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• COMMUNITY INTEGRITY-
BUILDING 
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Integrity: 

I = a (A C E ) – Corr 
----------------------------------- 

Integrity is the alignment of 
Accountability / Competence / Ethics 

without Corruption 
(‘without corruption’ focuses on the implementation of 

corruption control mechanisms)  
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Community Integrity Building (CIB) 

• External Accountability & Transparency Tool 

• Builds Trust between Government & Citizens 

• Uses an Integrity Approach 

– Not focused on ‘Naming and Shaming’ 

– Gives opportunity to correct substandard work 

– Gives opportunity to return embezzled funds 

• Millions of dollars returned to the projects 

• Hundreds of substandard projects were 
corrected 



A Fix: 
The resolution of a problem 
to the satisfaction of the main 
stakeholders 

Focus on outputs and 
outcomes more than inputs 

Has a pro-poor  

perspective 





The Fix-Rate: 
The percentage of 
identified problems that 
are resolved 

Closing the Loop: 
Providing feedback to 
stakeholders that helps 
them adjust their next 
steps for a final fix 



Examples of Community Integrity Building 
(CIB) Projects 

• Major Public Infrastructure Projects 

– Road Construction 

– School or Health Centre Construction 

– Electricity Grids 

• Delivery of Public Services 

– Social Protection 

– Health Services 

– Education Services 

– Water and Waste Disposal 





Joint Learning 
• Training local trainers 

• Adapt our tools to their context  

• Committed individuals with strong leadership are 

asked to form Joint Working Groups 

• Local trainers train community members and 

government officials together 

• Simulations, real-life situations, case studies 

• Sometimes project implementers join at this stage 

• Analysing through an Integrity Lens 

I = a (A, C, E) - Corruption 
 
 

 

 

 



Joint Working Group 

 

• Brings together different stakeholders 

– local authorities, contractors, CSO and community 
members, such as elders, youth, monitors 

  

• To review findings and develop practical 
solutions to resolve identified problems 
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Training Change 

• Originally trained in 2 stages: 

– separately, then together 

 

• Changed this, to train together 

   better for building trust, understanding 

   more constructive behaviour among the 

          trained 

the process & citizen pressure often help 

    government make change 



Training of Citizens and Public Officials 

Capacity building activities: 
• Local councils’ capacity: human resources, internal systems and operations 
• Local society: “Integrity committees for better services”, in data collection and 

analysis as well in advocacy, lobbying, and conducting public hearings. 

 

Enhancing the integrity system: 
• Improving local councils’ political will to accept citizens’ accountability through 

change makers. 
       1 -  complaint systems 
             2 - collaborative problem solving 
       3 -  internal monitoring 
• Enhancing the integrity and transparency values and principles in the local 

councils’ work. 
• Code Of Ethics 

 

Advocacy and awareness raising: 
• Preparing and publishing analytical reports, opinion polls… 
• Advocacy campaigns 
 

 



Community Monitoring  

• Constructive engagement  

• Generate an evidence base to engage 
government, service providers/contractors, 
development agencies 

• Variety of tools – citizen report cards, surveys, 
focus groups, public hearings, facebook, 
twitter, phone call-ins to community radio/TV, 
and... 

    soon an APP for your phone! 

 
14 



IMPACT 

1.HOLD TO 

ACCOUNT 

IMPLEMENTER 

 

2.EMPOWER 

COMMUNITIES 

 

3.FIGHT 

CORRUPTION 

 

4.INFORM THE 

DONORS ON 

THE IMPACT 

OF THEIR 

WORK 

 

5.IMPROVE 

EFFICIENCY 

OF AID AT THE 

LOCAL LEVEL 

 

6.BUILD 

CREDIBILITY 

OF CITIZENS’ 

ACTION 

 

7.OFFERS AN 

ALTERNATIVE 

TO 

WARLORDS AT 

THE LOCAL 

LEVEL 

 

SURVEY 

BENEFICIARIES 

ACCESS 

PROJECT 
DOCUMENTS 

FIELD 

VISITS TO 

ASSESS 

PROJECTS 

INTEGRITY MONITORING  

BY THE LOCAL MONITORING GROUP (LMG) 
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LMG SHARE 

MONITORING 

RESULTS 

WITH 

4 

DONORS 

STATE 

PROJECT 

IMPLEMENTERS 

COMMUNITY 

LMG’S MONITORING RESULTS RECEIVE 

COMMUNITY’S APPROVAL 

MONITORING 

REPORT 

REPORTING 
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R
ESU

LTS 

SOLUTIONS 

BEST 

PRACTICES 

ARE 

SHARED 

SOLUTIONS 

ARE FOUND 

TO 

CORRECT 

PROJECT 

Pressure 
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COMMUNITY 

CHOOSES 

LOCAL 

MONITORING 

GROUP 

(LMG) 

