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Abstract
Disaster is a major threat toward the prosperity of economic development and other progressive endeavors, particularly, of developing countries like, Bangladesh. Coastal regions of Bangladesh are more vulnerable to this abrupt destruction of Mother Nature. In order to devise better mechanisms, in handling disaster threats, better understanding of disaster risk governance (DRG) procedures is required. Holding this thought this paper aims at understanding NGO employee’s procedures and inclination of coordination with other actors in DRG process. This paper reports results from representative surveys of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) employees, employed in three districts, chosen purposively, of south coastal region of Bangladesh. Study interprets the accumulated data, through questionnaire survey. Major finding reveals that international NGO employees actively and amenably coordinate with all other actors most and their optimum contribution in all spheres of disaster risk governance. Their collaboration with local NGOs yields most productive disaster risk governance. Mostly NGO to NGO coordination is more fruitful and lenient than that of government departments. Broad and comprehensive study of NGO employees executed behavior in disaster area will ensure better mechanism process.
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Introduction
Bangladesh is a country that is hit by a slew of natural catastrophes every year, including tropical cyclones, storm surges, coastal erosion, floods, riverbank erosion, and draughts, all of which wreak havoc on lives and property. (Shaw, Mallick, & Islam, 2013). Studies revealed that certain geomorphologic conditions and geographical orientation coupled with cultural challenges has turned the country into this highly susceptible natural disaster prone zone (Ali, 1999). Between 1970 and 2004, due to natural disasters, the country experienced an economic loss of US$ 5.5 billion and loss of 0.7 million lives (CRED, 2004). The flood in July 2004 itself was accountable for an economic loss of US$ 2.2 billion. In 1970 flood, as common disaster, took toll on half a millions lives and continued to claim more. The 1991 and 2007 super cyclones took lives of 149,000 and 3406 people respectively. Furthermore, the 2007 flood affected at least 4.5 million people and inundated 36% of country land in 57 out of 64 districts (Asian Development Bank and World Bank, 2004; Oxfam, 2007; CEGIS, 2007).

In order to deal with these catastrophic natural disasters, the Government of Bangladesh, under various regimes, has focused on reforming the institutional infrastructure for disaster management (DMB, 2010; IMF, 2005). From that perspective, traditional approach of disaster management in Bangladesh was the aftermath response to disaster events, which is now, becomes a questionable approach in terms of human and economic cost during disasters. In this context there has been a shift, in recent years, in the involvement of various stakeholders in some critical roles including pre-disaster mitigation and preparedness (Emdad & Salim, 2013; GoB, 2016). Disaster management plan in Bangladesh is aligned globally including The Hyogo Framework for Action: 2005 to 2015 Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters and The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (2015-2030). Integration of community and local government in preparedness program to increase resilience and facilitate response and recovery are the plan of actions (GoB, 2016). In Bangladesh, government agencies, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and local communities have all taken steps to mitigate disaster impacts. The main outcome of such relationship was the development of long-term community capacity in disaster risk and vulnerability reduction at the household, community, regional, and national levels (Mallick, et. al., 2005). The result brought a significant change in disaster management approaches from institutional restructuring to the grass root involvement of stakeholders (Emdad & Salim, 2013).

Disaster risk governance, as a crucial process in disaster management, is comprised with the participation of both state and non-state organizations, sharing knowledge and accountability, shooting for sustainable development while aiming integrated risk management (Renn & Klinke, 2013). The term ‘risk governance’ can simply be comprehended by the very exercise of the principles of governance in the area of risk and risk oriented decisions making (Renn & Walker, 2008). Disaster governance approaches intertwines with societal framework of governance and this wide web of governance procedures include NGOs active participation both in social and economic spheres. Governance arrangements in disaster governance also shift with the social momentum or transition and align with common social, economic, and political governance procedures (Tierney, 2012). In this regard the decentralization of power and resources, to the grass root level are crucial in disaster risk governance. From theoretical explanation, decentralization of disaster risk governance is not the process of bringing government to the people rather it implies the empowerment of local people through the direct participation while boosting the capacity of local government and communities to manipulate better Disaster Risk Management (DRM) functions (Allen, 2006; Manyena, 2006; Parthasarathy, 2016; Rumbach, 2016).

