner. As such, these NGOs achieved together what neither could have 
done alone (Lehoux, 2016).

When the association between NGO collaboration and humanitarian performance 
is revisited in Study 2, our findings suggest that collaborative engagement is only 
linked to humanitarian project performance and not to local partner capabilities. One 
possible explanation for this may be that the effect of collaborative engagement on 
local partner capabilities is not sustainable enough in Study 2. This argument could be 
explained by paying attention to the role that INGOs predominantly assign to 
LNGOs—that is, implementers of international NGO programs but not really entities 
that become self-supporting. While both INGO and LNGO partners hoped that col-
laborative engagements would develop new capabilities in the field, this was appar-
ently not in line with recent experiences. Indeed, collaborative engagement requires 
the investment of time and resources that goes beyond the capacity of LNGOs; that is, 
it necessitates greater engagement in collaborative activities like participation in meet-
ings, planning, communication, and information sharing and reporting. These activi-
ties require time and resources and allow the organizations enough time to conduct 
their daily work in the field (i.e., actively helping people in emergencies and difficult 
situations). To decrease this administrative burden, NGO members of the ACT Alliance 
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have formed a working group on harmonizing collaboration tools (Charter for Change 
2019). The need to reduce this complexity has also been made explicit by LNGOs, 
which have stated that too many projects are not feasible, as they increase the com-
plexity by increasing the number of reports, calendars, and formats for working with 
partners (De Geoffroy et al., 2017). Another plausible explanation may be the increas-
ing demand for aid worldwide. Indeed, there has been a rise in the number of people 
in need over the last few years. The Development Initiatives (2020, p. 1) report reveals 
that “over one billion people were living in countries affected by long-term humanitar-
ian crises such as conflict, displacement and natural disasters in 2019.” However, in 
the same period that these international UN appeals hit a record high, international 
humanitarian funding dropped by $1.6 billion. This surge in demand, in combination 
with less funding, may have resulted in rather short-term and smaller projects to 
deliver quick responses, instead of resource investments and capability-building proj-
ects for these local communities and NGOs.

Stakeholder Pressure Matters

Study 1 shows that from LNGOs’ viewpoint, donor pressure has had a negative 
impact on the relationship between collaborative engagement and local partner 
capabilities, suggesting that high donor pressure attenuates the relationship between 
collaborative engagement and local partner capabilities. This finding is also sup-
ported by a recent survey of NGOs (OCHA, 2018), which revealed that 38% of 
NGOs had to appoint dedicated staff to comply with donor requirements, resulting 
in a diversion of resources that could have been used more effectively in the field to 
improve local capabilities. Donor requirements often create persistent blockages by 
limiting adequate consultation and co-creation with partners (Charter for Change 
2019). In addition, tight spending timeframes to comply with donor requests create 
additional urgencies to respond, but they might just as easily undermine the effi-
ciency of the humanitarian project (Nightingale, 2012). Because the risks of account-
ability and corruption are especially high in less-secured and more-remote areas, 
donors may require even higher levels of procedures and risk control mechanisms 
for these areas. These rationales behind donors’ tight requirements or policies are 
rather understandable for INGOs which are closer and more engaged with donors, so 
facing less psychological distance (Simpson et al., 2021). However, our results also 
indicate that this negative perceived impact moved from locals in Study 1 toward 
INGOs in Study 2. One explanation for this may be that donors shifted their focus to 
long-term performance implications. For example, in 2014, several donors intro-
duced long-term funding projects based on multiyear strategic response plans 
(Development Initiatives, 2016). This long-term focus decreased the pressure on 
LNGOs because of the more stable financial support for these groups, but at the 
same time, it shifted the pressure to INGOs, which had to report more frequently and 
follow stricter guidelines to keep this long-term funding.

Government pressure brings more legitimacy and transparency to the collabora-
tive engagements of NGOs; hence, this pressure reduces the operational risks and 
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provides more local support and resources for the NGOs, which eventually may 
improve their humanitarian project performance. Governments create this legitimacy, 
for example, by receiving multiple types of operational permissions or requiring them 
to report regularly on the progress of collaborative projects. We noticed that these 
government pressures remained consistent in Studies 1 and 2. This indicates that 
governments might have an important role to play in supporting LNGOs and INGOs 
by steering them toward taking appropriate actions that increase the outcomes of 
humanitarian aid projects.

Nevertheless, in respect to the local partner capabilities, we noticed inconsistent 
results between Studies 1 and 2. Inconsistent with Study 1, INGOs in Study 2 per-
ceive that governmental pressures could leverage local partner capabilities. This 
shift can be explained by the implementation of clearer rules and procedures by 
governments to ensure collaboration among NGOs (Stephens, 2016). Working 
within a stated range of activities (Mukhtar, 2020), not abandoning incomplete proj-
ects (Njeru, 2013), and transparency and accountability requirements (Anderson, 
2017) are just a few of the rules that could enhance the capabilities of LNGOs. 
However, our data indicate that while LNGOs indeed expected these government 
rules and regulations to help increase their local capabilities, this perception changed 
toward impacting the humanitarian aid project but not the local capabilities per se. 
This might be explained by the increasing competition among LNGOs and higher 
pressure that LNGOs feel to provide short-term results, in line with the goals of the 
humanitarian project in recent years.

