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Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) on Accountability to Affected Populations 

 
We hear a lot about AAP, is this a completely  
new concept? 

The notion of accountability in the aid sector 
(particularly humanitarian aid) goes back to growing 
concerns over the quality and accountability of 
humanitarian responses in the ‘90. During this decade, 
several initiatives, including the SPHERE Standards, 
were developed to improve the quality, accountability 
and effectiveness of emergency responses– most of 
them building on already existing participatory 
approaches implemented in development. AAP 
commitments were endorsed by the Inter-Agency 
Standing Committee in 2011. Therefore, AAP is not an 
entirely new concept. However, the notion that people 
must be participate in decisions that affect their lives is 
a relatively new concept in humanitarian responses 
and has yet to be applied systematically. 

 
Is AAP yet another cross-cutting issue (in addition 
to gender, disability, protection, etc.)?  
Accountability to Affected Populations is not a “cross-
cutting issue”: it is a commitment to manage an 
accountable response. Good AAP practice contributes 
to our work in equity, equality and human rights and is 
critical to ensure that risks around protection, gender-
based violence, sexual exploitation and abuse, and 
other risks, are correctly identified and minimized in the 
design of an intervention. 

 

In acute emergencies, shouldn’t we focus on  
live-saving responses rather than AAP? 

AAP does not take away from the priority of saving 
lives in humanitarian situations. It is about improving 
efficiency, timeliness as well as appropriateness and 
relevance of interventions – all very relevant in 
emergency situations. In such situations, AAP 
approaches must be tailored to the context: for 
instance, rapid participatory assessments will help 
design context-specific, appropriate responses, and 
help avoid approaches that may prove later irrelevant 
or impossible to implement; communication with 
affected populations improves trust and may reduce 
tensions that can be easily exacerbated in emergency 
situations; implementing a feedback mechanism as 
part of the emergency response will ensure timely 
course correction when necessary. Evidence shows 

that overlooking these aspects often leads to 
ineffective, and in some cases, harmful responses. 

 
Why should we actively seek feedback if we cannot 
address all the issues? 

Experience shows that most of the feedback collected 
relates to the quality, effectiveness and relevance of 
the services provided to affected populations, and 
therefore helps ensure that our programmes meet their 
needs. In some cases, we are unable to respond to 
people’s feedback, either because it does not relate to 
our area of expertise or we do not have the resources. 
In such situations, dialogue with affected people is key, 
and the feedback received should be used to advocate 
to other stakeholders in order to find a solution. 
Ignoring issues is not the answer, as it will affect trust 
between communities and organizations.   

 

Won’t systematic engagement of communities 
slow down our work? 

Applied effectively, AAP approaches do not slow down 
our work but rather make it more efficient and effective. 
The more accurately informed and better engaged 
communities are, the more likely they are to trust 
organisation and participate in shaping the programme 
or response. This will help organisations to better 
understand the situation, people’s need and priorities, 
and will result in more targeted and effective, and 
therefore more efficient, work. 

 

Are we accountable to affected populations only in 
humanitarian responses? 

Despite AAP commitments and approaches being born 
out of the humanitarian sector, they are extremely 
relevant to development work. UNICEF Is strongly 
committed to being accountable to the people it serves 
and has adopted AAP as a programming principle 
central to our human rights-based approach. AAP is 
connected to UNICEF’s work on social accountability 
and is central in bridging the divide between 
humanitarian and development work.  
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How can we implement AAP approaches when 
there are no funds available? 

The costs associated with Accountability to Affected 
Populations approaches are negligible compared with 
overall response budgets. More importantly, AAP 
activities ensure that funds are used effectively to 
support the people that are most in need. Without 
systematically asking communities about the 
effectiveness of our programmes, we simply do not 
know if our efforts are helping them. Moreover, donors 
are less and less likely to fund programmes that do not 
include elements linked to AAP, such as community 
engagement, strengthening of local capacities, etc. 

 

Do we need to recruit additional staff to implement 
AAP approaches? 

UNICEF staff and partners are engaging with 
communities every day as part of programmes and aid 
operations. AAP can be strengthened by building on 
the conversations and information that staff already 
have. Systemically recording and sharing feedback, 
developing referral systems, and tweaking information 
management, as well as monitoring and evaluation 
processes, can have a huge impact without needing 
additional personnel.  

Specialised staff may be needed to help to coordinate 
and bring AAP efforts together. Surge staff can cover 
this role, particularly at the beginning of a response 
when Standby agencies are likely to provide this 
capacity free of charge. However, as this area of work 
is still evolving, it is reasonable to advocate for 
dedicated staff to coordinate AAP efforts before it 
becomes fully streamlined within organisations.  

 
Isn’t AAP ultimately the responsibility of 
Governments? 

As an agency providing aid in a given country, UNICEF 
is responsible for demonstrating that the aid is 
appropriate, relevant and accountable to the people it 
is mandated to help. There are often opportunities to 
work with governments on their own AAP and 
engagement activities, however, sometimes, 
governments might resist using ‘accountability’ 
language, particularly in a response that is government 
led. In these cases, it is important to remind both 
governments and agency leadership that the point of 
AAP is to ensure that organizations, as service-
providers to a country and its people, are operating 
responsibly. Being aware, adapting to the context, and 

using a different terminology while keeping the same 
principles might facilitate acceptance of AAP.  

 

Shouldn’t AAP be an interagency responsibility? 

Each and every organization, as well as their staff, is 
responsible for being accountable to the people we are 
mandated to serve. There are indeed collective 
commitments for AAP endorsed by the IASC, which 
are meant to be applied by every organization, and 
which encourage collective approaches. UNICEF, as 
an agency implementing community and child focused 
programming and committed to scaling up AAP, 
actively contributes to collective efforts and encourage 
inter-agency collaboration, such as through 
coordination of AAP approaches at country level and 
inter-agency feedback mechanisms. This does not 
erase our responsibility to ensure that programmes 
have a robust AAP approach. 

 

Isn’t AAP covered by C4D teams? 

AAP and C4D approaches share the commitment to 
put people at the centre of our work, however AAP is 
linked to leadership and programme adaptation 
(ensuring programmes are informed by the views and 
feedback from communities), whereas C4D focuses on 
achieving positive social and behavioural change 
amongst communities. In many situations, expertise 
from C4D teams around community engagement is key 
for ensuring a robust AAP approach, yet AAP goes 
beyond that expertise and requires strong commitment 
from UNICEF leadership. 

 

Can digital platforms such as U-Report be used as 
the main channel for ensuring that the views of 
affected populations influence programmes? 

Digital platforms indeed play a growing role in 
programmes for both information provision, complaints 
and feedback mechanisms, as well as enabling more 
transparency and call for action. Digital platforms and 
tools, both developed by UNICEF or interagency, can 
bring speed, efficiency and can be rapidly scaled up. 
However, such platforms cannot reach all segments of 
the population and should not be considered as the 
sole channel. Rather, digital platforms are 
complementary to pre-existing programming 
approaches. Using a combination of channels based 
on people’s preferences and use is advised, so that no 
one is left behind.  