To strengthen disaster risk governance and ensure successful disaster risk management, the Bangladesh government has implemented a wide range of priority level plans of action, including the development of sectoral policies and the implementation of capacity building initiatives through inter-ministerial coordination, institutional capacity strengthening, stakeholder engagement in resilient building, regional, national, and international knowledge and information sharing. Capacity building approach and disaster preparedness programs has brought international development organizations (such as UNDP, DFID, Oxfam GB, USAID, Care International, Caritas) to work with local NGOs to provoke institutional partnership in disaster management in Bangladesh (GoB, 2016; Mallick, et. al., 2005). NGOs' participation in DRG (Disaster Risk Governance) has proven to be effective in line with state-led practice. They have demonstrated diverse methods of incorporating local knowledge to improve hazard coping capacities and facilitating relationships between communities and other NGOs in long-term hazard recovery through vertical linking networks (Panday, 2018; Molina, 2015; Islam and Walkerden, 2014). 

Given the broad scholarly responses to disaster risk governance and NGOs effectiveness in the process this study aims at finding development activists (NGO employees) values and perceptions of DRG attributes and stages, their contribution to DRG and of the DRG process. This study tries to explore the question of how development activists value their contribution to and perceive disaster risk governance. In addition, we investigate whether their professional histories have an impact on how they value DRG and whether their collaborative propensity differs from that of other actors while working on DRG. We also want to know which aspects of disaster planning and recovery people value the most, as well as their opinions on various collaborative effectiveness statements.

Methodology
Study locations and participants
This study focused three among ten districts in Khulna division which are Khulna, Satkhira and Bagerhat. These districts were purposively selected because of their proximity to the south coastal part of Bangladesh and also because of their frequent natural disaster occurrence account. Numbers of NGOs working in these regions in DRG are also plenty. Based on information collected from Government’s NGO Affairs Bureau (NAB), the list of members of the Association of Development Agencies in Bangladesh (ADAB), and the list of the branches of the larger NGOs counted that in the selected three districts there are about 122 NGOs directly or indirectly working in disaster arena constituting local, regional, national and international NGOs. Among all these NGOs 65 was located in Khulna and other 41 and 16 NGOs were positioned in Satkhira and Bagerhat respectively. The targeted participants of this study were the NGO employees working in those organizations.

Sampling method, study protocol and data
Data for this study was collected from September to December of 2019 from the selected NGOs employees, which was obtained through the proper application of sampling methodology. Formula for estimating sample size was as follows: , where z is the critical value and a standard value for the corresponding level of confidence, which is 1.96 at 95% confidence level.  p ̂ is the estimator of a proportion, p = 0.5,q = 0.5.d is margin of error or  precision in this case which is 0.07.

Out of 65 NGOs in the Khulna area, 20 were chosen at random, based on their closeness to the study location, and 5 employees from each NGOs were chosen at random, resulting in a total of 100 employees. The remaining 96 employees were chosen at random from 12 NGOs in Satkhira and Bagerhat districts, with eight people from each NGOs. Individual questionnaire survey for selected participants was carried out through a structured questionnaire. The questionnaire was comprised of total 35 questions in three sections. First section aimed at employee’s basic information where 4 questions were posed to collect data on employees currently employed organization and duration of employment, role in the organization and organization’s focused area in disaster. Question on types and severity of most frequently faced disasters in work area, DRG phase ranking and participated DRG phase were asked in the following action sections. In addition to that there were also 3 multiple answered questions in this second section of the questionnaire about what the participant think and what should be done in distribution of resources to distressed communities. And finally, in section three DRG work collaboration in accordance with other NGOs, government departments, charities and private corporations related questions were asked. In this last section there were 21 Likert items with 5 scale questions to understand DRG effectiveness. Among these Likert item questions, the first 6 focused on NGOs expressions in DRG effectiveness; the second 6 questions targeted the evaluation of NGO to NGO DRG collaboration and the last 9 questions aimed at understanding NGO to government departments DRG work collaboration system. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of these 21 DRG evaluation questions was 0.91 in sample, indicating highest acceptable internal consistency (Taber, 2018).