While the media cannot actively request the transparency of NGOs, they pressure 
INGOs by continuously keeping an eye on their operations. Media reports (e.g., reports 
on the progress in certain regions, specific projects, or on the use of budgets) can shape 
or change the reputation of an NGO, and as such, they could affect future donations 
the NGO receives. For example, in the summer of 2015, when the Danish media 
reported that the EU faced a large influx of refugees arriving on the Greek island of 
Lesbos, the Danish public criticized NGOs for their inactivity and pressured them to 
participate in the European territory and to make collaborations with LNGOs and vol-
unteers succeed.

Inconsistent with the results in Study 1, our findings in Study 2 show nonsignifi-
cant and, in case of LNGOs, even a negative impact of media pressure on the col-
laboration–performance link. The surge in social media use, which disseminates 
information at an unprecedented pace and breadth, has placed time pressure on 
humanitarian operations (Moshtari et al., 2020). NGOs are now under huge media 
pressure, and thus, they are often forced to focus on rapid or even immediate tan-
gible results (Bennett et al., 2006); this makes them less motivated or causes them 
to work on more nuanced efforts, such as improving local partner capabilities. In 
addition, NGOs are operating under increased stress levels because performance 
assessments and reports by the media are more widely and readily available than 
ever before. Likewise, in recent years, social media have played a crucial role as 
communication channels among beneficiaries, social media users, and humanitar-
ian organizations. Given the challenges that beneficiaries face after a disaster, they 
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increasingly communicate their expectations via social media to receive aid quickly. 
If this does not happen according to their expectations, they communicate the weak 
performance of humanitarian organizations widely via social media, which could 
put extra time pressure and stress on the humanitarian aid community to act, and 
therefore, sacrifice the long-term impact of their operations and developing local 
partners’ capabilities. Moreover, in recent years, there has been an increase in 
reporting negative news, such as the 120 aid workers who lost their jobs due to 
sexual misconduct in 2017 (Bacchi, 2017). When such negative information 
spreads, NGOs’ credibility and reputations among donors and governments could 
be threatened (Larché, 2011). In addition, negative information about what went 
wrong, such as cases of corruption, is more easily called to mind than what worked 
well (Kreidler, 2011).

Limitations and Future Research

This research is not without limitations. While larger sample sizes would have allowed 
us to examine the research model in greater depth, it was already difficult to reach out 
to and persuade NGOs, especially LNGOs, to participate. While a response rate of 
15% in Study 1 and 11% in Study 2 was certainly satisfactory, it could have been 
larger. Nevertheless, the small sample size was primarily due to the detailed inclusion 
criteria and the limited population eligible to participate. Testing the proposed hypoth-
eses using other NGO groups that are not part of an OCHA cluster, or other humanitar-
ian organizations beyond NGOs (e.g., World Food Programme or International 
Committee of the Red Cross), might provide additional insights, mainly in terms of 
stakeholder pressures and local development capabilities. However, broadening the 
scope also requires acknowledging differences in structures and overall goals of these 
humanitarian organizations, which may eventually also result in different perceptions 
of stakeholder pressures. Another avenue for future studies is to investigate the 
research constructs in detail. Another limitation of our research concerns its focus on 
ongoing collaborations. Future studies could focus on other stages of the relationship 
cycle by investigating, for instance, the influence of stakeholder pressure on the part-
ner search and selection phases between INGOs and LNGOs. Finally, future studies 
may even use longitudinal or experimental methods to investigate the causality among 
the proposed relationships in this study.

Managerial Implications

This study indicates that external stakeholders, such as donors, governments, and the 
media, play a crucial role in explaining the impact of collaborative engagement among 
partners on humanitarian performance. Based on our findings, we encourage all stake-
holders to set policies or practices that create an environment in which collaboration 
among LNGOs and INGOs flourishes. Such policies should help NGOs effectively 
learn about one another’s goals, capabilities, and prior experiences and convince them 
to invest in relation-specific endeavors, such as interfaces and communication 
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channels, knowledge-sharing routines, and dedicated human resources. These practices 
will facilitate collaboration among LNGOs and INGOs, ultimately making them more 
productive.

Donors need to consider balancing greater transparency in project implementa-
tion concerning the resources and time required to prepare documentation and con-
cessions made to speedy and sometimes short-sighted projects at the expense of the 
long-term perspective. In this respect, we suggest that donors should follow a more 
capacity-strengthening approach instead of the project performance–based 
approaches that have become common in the humanitarian field. Such a capacity-
strengthening approach requires the acceptance of donors to see national NGOs and 
LNGOs as direct eligible costs for providing humanitarian aid. On top of this, donors 
should also realize that working with national NGOs and LNGOs is not a risk-free 
endeavor because specific circumstances might affect its potential and success (De 
Geoffroy et al., 2017).