PROJECT TO BE MONITORED (CORRESPONDING TO THE COMMUNITIES’ 

PRIORITIES) 

SELECTION 

PROCESS 

1 

Community-based monitoring process 

MOBILIZATION          LMG TRAINING                                           ASSISTANCE TO ACCESS INFO                                             INFO SHARING/CHANNELING                    

ADVOCACY                  POLICY  
                                
                                                                                                  IWA FACILITATION ROLE 



DevelopmentCheck 

• Pioneering citizen feedback mechanism 

• Gives communities voice on 

– transparency, participation and effectiveness of 

    government and aid projects and services 

• International Aid Transparency Initiative Compliant 

• Helps to Close the Loop on CIB 

• Improves Aid Effectiveness 















Community-Driven Accountability 

 
 
 

Afghanistan 
    

Integrity 
Watch 

Afghanistan 
 

- Health 
centers 

- Schools 
- Roads 

- Electricity 
- Police 
station 

 
 

 
 
 

Dem Rep 
of Congo 

 
 FOCHI 

 
 

- Water 
projects 
- Health 
centers 
- Roads 
- Land 

- Electricity   
 

 
 
 

Liberia 
 

Poverty 
Reduction 
Strategy 
Tracking 
Network  

 
 Infrastructure 

and basic 
services of 
the PRS 

 

 
 
 

Nepal  
 

      
CAHURAST 

 
- Education 

services 
- Health 

- Irrigation 
- Roads 

 

 
 
 

Palestine 
 

Teacher 
Creativity 

Centre 
 

-  Roads 
-  Schools 

-  Water and 
waste 

-  Library 
-  Parks 
-  Food 
security 

  
 
  
 
   

 
 
 

 Timor Leste   
 
 

Luta Hamutuk 
 
 

- Roads 
- Electricity 
- Veteran 
housing 
- Health 
centers 

- Schools 
          

Integrity in Reconstruction 
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Total 

No. of 

Monitored 

Infrastructure 

Projects  

281 - - 8 131 15 317 

% Fix-Rate 83% - 100% 90% 55% 82% 

Value of 

Monitored 

Projects in 

USD (estimate) 

$247m2 - - $26k $6.08m $2.27m ca. $255m  

No. of 

Monitored 

Public 

Services  

- 16 12 - 8 - 36 

% Fix-Rate - 25% 33% - 25% - 28% 

Total no. of 

Monitors3 845 393 494 57 6034 181 2,573 

Table. Community Integrity Building by Integrity Action (2011-2012) in 6 Countries: 

Notes: 1) figures for 2010 only; 2) budget information was available for 251 projects, contracts could not be obtained for 30 

projects; 3) monitors include public officials who are part of Community Integrity Building Joint Working Groups; (4) more than 

half the monitors in Palestine are school students.  



Context Sensitivity, Joint 
Learning and Evidence Base 

 
CSOs  and community monitors are 
able to identify integrity challenges 
from communities and collect data 
about them. 
 
Capacity of CSO, state actors and 
service providers built to monitor and 
report on local integrity challenges 
and delivery standards (using data 
collection tools such as Citizen Report 
Cards). 
 
CSOs & service providers’ capabilities 
to design joint action plans and solve 
problems is increased. 
 
 

 

 

Closing the Loop 

Feedback mechanisms trigger an informed, appropriate 
response to resolve an identified problem 

Solutions developed by joint working group members are 
implemented, problems are resolved and good practices are 

strengthened. 

Also means learning from setbacks and failures 

 

Constructive Engagement 

State actors, CSOs and service 
providers engage in local joint working 
groups to review the evidence base  
  
Joint working group members develop 
practical solutions to identified 
problems 
 
Findings and solutions communicated 
through the media 

EFFECTIVE LOCAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

Empowered and responsible 
CSOs 

 Capable and responsive 
state actors and service 

providers 

 
GREATER INTEGRITY 

in delivery of local public 
services 

 

Theory of Change 
Short term change  

Medium term change 

Long term change 



Thank You! 
For more information on  

Community Integrity Building, contact: 

Ellen Goldberg 

ellen.goldberg@integrityaction.org 

 

Watch - and share - our new  

“Closing the Loop” video: http://goo.gl/llNkVk  

or read about how to  

“Close the Loop” here: http://goo.gl/ExerpP 

mailto:ellen.goldberg@integrityaction.org
http://goo.gl/llNkVk
http://goo.gl/ExerpP