Statistical analysis
Descriptive statistics were applied to describe frequency and percentage along with Pearson’s Chi-squared test with employee’s organization and mostly faced severe disasters to work with and participated DRG phases ranking. Multiple response questions regarding distributed resources among hazard impacted community and DRG effectiveness evaluation with NGOs and Government departments were also treated with descriptive statistics. MANOVA was used in the multivariate technique to determine mean differences in DRG coordination willingness with other actors. The prior significance level was set at 0.05. (Two tailed). The Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) version 16.0 software was used to analyse the data.

Results
This section provides an overview of the DRG situation in the study area starting from the brief of participating organization and their response to the disasters occurred at different phases to the evaluation of collaboration results to DRG initiatives at different levels. 

Basic demographics about NGO employees
Among the 196 NGO employees surveyed for this study the highest 32.1% represented international NGOs whereas the second highest 29.6% came from local NGOs. Employees working at National NGOs (13.8%) appeared as the lowest number of participants. Table 1 also states that over 60% of the study participants have 1-5 years of work experience in NGOs. Only 1.5% employs were identified who had 10-15 years of working experience. In case of organizations’ focus area majority (46.4%) of the employees organizations dealt with preparedness/early warning program whereas short-term recovery (8.2%) projects were listed as the lowest.




Table 1: Basic information about NGO employees and organizations

	Variables (N= 196)
	n (%)

	Working experience in NGO
Less than one year
1-5 years
5-10 years
10-15 years
	
45 (23)
118 (60.2)
30 (15.3)
3 (1.5)

	Employee’s organization type
Local NGO
Regional NGO
National NGO
International NGO
	
58 (29.6)
48 (24.5)
27 (13.8)
63 (32.1)

	Employees organization’s focus
Preparedness/early warning
Emergency response
Short-term recovery
Long-term disaster reduction projects
	
91 (46.4)
31 (15.8)
16 (8.2)
58 (29.6)


Source: Filed Survey, 2019

Severity of Disasters on Respective NGO Employees’ Perspective
The perception of severity in terms of impact for different disasters varies as per employees’ organizations. Table 2 demonstrates the major seven types of disaster that hit in the south coastal part of Bangladesh and their severity measured in five point impact scale. The most common disaster, cyclone, is considered as the “major” event by majority of the local NGO (41.4%) and regional NGO (52.1%) employees. However, the national NGO (44.5%) and international NGO (60.5%) employees terms it as “severe” disaster. The p value has also arrived as p=.000. As a statistically significant outcome, all four NGO personnel regard the cyclone as a severe calamity. Similar to cyclone, majority of the local and regional NGO employees represented as 41.3% and 54.2% respectively consider flood as “major” disaster. The difference in impact doesn’t vary much for flood by National NGO employees’ whereas 54% international NGO employees consider flood as “severe” impact category disaster which is also statistically significant. Heavy rainfall follows the similar pattern as identified for previous two disasters where 37.9% local and 47.9% regional NGO employees term this as “major” disaster. On the other hand, 52.4% international NGO employees identify it as “severe” disaster. The bottom three disasters as hail storm, river erosion, salinity are unanimously agreed as inconvenience category disasters by all four NGO employees. Lastly for severe storm which is deemed by all four local NGO (60.3%), regional NGO (47.9%), national NGO (33.3%) and international NGO (44.4%) employees as major disaster.