To further encourage the long-term orientation of local–international humanitar-
ian NGO collaborations, donors and host governments can use both incentive mech-
anisms and penalty practices (e.g., providing or restricting access to the field, local 
information, and networks) to emphasize this long-term orientation of partnerships, 
as well as the long-term sustainability of LNGOs. Setting up well-balanced specific, 
measurable, assignable, realistic, and time-related (SMART) incentives, rules, and 
guidelines for local–international humanitarian NGO collaborations will enable 
these stakeholders to steer the NGOs into strengthening their benefits from collabo-
ration. However, to set up these incentive mechanisms, it is important to further 
stimulate the debate between INGOs and LNGOs, including stakeholders. This may 
be done through the creation of forums or platforms to debate how to increase the 
impact of humanitarian aid projects. A recent example of an initiative bringing 
together international, national, and local actors is the creation of platforms and 
spaces for national and local actors to take on leadership roles. One notable outcome 
of such a platform, called reliefweb (see reliefweb.int), was an evidence-based 
examination of practices that were seen as most and least conductive to localization 
aid from both local and national humanitarian perspectives (Charter for Change, 
2019). Other examples of such initiatives are the START network (https://startnet-
work.org) or the CRS EMPOWER project (https://empower-project.eu/project). 
While these initiatives are new, further initiatives seeking to understand other par-
ties’ perspectives, including and elaborating it toward stakeholders, might further 
boost the effectiveness of localizing humanitarian aid. Media could also play a cru-
cial role in emphasizing the long-term, capability-strengthening objectives within 
local–international humanitarian NGO collaborations by focusing on sustainable 
solutions instead of rapid service delivery during humanitarian operations. This will 
require a completely different mentality from media that are keen on disseminating 
information in a timely fashion but with the drawback that the information is some-
times unverified and perhaps inaccurate. Focusing on more sustainable NGO out-
comes will reduce the time pressure on NGOs and enable them to balance their 
attention in terms of multiple aspects of their humanitarian performance.

https://startnetwork.org
https://startnetwork.org
https://empower-project.eu/project
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Appendix
Table A1. Sample Demographics (Study 1).

INGOs % LNGOs %

Respondent’s position
 Head or director of mission or country 40 49
 Head or director of program 39 27
 Operations or logistics manager 12 5
 Head of office 4 12
 Other position 6 7
Respondent’s years of experience with organization
 0–2 years 23 14
 2–5 years 45 30
 More than 5 years 32 57
Organization’s number of employees
 X < 25 45 81
 25 < X < 100 28 16
 100 < X 27 2
Mission
 Disaster relief 28 13
 Development aid 72 87
Organization’s type of service
 Agriculture 34 37
 Health 44 50
 Logistics 13 11
 Emergency shelter 24 27
 Nutrition 34 37
 Protection 40 41
 Water/sanitation 55 49
 Education 45 59
 Camp management/coordination 13 13
 Early recovery 28 22
 Other 14 11
Country
 Afghanistan 11 34
 Congo 21 11
 Haiti 21 11
 Indonesia 10 6
 Kenya 18 13
 Niger 6 5
 Sudan 7 5
 Sri Lanka 6 14

Note. INGO = international nongovernmental organizations; LNGO = local nongovernmental 
organizations.
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Table A2. Measurement Model I (Key Variables and Respective Items, Study 1).

Latent variables and respective items

Factor loading

INGOs LNGOs

Humanitarian project/program performance (Nyaga et al., 2010; Zacharia et al., 2011)
(INGO: CR = 0.85, AVE = 0.58)
(LNGO: CR = 0.88, AVE = 0.59)
Collaboration between international and local organizations has . . .
 increased our needs assessment accuracy (OP1) 0.73 0.86
 resulted in quicker delivery of products or services (OP2) 0.83 0.77
 resulted in lower costs (OP3) 0.53a 0.60
 resulted in better services to beneficiaries (OP4) 0.81 0.80
 resulted in a better safety, environmental, or regulatory performance (OP5) 0.68 0.80
Local partner capabilities (Villena & Craighead, 2017)
(INGO: CR = 0.76, AVE = 0.52)
(LNGO: CR = 0.91, AVE = 0.70)
Collaboration between international and local organizations . . .
 improved local partner’s organizational processes (LP1) 0.75 0.84
 improved local partner’s managerial skills (LP2) 0.72 0.87
 improved local partner’s engagement with local communities (LP3) 0.54a 0.80
 improved local partner’s engagement with international humanitarian aid 

sector (LP4)
0.69 0.84

Collaborative engagement (Zacharia et al., 2011)
(INGO: CR = 0.83, AVE = 0.56)
(LNGO: CR = 0.90, AVE = 0.69)
 The organizations involved jointly set goals for the collaboration effort 

(CE1)
0.68 0.77

 The organizations involved made joint decisions on most issues (CE2) 0.68 0.78
 Throughout this collaboration, there was a free flow of useful ideas (CE3) 0.77 0.89
 Both organizations had open, two-way communication (CE4) 0.85 0.87
Government pressure (Sarkis et al., 2010)
To what extent does your organization feel pressure from the government of 

the affected country to engage in collaborative relationships? (GP)

b b

Donor pressure (Sarkis et al., 2010)
 To what extent does your organization feel pressure from donors to engage 

in collaborative relationships? (DP)

b b

Media pressure (Sarkis et al., 2010)
 To what extent does your organization feel pressure from the media to 

engage in collaborative relationships? (MP)

b b

Note. We modified these items in the online survey so that INGOs and LNGOs would see only “their” version. All 
measures used a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”). INGO = international 
nongovernmental organizations; LNGO = local nongovernmental organizations; AVE = average variance extracted;  
LP = local partner capabilities; CE = collaborative engagement; GP = government pressure; DP = donor pressure;  
MP = media pressure.
aItem dropped because of poor psychometric properties. b Factor loading cannot be computed because this is a single-
item factor.
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Table A5. Sample Demographics (Study 2).

Respondent’s position INGOs % LNGOs %

 Head or director of mission or country 38 37
 Head or director of program 37 42
 Operations or logistics manager 5 3
 Head of office 16 10
 Other positions 4 8
 0–2 years 25 13
 2–5 years 29 29
 More than 5 years 45 58
Organization’s number of employees
 X < 25 48 34
 25 < X < 100 30 51
 100 < X 22 15
 Mission
 Disaster relief 32 10
 Development aid 68 90
Organization’s type of service
 Nutrition 51 38
 Health 36 47
 Water/Sanitation 6 5
 Camp management/coordination 18 14
 Protection 30 38
 Early recovery 44 62
 Logistics 49 49
 Agriculture 48 58
 Emergency shelter 4 0
 Education 4 8
 Emergency telecommunication 24 17
 Others 16 28
Country
 Afghanistan 3 16
 Congo 18 33
 Haiti 15 13
 Indonesia 7 4
 Kenya 5 8
 Niger 15 12
 Sudan 3 3
 Sri Lanka 34 11

Note. INGO = international nongovernmental organizations; LNGO = local nongovernmental 
organizations.



27

T
ab

le
 A

6.
 M

ea
ns

, S
ta

nd
ar

d 
D

ev
ia

tio
ns

 (
SD

), 
an

d 
In

te
rc

or
re

la
tio

ns
 (

St
ud

y 
2,

 IN
G

O
 S

am
pl

e)
.

M
SD

C
E

H
PP

LP
C

G
P

D
P

M
P

C
S1

C
S2

C
S3

T
R

C
O

R
D

LN
S

IN
S

D
E

M
I

C
E

5.
67

0.
99

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

H
PP

5.
44

0.
91

.4
42

**
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

LP
C

5.
86

0.
75

.2
98

**
.5

81
**

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

G
P

2.
93

1.
34

−
.0

7
−

.2
41

*
−

.2
1

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
D

P
3.

11
1.

26
−

.0
2

−
.0

4
−

.0
9

.5
67

**
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
M

P
2.

23
1.

01
−

.1
8

.0
7

−
.2

1
.3

80
**

.3
78

**
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

C
S1

6.
24

1.
08

.5
24

**
.3

37
**

.3
44

**
.0

3
−

.1
0

−
.1

6
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
C

S2
5.

64
1.

32
.4

45
**

.2
87

*
.2

30
*

−
.0

2
.0

1
−

.0
7

.6
09

**
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

C
S3

4.
81

1.
72

.3
02

**
.2

68
*

.3
59

**
−

.0
9

−
.0

3
−

.0
5

.3
91

**
.3

86
**

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

T
R

5.
56

1.
34

.4
75

**
.4

34
**

.3
46

**
−

.1
0

.0
4

.0
2

.4
13

**
.5

23
**

.3
48

**
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

C
O

5.
66

1.
41

.5
41

**
.3

25
**

.3
07

**
−

.1
4

−
.1

5
−

.1
7

.3
94

**
.3

40
**

.2
79

*
.6

91
**

—
—

—
—

—
—

R
D

2.
46

0.
66

.0
1

.1
0

.1
6

−
.0

6
.0

4
.0

7
−

.1
1

.0
2

−
.0

1
−

.0
3

−
.1

0
—

—
—

—
—

LN
S

1.
35

0.
56

.2
1

.2
33

*
.1

3
.0

4
−

.0
8

.0
8

.0
7

.2
27

*
−

.0
5

.1
7

.2
1

.0
6

—
—

—
—

IN
S

1.
74

0.
81

.2
33

*
−

.0
8

.0
1

.0
9

.0
0

−
.1

5
.0

7
.0

9
−

.2
27

*
.0

6
.0

0
−

.0
5

.3
13

**
—

—
—

D
E

5.
2

1.
59

.1
6

.2
78

*
.3

02
**

−
.1

1
−

.0
9

.0
6

.2
89

**
.2

52
*

.3
38

**
.2

20
*

.0
7

−
.0

3
−

.0
2

−
.1

1
—

—
M

I
1.

69
0.

47
.0

7
−

.0
1

.0
6

−
.1

8
.0

8
.0

5
−

.0
8

.0
2

−
.0

3
.0

2
−

.0
5

.1
3

−
.0

3
−

.1
9

.0
9

—

N
ot

e.
 IN

G
O

 =
 in

te
rn

at
io

na
l n

on
go

ve
rn

m
en

ta
l o

rg
an

iz
at

io
ns

; C
E 
=

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
en

ga
ge

m
en

t; 
H

PP
 =

 h
um

an
ita

ri
an

 p
ro

je
ct

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

; L
PC

 =
 lo

ca
l p

ar
tn

er
 c

ap
ab

ili
tie

s;
 G

P 
=

 
go

ve
rn

m
en

t 
pr

es
su

re
; D

P 
=

 d
on

or
 p

re
ss

ur
e;

 M
P 
=

 m
ed

ia
 p

re
ss

ur
e;

 C
S 
=

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

n 
sc

op
e;

 T
R

 =
 t

ru
st

; C
O

 =
 c

om
m

itm
en

t; 
R

D
 =

 r
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
du

ra
tio

n;
 L

N
S 
=

 lo
ca

l N
G

O
 s

iz
e;

 
IN

S 
=

 in
te

rn
at

io
na

l N
G

O
 s

iz
e;

 D
E 
=

 d
ep

en
de

nc
y;

 M
I =

 m
is

si
on

.
**

C
or

re
la

tio
n 

is
 s

ig
ni

fic
an

t 
at

 t
he

 .0
1 

le
ve

l (
2-

ta
ile

d)
. *

C
or

re
la

tio
n 

is
 s

ig
ni

fic
an

t 
at

 t
he

 .0
5 

le
ve

l (
2-

ta
ile

d)
.