Table 2: Disaster severity in the eye of respective organization employees

	Disaster types
	Characteristics
	Local NGO
employee 
N (%)
	Regional NGO
employee
N (%)
	National NGO
employee
N (%)
	International NGO
employee
N (%)
	
(P)


	Cyclones
	No impact
Inconvenience
Major
Severe 
Catastrophic
	1 (1.7)
3 (5.2)
24 (41.4)
13 (22.4)
17 (29.3)
	-
3 (6.2)
25 (52.1)
14 29.2)
6 (12.5)
	-
5 (18.5)
5 (18.5)
12 (44.5)
5 (18.5)
	-
3 (4.8)
19 (30.2)
38 (60.2)
3 (4.8)
	39.368a
(.000)*

	Flooding
	Inconvenience
Major
Severe
Catastrophic
	3 (5.2)
24 (41.3)
11 (19)
20 (34.5)
	3 (6.2)
26 (54.2)
11 (22.9)
8 (16.7)
	7 (25.9)
7 (25.9)
6 (22.2)
7 (25.9)
	7 (11.1)
19 (30.1)
34 (54)
3 (4.8)
	43.488
(.000)*

	Heavy Rainfall
	No impact
Inconvenience
Major 
Severe
Catastrophic
	4 (6.9)
3 (5.2)
22 (37.9)
15 (25.9)
14 (24.1)
	-
5 (10.4)
23 (47.9)
13 (27.1)
7 (14.6)
	-
5 (18.6)
9 (33.3)
9 (33.3)
4 (14.8)
	-
6 (9.5)
22 (34.9)
33 (52.4)
2 (3.2)
	32.764a
(.001)*


	Hail
	No impact
Inconvenience
Major 
severe
	42 (72.4)
13 (22.4)
3 (5.2)
-
	38 (79.2)
9 (18.8)
-
1 (2.1)
	12 (44.4)
9 (33.3)
4 (14.8)
2 (7.4)
	53 (84.1)
8 (12.7)
1 (1.6)
1 (1.6)
	23.416a
(.005)*

	River erosion
	No impact
Inconvenience
Major 
Severe
Catastrophic
	37 (63.8)
16 (27.6)
1 (1.7)
3 (5.2)
1 (1.7)
	33 (68.8)
15 (31.2)
-
-
-
	14 (51.9)
3 (11.1)
2 (7.4)
2 (7.4)
6 (22.2)
	35 (55.6)
22 (34.9)
5 (7.9)
1 (1.6)
-
	39.118a
(.000)*

	Salinity
	No impact
Inconvenience
Major 
Severe
Catastrophic
	37 (63.8)
17 (29.3)
1 (1.7)
-
3 (5.2)
	35 72.9)
11 (22.9)
-
2 (4.2)
-
	16 (59.3)
1 (3.7)
1(3.7)
2 (7.4)
7 (25.9)
	34 (54)
23 (36.5)
2 (3.2)
2 (3.2)
2 (3.2)
	36.635a
(.000)*

	Severe storm
	No impact
Inconvenience
Major 
Severe
Catastrophic
	9 (15.5)
12 (20.7)
35 (60.3)
2 (3.4)
-
	9 (18.8)
14 (29.2)
23 (47.9)
2 (4.2)
-
	6 22.2)
7 (25.9)
9 (33.3)
4 (14.9)
1 (3.7)
	13 (20.6)
18 (28.6)
28 (44.4)
4 (6.4)
-
	12.339a
(.419)

	a. Interpretation of likelihood ratio. *Statistically significant at < .05. Percentage cumulated in column



Mostly Participated DRG Phase Ranking
Disaster risk governance phases: prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response, recovery and rehabilitation, have been categorized under three broad classifications as pre hazard, during hazard and post hazard period. Participation of four types of NGO employees in Pre-hazard (prevention, mitigation and preparedness), during hazard (response) and post-hazard (recovery and rehabilitation) stages have been presented in Table 3. In this table the participation of NGOs in DRG activities are ranked based on their engagement in the above mentioned three different phases. The ranking follows the order from 1 to 3 where 1 is the lowest rank and 3 poses highest rank participation. Majority of the local, regional and international NGO employees counted as 58.6%, 60.4% and 71.4% respectively rank pre-hazard stage to the highest level 3. On the other hand dominant national NGO employees (40.7%) rank pre-hazard as level 2 who consider during and post hazard phase is more important than other DRG stages. The during hazard phase is again top ranked by most of the employees from three NGOs as local, regional and international whereas they ranked post hazard phase in level 2. 