28

T
ab

le
 A

7.
 M

ea
ns

, S
ta

nd
ar

d 
D

ev
ia

tio
ns

 (
SD

), 
an

d 
In

te
rc

or
re

la
tio

ns
 (

St
ud

y 
2,

 L
N

G
O

 S
am

pl
e)

.

M
SD

C
E

H
PP

LP
C

G
P

D
P

M
P

C
S1

C
S2

C
S3

T
R

C
O

R
D

LN
S

IN
S

D
E

M
I

C
E

5.
30

1.
33

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

H
PP

5.
23

1.
31

.7
17

**
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

LP
C

5.
62

1.
26

.6
07

**
.6

71
**

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

G
P

2.
94

1.
24

.0
66

.1
79

.1
50

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
D

P
2.

96
1.

28
.0

31
.0

98
.1

73
.5

04
**

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

M
P

2.
42

1.
26

.0
86

.1
17

.2
32

*
.3

84
**

.5
09

**
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

C
S1

5.
74

1.
50

.4
75

**
.4

84
**

.5
25

**
−

.0
30

.0
56

−
.1

32
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
C

S2
5.

40
1.

66
.5

57
**

.3
67

**
.4

10
**

−
.0

25
−

.0
23

−
.0

78
.5

21
**

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
C

S3
4.

67
1.

86
.3

43
**

.3
09

**
.2

08
.0

02
.0

27
−

.1
59

.3
32

**
.6

72
**

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

T
R

5.
59

1.
12

.6
09

**
.5

39
**

.6
75

**
.0

50
.0

48
.0

61
.4

33
**

.3
71

**
.1

91
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

C
O

5.
39

1.
32

.6
23

**
.6

31
**

.6
14

**
.0

47
.0

17
−

.0
55

.4
70

**
.3

46
**

.3
32

**
.7

42
**

—
—

—
—

—
—

R
D

2.
53

0.
70

.1
06

.1
40

.3
66

**
−

.0
35

−
.0

27
.1

52
.1

96
.0

57
−

.0
16

.2
98

**
0.

22
5

—
—

—
—

—
LN

S
1.

66
0.

76
.1

62
.0

04
.0

71
.0

10
−

.0
70

−
.1

62
.1

86
.0

65
−

.0
99

.1
44

0.
16

0
.1

81
—

—
—

—
IN

S
1.

78
0.

66
−

.0
12

−
.0

65
−

.0
03

−
.1

29
−

.1
64

−
.2

99
**

.1
80

.0
92

.2
26

*
−

.1
06

−
0.

00
7

.0
30

.2
54

*
—

—
—

D
E

5.
15

1.
72

.4
40

**
.4

92
**

.5
19

**
.1

63
.0

20
.2

51
*

.3
93

**
.3

14
**

.1
42

.3
63

**
.4

17
**

.2
36

*
.0

94
.0

64
—

—
M

I
1.

90
0.

31
−

.0
42

−
.1

35
.0

50
−

.0
86

−
.0

43
.0

79
−

.0
87

.1
33

.2
13

−
.0

76
−

0.
08

0
.2

00
−

.0
44

.0
81

−
.2

17
—

N
ot

e.
 L

N
G

O
 =

 lo
ca

l n
on

go
ve

rn
m

en
ta

l o
rg

an
iz

at
io

ns
; C

E 
=

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
en

ga
ge

m
en

t; 
H

PP
 =

 h
um

an
ita

ri
an

 p
ro

je
ct

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

; L
PC

 =
 lo

ca
l p

ar
tn

er
 c

ap
ab

ili
tie

s;
 G

P 
=

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t 

pr
es

su
re

; D
P 
=

 d
on

or
 p

re
ss

ur
e;

 M
P 
=

 m
ed

ia
 p

re
ss

ur
e;

 C
S 
=

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

n 
sc

op
e;

 T
R

 =
 t

ru
st

; C
O

 =
 c

om
m

itm
en

t; 
R

D
 =

 r
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
du

ra
tio

n;
 L

N
S 
=

 lo
ca

l N
G

O
 s

iz
e;

 IN
S 
=

 
in

te
rn

at
io

na
l N

G
O

 s
iz

e;
 D

E 
=

 d
ep

en
de

nc
y;

 M
I =

 m
is

si
on

.
*C

or
re

la
tio

n 
is

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
t 

at
 t

he
 .0

5 
le

ve
l (

2-
ta

ile
d)

. *
*C

or
re

la
tio

n 
is

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
t 

at
 t

he
 .0

1 
le

ve
l (

2-
ta

ile
d)

.



Moshtari et al. 29

Author’s Note

Mohammad Moshtari is also affiliated with Hanken School of Economics, Finland.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank the review team for their constructive comments which helped to signifi-
cantly improve the paper. The authors thank all participants in the surveys who offered their 
time and thoughts throughout the data collection. In addition, the authors appreciate and thank 
all the participants at the research seminars at Tilburg University, Hanken School of Economics, 
and the University of Groningen for their valuable feedback on an earlier version of this 
manuscript.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, 
and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship, 
and/or publication of this article: Academy of Finland (Grant No: 332921) and Swiss National 
Science Foundation (P2TIP1_152276).

ORCID iD

Mohammad Moshtari  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7381-0571

References

Adem, S. A., Childerhouse, P., Egbelakin, T., & Wang, B. (2018). International and local NGO 
supply chain collaboration: An investigation of the Syrian refugee crises in Jordan. Journal 
of Humanitarian Logistics and Supply Chain Management, 8(3), 295–322.