Table 3: Ranking of most participated DRG phase (1 is lowest rank participation and 3 is highest rank participation)

	Phases
	Employee type
	1 
N (%)
	2
N (%)
	3
N (%)
	
(P)

	Pre Hazard (Prevention, Mitigation and Preparedness)
	Local NGO employee
Regional NGO employee
National NGO employee
International NGO employee
	2 (3.4)
2 (4.2)
6 (22.6)
3 (4.8)
	22 (37.9)
17 (35.4)
11 (40.7)
15 (23.8)
	34 (58.6)
29 (60.4)
10 (37)
45 (71.4)
	14.839a
(.022)*

	During Hazard (Response)
	Local NGO employee
Regional NGO employee
National NGO employee
International NGO employee
	3 (.2)
5 (10.4)
1 (3.7)
5 (7.9)
	20 (34.5)
14 (29.2)
13 (48.1)
21 (33.3)
	35 (60.3)
29 (60.4)
13 (48.1)
37 (58.7)
	3.90a
(.690)

	Post Hazard (Recovery and Rehabilitation)
	Local NGO employee
Regional NGO employee
National NGO employee
International NGO employee
	12 (20.7)
15 (31.2)
3 (11.1)
8 (12.7)
	38 (65.5)
28 (58.3)
10 (37)
44 (69.8)
	8 (13.8)
5 (10.4)
14 (51.9)
11 (17.5)
	27.253
(.000)*


a. Interpretation of likelihood ratio. *Statistically significant at < .05. Percentage cumulated in row

Important Pre and post Hazard Preparedness and Recovery Components in DRG
During the pre-hazard stage, early detection and monitoring systems got highest priority action by all four categories of NGOs. The analysis presented in Table 4 also shows that local and regional NGOs chose hazard response plan and emergency material supply reservoir as the second and third most priority action respectively. In contrary, national NGOs put similar emphasis to early detection and monitoring systems and emergency material supply reservoir as most important whereas hazard mitigation infrastructure and community education both are chosen as second priority action. International NGOs on the other hand made emergency material supply reservoir and hazard response plan as second and third most important action respectively. Notably, hazard resilient housing design is the lowest important action selected by all four categories of NGOs. 

Table 4: Important pre-hazard preparedness components

	
	Pre-hazard preparedness components
	

	
	Early detection monitoring systems
n (%)
	Hazard response plan
n (%)
	Emergency material supply reservoir  
n (%)
	Hazard mitigation infrastructure
n (%)
	Community education
n (%)
	Hazard resilient housing design
n (%)

	Local NGO employee
	51 (30.1)
	48 (28.4)
	42 (24.9)
	15 (8.9)
	8 (4.7)
	5 (3)

	Regional NGO employee
	40 (27.2)
	36 (24.5)
	34 (23.1)
	15 (10.3)
	16 (10.9)
	6 (4.1)

	National NGO employee
	17 (23.3)
	11 (15.1)
	17 (23.3)
	12 (16.4)
	12 (16.4)
	4 (5.5)

	International NGO employee
	48 (23.6)
	40 (19.7)
	44 (21.7)
	33 (16.3)
	22 (10.8)
	16 (7.9)


Source: Field Survey, 2019
In choosing important post-hazard recovery components, presented in Table 5, aid provisions (food/water/medicine) appeared as the most important recovery by all the local NGO, regional NGO, national NGO and international NGO employees. Community education (16.7%) and transport network re-establishment (18%) are second best components in recovery phase selected by local NGO and regional NGO employees separately. National NGO employees prioritize hazard mitigating redevelopment while international NGO employees select both micro-credit and transport network reestablishment as second important recovery components. In case of lowest priority component it varies organization wise. Community empowerment reached to the lowest position by local NGOs whereas community education option appeared as bottom most components by international partner. In contrary, reconstructing damaged area and transport network reestablishment is chosen as less preferred activities by regional and national NGO respectively. 