Agenda for Humanity. (2016). Charter for change initiative. http://agendaforhumanity.org/ini-
tiatives/3859.html

Alcacer, J., & Oxley, J. (2014). Learning by supplying. Strategic Management Journal, 35(2), 
204–223.

ALNAP. (2016). How can we better involve national actors in humanitarian coordination? 
[Webinar]. http://www.alnap.org/resource/22123

Altahir, A. A. (2013). Rethinking the relationship of international NGOs and local part-
ners. Advanced Training Program on Humanitarian Action, Harvard Humanitarian 
Initiative.

Anderson, M. (2017, November 29). NGOs: Blessing or curse? The Africa Report. https://www.
theafricareport.com/777/ngos-blessing-or-curse/ (accessed 3 July 2020).

Armstrong, J. S., & Overton, T. S. (1977). Estimating nonresponse bias in mail surveys. Journal 
of Marketing Research, 14(3), 396–402.

Bacchi, U. (2017). Exclusive:” More than 120 aid workers sacked, lost jobs over sexual miscon-
duct in 2017 – survey. Reuters. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-britain-aid-harassment-
exclusive-idUSKCN1G52AE (accessed 3 April 2020).

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7381-0571
http://agendaforhumanity.org/initiatives/3859.html
http://agendaforhumanity.org/initiatives/3859.html
http://www.alnap.org/resource/22123
ttps://www.theafricareport.com/777/ngos-blessing-or-curse/
ttps://www.theafricareport.com/777/ngos-blessing-or-curse/
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-britain-aid-harassment-exclusive-idUSKCN1G52AE
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-britain-aid-harassment-exclusive-idUSKCN1G52AE


30 Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 00(0)

Bacchi, U. (2018). Exclusive: More than 120 aid workers sacked, lost jobs over sexual miscon-
duct in 2017–survey. Reuters. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-britain-aid-harassment-
exclusive-idUSKCN1G52AE

Balcik, B., Beamon, B., Krejci, C., Muramatsu, K., & Ramirez, M. (2010). Coordination in 
humanitarian relief chains: Practices, challenges and opportunities. International Journal 
of Production Economics, 126(1), 22–34.

Bennett, J., Bertrand, W., Harkin, C., Wickramatillake, H.,& Samarasinghe, S. (2006). 
Coordination of international humanitarian assistance in tsunami-affected countries. 
Tsunami Evaluation Coalition. https://www.sida.se/contentassets/4a691a64e0f9430f8abc
f55c3250dc99/coordination-of-international-humanitarian-assistance-in-tsunami-affected-
countries_3143.pdf (accessed 3 July 2020).

BRAC. (2016). BRAC at a glance. http://www.brac.net/partnership
Charter for Change. (2016). Localisation of humanitarian aid. https://charter4change.org/
Charter for Change. (2019). From commitments to action: Progress report 2018–2019. https://

charter4change.org/resources/
Collinson, S. (2016). Constructive deconstruction: Making sense of the international humani-

tarian system [HPG working paper]. https://cdn.odi.org/media/documents/10734.pdf
De Geoffroy, V., Grunewald, F., & Chéilleachair, R. (2017). More than the money: Localisation 

in practice. https://www.trocaire.org/sites/default/files/resources/policy/more-than-the-
money-localisation-in-practice.pdf

Development Initiatives. (2016). Global humanitarian assistance report 2016. https://devinit.
org/resources/global-humanitarian-assistance-report-2016/

Development Initiatives. (2020). Global humanitarian assistance report. https://devinit.org/
resources/global-humanitarian-assistance-report-2019/

Dube, N., Van der Vaart, T., Teunter, R. H., & Van Wassenhove, L. N. (2016). Host gov-
ernment impact on the logistics performance of international humanitarian organisations. 
Journal of Operations Management, 47–48, 44–57.

Eftekhar, M., Li, H., Van Wassenhove, L. N., & Webster, S. (2017). The role of media expo-
sure on coordination in the humanitarian setting. Production and Operations Management, 
26(5), 802–816.

Fawcett, S. E., Fawcett, A. M., Watson, B. J., & Magnan, G. M. (2012). Peeking inside the black 
box: Toward an understanding of supply chain collaboration dynamics. Journal of Supply 
Chain Management, 48(1), 44–72.

Featherstone, A. (2016). Opportunity knocks: Realising the potential of partnerships in the 
Nepal earthquake response. https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/2016-
Opportunity-Knocks-FULL%20report.pdf

Freeman, E. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Cambridge University 
Press.

Gazley, B. (2010). Why not partner with local government? Nonprofit managerial perceptions 
of collaborative disadvantage. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 39(1), 51–76.

Gunningham, N. A., Robert, A. K., & Thornton, D. (2004). Social license and environment 
protection: Why businesses go beyond compliance. Law & Social Inquiry, 29(2), 307–341.

Hoeppner, B. B., Kelly, J. F.,  Urbanoski, K. A., & Slaymaker, V. (2011). Comparative utility 
of a single-item versus multiple-item measure of self-efficacy in predicting relapse among 
young adults. Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 41(3): 305–312.

Islamic Relief. (2019). Enhancing local capacity to increase the impact of humanitarian 
aid. https://www.islamic-relief.org/enhancing-local-capacity-to-increase-the-impact-of-
humanitarian-aid/

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-britain-aid-harassment-exclusive-idUSKCN1G52AE
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-britain-aid-harassment-exclusive-idUSKCN1G52AE
https://www.sida.se/contentassets/4a691a64e0f9430f8abcf55c3250dc99/coordination-of-international-humanitarian-assistance-in-tsunami-affected-countries_3143.pdf
https://www.sida.se/contentassets/4a691a64e0f9430f8abcf55c3250dc99/coordination-of-international-humanitarian-assistance-in-tsunami-affected-countries_3143.pdf
https://www.sida.se/contentassets/4a691a64e0f9430f8abcf55c3250dc99/coordination-of-international-humanitarian-assistance-in-tsunami-affected-countries_3143.pdf
http://www.brac.net/partnership
https://charter4change.org/
https://charter4change.org/resources/
https://charter4change.org/resources/
https://cdn.odi.org/media/documents/10734.pdf
https://www.trocaire.org/sites/default/files/resources/policy/more-than-the-money-localisation-in-practice.pdf
https://www.trocaire.org/sites/default/files/resources/policy/more-than-the-money-localisation-in-practice.pdf
https://devinit.org/resources/global-humanitarian-assistance-report-2016/
https://devinit.org/resources/global-humanitarian-assistance-report-2016/
https://devinit.org/resources/global-humanitarian-assistance-report-2019/
https://devinit.org/resources/global-humanitarian-assistance-report-2019/
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/2016-Opportunity-Knocks-FULL%20report.pdf
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/2016-Opportunity-Knocks-FULL%20report.pdf
https://www.islamic-relief.org/enhancing-local-capacity-to-increase-the-impact-of-humanitarian-aid/
https://www.islamic-relief.org/enhancing-local-capacity-to-increase-the-impact-of-humanitarian-aid/


Moshtari et al. 31

Kovács, G., & Spens, K. M. (2007). Humanitarian logistics in disaster relief operations. 
International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, 37(2), 99–114.

Kreidler, C. (2011). The role of donors in enhancing quality and accountability in humanitarian 
aid. Humanitarian Practice Network. https://odihpn.org/magazine/the-role-of-donors-in-
enhancing-quality-and-accountability-in-humanitarian-aid/ (accessed 3 July 2020).

Kumar, N., Stern, L. W., & Anderson, J. C. (1993). Conducting interorganizational research 
using key informants. Academy of Management Journal, 36(6), 1633–1651. https://doi.
org/10.5465/256824

Kunz, N., & Reiner, G. (2016). Drivers of government restrictions on humanitarian sup-
ply chains: An exploratory study. Journal of Humanitarian Logistics and Supply Chain 
Management, 6(3), 329–351.

Larché, J. (2011). Corruption in the NGO world: What it is and how to tackle it. Humanitarian 
Practice Network. https://odihpn.org/magazine/corruption-in-the-ngo-world-what-it-is-
and-how-to-tackle-it/ (accessed 3 July 2020).

Lehoux, F. (2016). Localisation in practice: A Pacific case study. https://www.care.org.au/wp-
content/uploads/2016/10/Localisation-Case-Study-October-2016-13.10.pdf

Leuschner, R., Rogers, D. S., & Charvet, F. F. (2013). A meta-analysis of supply chain integra-
tion and firm performance. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 49(2), 34–57.

Lewis, D. (1998). Development NGOs and the challenge of partnership: Changing relations 
between North and South. Social Policy & Administration, 32(5), 501–512.

Mitchel, R., Agle, B., & Wood, D. (1997). Toward a theory of stakeholder identification and 
salience: Defining the principle of who and what really counts. Academy of Management 
Review, 22(4), 853–886.

Moshtari, M., Gonçalves, P., & Maghsoudi, A. (2020, August 7–11). Intended and unintended 
consequences of social media in humanitarian operations. In Academy of Management 
Proceedings (p. 13386). Academy of Management.

Mukhtar, I. (2020, April 15). Pakistan eases aid restrictions as coronavirus cases rise. The New 
Humanitarian. https://www.thenewhumanitarian.org/news/2020/04/15/coronavirus-Paki-
stan-aid-access-NGO-restrictions (accessed 3 July 2020).

Njeru, G. (2013, July 29). Kenyan government de-registered more than 200 NGOs since February. 
Thomson Reuters Foundation News. https://news.trust.org/item/20130729094545-l6fwn/ 
(accessed 3  July 2020).

Nightingale, K. (2012). Building the future of humanitarian aid: Local capacity and partner-
ships in emergency assistance. ALNAP. https://www.alnap.org/help-library/building-the-
future-of-humanitarian-aid-local-capacity-and-partnerships-in-emergency

Nyaga, G. N.,  Whipple, J. M., & Lynch. D. F. (2010). Examining supply chain relation-
ships: Do buyer and supplier perspectives on collaborative relationships differ? Journal of 
Operations Management, 28(2), 101–114.

Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. (2018, December). Humanitarian opera-
tions undermined by delegitimization, access restrictions, and administrative constraints. 
Humanitarian Bulletin occupied Palestinian territory. https://www.ochaopt.org/sites/
default/files/hummonitor_december_2018.pdf

Poppo, L., Zhou, K. Z., & Li, J. J. (2016). When can you trust “trust”? Calculative trust, rela-
tional trust, and supplier performance. Strategic Management Journal, 37(4), 724–741.