Table 5: Important post-hazard recovery components

	
	Post-hazard recovery components

	
	Aid provisions (food/water/medicine)
n (%)
	Community education
n (%)
	Micro-credit
n (%)
	Hazard mitigating redevelopment
n (%)
	Transport network re establishment
n (%)
	Reconstructing damaged area
 n (%)
	Community empowerment
n (%)

	Local NGO employee
	49 (29.2)
	28 (16.7)
	24 (14.3)
	23  (13.7)
	21 (12.6)
	16 (9.5)
	7 (4.2)

	Regional NGO employee
	40 (26.7)
	26 (17.3)
	23 (15.3)
	17 (11.3)
	27 (18)
	7 (4.7)
	10 (6.7)

	National NGO employee
	24 (32)
	7(9.3)
	10 (13.3)
	13 (17.3)
	6 (8)
	7 (9.3)
	8 (10.8)

	International NGO employee
	54 (28)
	11 (5.7)
	32 (16.6)
	28 (14.5)
	32 (16.6)
	24 (12.4)
	12 (6.2)


Source: Field Survey, 2019

Provide resources to communities Impacted by Hazards
This is prominent from the analysis provided in Table 6 that local, regional and international NGOs are highly engaged in providing disaster management plan/strategy to hazard impacted communities.  However, providing food support is the main area of focus for national NGOs.  The second most provided resources vary organization wise where education, medicine, food and building materials support are chosen by local, regional, national and international NGOs respectively. Most importantly, shelter support received as the least provided resource to communities by all local, regional and national NGO employees. International NGO employees however are less likely to provide education support to hazard impacted communities.





Table 6: Provided resources to communities

	
	Frequently provided resources to hazard impacted communities

	
	Disaster management plan/strategy
n (%)
	Education
n (%)
	Medicine
n (%)
	Micro credit
n (%)
	Food
n (%)
	Building materials
n (%)
	Shelter
n (%)

	Local NGO employee
	44 (24.4)
	39 (21.8)
	35 (19.4)
	23 (12.8)
	17 (9.4)
	15 (8.3)
	7 (3.9)

	Regional NGO employee
	39 (26)
	24 (16.6)
	27 (18.6)
	17 (11.7)
	15 (10.3)
	14 (9.7)
	9 (6.2)

	National NGO employee
	13 (16.8)
	7 (9)
	14 (17.9)
	14 (17.9)
	15 (19.2)
	9 (11.5)
	6 (7.7)

	International NGO employee
	42 (21.6)
	9 (4.6)
	30 (15.5)
	22 (11.3)
	20 (10.3)
	40 (20.7)
	31 (16)


Source: Field Survey, 2019

Collaboration Willingness in DRG with other Actors
Table 7 demonstrates the mean differences in choosing other actor to collaborate with in DRG work of four NGO employees. In choosing other NGOs to work with in DRG process mean differences of local NGO employees and international NGO employees (3.59 ± .73 and 3.97 ± .31), regional and national NGO employees (3.75 ± .44 and 3.41 ± .66), regional and international NGO employees (3.75 ± .44 and 3.97 ± .31), national and international NGO employee (3.41 ± .66 and 3.97 ± .31) respectively and the differences are statistically significant (p=.000, .009, .035 and .000 consecutively). This suggests that staff of international and regional NGOs are considerably more likely to collaborate with other NGOs. Employees of national NGOs are hesitant to collaborate with other NGOs. One the other hand in choosing government department to work with the significance difference is prominent between local and regional NGO employees (3.34 ± .67 and 3.58 ± .50 separately). After foreign NGO employees, regional NGO employees have the strongest desire to cooperate with government departments. Collaboration urge with charities and aid agencies are significantly different between local and regional NGO employees (3.48 ± .66 and 3.71 ± .46; p=.033), local and international NGO employees (3.48 ± .66 and 3.83 ± .42; p=.001), national and international NGO employees (3.37 ± .63 and 3.83 ± .42; p=.000), regional and national NGO employees (3.71 ± .46 and 3.37 ± .63; p=.010) sequentially. This summarizes the least willingness of national NGO employees to go hand in hand with charities and aid agencies in DRG process.  Finally private corporation collaboration willingness in DRG is significantly different between regional and national NGO employees (3.58 ± .58 and 3.22 ± .85; p= .025), national and international NGO employees (3.22 ± .85 and 3.56 ± .71; p=.030) respectively. In this case national NGO employees are highly disinclined to get together with private corporation in maneuvering DRG work.




Table 7: Collaboration willingness association of different NGO employees in DRG with other actors (N=196)

	Variables
	Employee type
	Category
	Mean  SD
	 F (MS)
	Mean Difference [P]

	Willingness to work with other NGOs in governance activity
	Local NGO employee
Regional employee
National employee
International employee
	a
b
c
d
	3.59 .73
3.75  .44
3.41  .66
3.97  .31
	8.76 (2.53)
	-.16  [.120]       a vs b
.18    [.155]      a vs c
-.38   [.000]*    a vs d
.34    [.009]*    b vs c
-.22   [.035]*    b vs d
-.56   [.000]*    c vs d

	Willingness to work with government departments in governance activity
	Local NGO employee
Regional employee
National employee
International employee
	a
b
c
d

	3.34  .67
3.58  .50
3.59  .50
3.54  .67
	1.86 (.69)
	-.24   [.046]*   a vs b
-.25   [.082]     a vs c
-.19   [.080]     a vs d
.00    [.950]     b vs c
.04    [.708]     b vs d
.06    [.706]     c vs d

	Willingness to work with charities and aid agencies in governance activity
	Local NGO employee
Regional employee
National employee
International employee
	a
b
c
d
	3.48  .66
3.71  .46
3.37  .63
3.83  .42
	6.63
(1.93)
	-.23   [.033]*   a vs b
.11    [.372]     a vs c
.-.34  [.001]*   a vs d
..34   [.010]*   b vs c
-.12   [.258]     b vs d
.46    [.000]*   c vs d

	Willingness to work with private corporations in governance activity
	Local NGO employee
Regional employee
National employee
International employee
	a
b
c
d
	3.45  .57
3.58  .58
3.22  .85
3.56  .71
	2.07 (.91)

	-.14   [.297]     a vs b
.23    [.145]     a vs c
-.11   [.375]    a vs d
.36    [.025]*   b vs c
.03    [.827]     b vs d
-.33   [.030]*   c vs d

	Multivariate Statistics
	Wilk’s 

	
	
	Partial 
	Value
	F (P)

	Employee type
	
	.075
	.792
	3.846 (.000*)

	* Statistically significant at p< .05. Multiple comparisons between each 2 categories are done by post hoc analysis (LSD), MS= Mean Square



DRG Collaboration Effectiveness among NGO to NGO and Government to NGO Employees
To understand the collaboration status in DRG effectiveness between NGO to NGO and NGO to government department some statements were asked to participants indicated in Table 8. The statements were answered as strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree or strongly disagree. Surprisingly, in the ground of NGO to NGO collaboration more than 60% of the respondents strongly agreed on six out of five statements that means their collaboration leads to positive impact in DRG governance. However, local NGOs dependency on national and international NGOs is also strongly agreed and agreed by 56.1% respondents that can negatively affect to carry out desired DRG goals. A quite different result is observed in case of collaboration between NGO to Government agencies. Nearly 80% of the NGO employees either agreed or strongly agreed for three statements that indicate NGO and Government collaboration leads to incorporate local knowledge into DRG initiatives, achieve development outcomes and ensure community empowerment. At the same time, majority of the respondents also either strongly agreed or agreed that NGO to Government interaction is required to achieve best result and it is easiest to maintain that collaboration. However, the number of respondents who disagreed with these statements is not less in number. There are 39.3% NGO employees who also stated that NGO to Government collaboration is not easy to maintain. Overall, a divisive result is observed in case of NGO to Government agencies collaboration where majority of the respondents agrees that NGO to Government collaboration is effective; however, the difference on who disagrees with these statements is very marginal. The detail result can be observed from Table 8.
Table 8: DRG effectiveness evaluation with NGO to NGO and NGO to Government department perspective

	Items
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	N
	(%)
	n
	(%)
	n
	(%)
	n
	%
	n
	%