Salem, M., Van Quaquebeke, N., Besiou, M., & Meyer, L. (2019). Intergroup leadership: How 
leaders can enhance performance of humanitarian operations. Production and Operations 
Management, 28(11), 2877–2897.

Sandwell, C. (2011). A qualitative study exploring the challenges of humanitarian organisa-
tions. Journal of Humanitarian Logistics & Supply Chain Management, 1(2), 132–146.

https://odihpn.org/magazine/the-role-of-donors-in-enhancing-quality-and-accountability-in-humanitarian-aid
https://odihpn.org/magazine/the-role-of-donors-in-enhancing-quality-and-accountability-in-humanitarian-aid
https://doi.org/10.5465/256824
https://doi.org/10.5465/256824
https://odihpn.org/magazine/corruption-in-the-ngo-world-what-it-is-and-how-to-tackle-it/
https://odihpn.org/magazine/corruption-in-the-ngo-world-what-it-is-and-how-to-tackle-it/
https://www.care.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Localisation-Case-Study-October-2016-13.10.pdf
https://www.care.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Localisation-Case-Study-October-2016-13.10.pdf
https://www.thenewhumanitarian.org/news/2020/04/15/coronavirus-Pakistan-aid-access-NGO-restrictions
https://www.thenewhumanitarian.org/news/2020/04/15/coronavirus-Pakistan-aid-access-NGO-restrictions
https://news.trust.org/item/20130729094545-l6fwn/
https://www.alnap.org/help-library/building-the-future-of-humanitarian-aid-local-capacity-and-partnerships-in-emergency
https://www.alnap.org/help-library/building-the-future-of-humanitarian-aid-local-capacity-and-partnerships-in-emergency
https://www.ochaopt.org/sites/default/files/hummonitor_december_2018.pdf
https://www.ochaopt.org/sites/default/files/hummonitor_december_2018.pdf


32 Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 00(0)

Sarkis, J., Gonzalez-Torre, P., & Adenso-Diaz, B. (2010). Stakeholder pressure and the adop-
tion of environmental practices: The mediating effect of training. Journal of Operations 
Management, 28(2), 163–176.

Schech, S., Skelton, T., Mundkur, A., & Kothari, U. (2020). International volunteerism and 
capacity development in nonprofit organizations of the Global South. Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 49(2), 252–271.

Schiffling, S., & Piecyk, M. (2014). Performance measurement in humanitarian logistics: 
A customer-oriented approach. Journal of Humanitarian Logistics and Supply Chain 
Management, 4(2), 198–221.

Simpson, D., Segrave, M., Quarshie, A., Kach, A., Handfield, R., Panas, G., & Moore, H. 
(2021). The role of psychological distance in organizational responses to modern slavery 
risk in supply chains. Journal of Operations Management, 67(8), 989–1016.

Stephens, T. (2016). The Typhoon Haiyan response: Strengthening coordination among Philippine 
government, civil society, and international actors. Harvard Humanitarian Initiative. https://
hhi.harvard.edu/publications/typhoon-haiyan-response-strengthening-coordination-among-
philippine-government-civil (accessed 3 July 2020).

Street, A. (2011). Humanitarian partnerships: What do they really mean? Humanitarian 
Exchange Magazine, 50, 43–46.

Tran, L., & AbouAssi, K. (2020). Local organizational determinants of local-international NGO 
collaboration. Public Management Review, 23(6), 865–885.

Unerman, J., & O’Dwyer, B. (2010). NGO accountability and sustainability issues in the chang-
ing global environment. Public Management Review, 12(4), 475–486.

United States Agency for International Development. (2012). Guidelines for proposals.
Van Wassenhove, L. N. (2006). Humanitarian aid logistics: Supply chain management in high 

gear. Journal of the Operational Research Society, 57(5), 475–489.
Villena, V. H., & Craighead, C. W. (2017). On the same page? How asymmetric buyer–

supplier relationships affect opportunism and performance. Production and Operations 
Management, 26(3), 491–508.

Villena, V. H., Revilla, R., & Choi, T. Y. (2011). The dark side of buyer–supplier relationships: 
A social capital perspective. Journal of Operations Management, 29(6), 561–576.

Zacharia, Z. G., Nix, N. W., & Lusch, R. F. (2011). Capabilities that enhance outcomes of an 
episodic supply chain collaboration. Journal of Operations Management, 29(6), 591–603.

Zhou, K. Z., & Li, C. B. (2012). How knowledge affects radical innovation: Knowledge base, 
market knowledge acquisition, and internal knowledge sharing. Strategic Management 
Journal, 33(9), 1090–1102.

Author Biographies

Mohammad Moshtari  is an Associate Professor of Supply Chain Management at Tampere 
University. His teaching and research interests relate to supply chain management and public 
policy, humanitarian operations, sustainable supply chain, and higher education.

Ghasem Zaefarian is an Associate Professor of Marketing at Leeds University Business 
School. He earned his PhD at Manchester Business School. His research interests focus on ser-
vices, business marketing, and international marketing fields of research.

Evelyne Vanpoucke does research in operations strategy and supply chain management. She is 
currently working on research projects on supply chain risk management, supply chain integra-
tion, and humanitarian operations.

https://hhi.harvard.edu/publications/typhoon-haiyan-response-strengthening-coordination-among-philippine-government-civil
https://hhi.harvard.edu/publications/typhoon-haiyan-response-strengthening-coordination-among-philippine-government-civil
https://hhi.harvard.edu/publications/typhoon-haiyan-response-strengthening-coordination-among-philippine-government-civil