	With NGOs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local NGO interaction with national/international NGOs leads to beneficial local knowledge being incorporated within DRG
	122
	(62.2)
	36
	(18.4)
	32
	(16.3)
	-
	-
	6
	(3.1)

	NGO/NGO collaboration in governance is more effective due to share desired development outcomes
	126
	(64.3)
	32
	(16.3)
	37
	(18.9)
	-
	-
	1
	(.5)

	Local NGO partnerships with larger NGOs help empower local community groups
	127
	(64.8)
	30
	(15.3)
	32
	(16.3)
	3
	(1.5)
	4
	(2)

	NGO/NGO collaborations in disaster management are the easiest to maintain
	124
	(63.3)
	31
	(15.8)
	13
	(6.6)
	4
	(2)
	24
	(12)

	NGO/NGO collaboration in DRG achieves the best results
	122
	(62.2)
	31
	(15.8)
	23
	(11.7)
	4
	(2)
	16
	(8.2)

	Local NGOs are dependent on relationships with international and national NGOs to achieve their desired development goals
	28
	(14.3)
	82
	(41.8)
	11
	(5.6)
	54
	(27.6)
	21
	(10.7)

	With Government
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local NGO interaction with government departments leads to beneficial local knowledge being incorporated within DRG
	72
	(36.7)
	84
	(42.9)
	9
	(4.6)
	3
	(2)
	27
	(13.8)

	NGO/Government collaboration in governance is more effective due to share desired development outcomes
	61
	(31.1)
	90
	(45.9)
	9
	(4.6)
	10
	(5.1)
	26
	(13.3)

	Local NGO partnerships with government departments/projects help empower local community groups
	62
	(31.6)
	92
	(49.9)
	10
	(5.1)
	8
	(4.1)
	24
	(12.2)

	NGO/Government collaborations in disaster management are the easiest to maintain
	32
	(16.3)
	66
	(33.7)
	12
	(6.1)
	77
	(39.3)
	9
	(4.6)

	NGO/Government collaboration in DRG achieves the best results
	32
	(16.3)
	71
	(36.2)
	8
	(4.1)
	67
	(34.2)
	18
	(9.2)

	Local NGOs are dependent on relationships with government departments to achieve their desired development goals
	31
	(15.8)
	74
	(37.8)
	2
	(1)
	67
	(34.2)
	22
	(11.2)

	State actors hinder NGOs ability to deliver effective governance
	14
	(7.1)
	79
	(40.3)
	2
	(1)
	62
	(31.6)
	39
	(19.9)

	State actors are crucial for facilitating NGO contributions to DRG
	19
	(9.7)
	84
	(42.9)
	6
	(3.1)
	79
	(40.3)
	8
	(4.1)

	State actors are effective at providing long term assistance to at risk communities
	17
	(8.7)
	82
	(41.8)
	9
	(4.6)
	83
	(42.3)
	5
	(2.6)


Source: Field Survey, 2019



Discussion
This study agrees with Izumi & Shaw (2015) that in Bangladesh NGOs have significant participation in disaster management activities. Through this research we tried to understand the DRG practices in the study areas from four different angles of international, national, regional and local NGOs. Majority of the NGOs employees randomly selected for the study came from international NGOs due to their high concentration in DRG activities in the south west coastal region. While identifying the predominant disaster happening in this area majority of the NGO employees agreed that cyclone, flood, sever storm and heavy rainfall are the mostly affected disasters in this part of the country.  To address these disasters different NGOs follows their own strategy. For example, prevention, preparedness and mitigation stages get more importance to local, regional and international NGOs. They consider a strong pre-disaster management phase may confine the impact of disaster to minimum. These NGOs also come forward at the time of disaster and give strong emphasis to support affected community. This response stage is also considered as important DRG activities to these NGOs. However, national NGOs think in a bit different way. They concentrate mostly on the response activities during disaster phase and reconstruction-rehabilitation or post-disaster phase as a part of their DRG initiatives. 

As a part of pre-disaster plan, early detection monitoring system is identified as the top priority action by all the four categories of NGOs. They consider a strong monitoring system is the precondition to ensure a well-structured disaster management plan. Making a hazard response plan and emergency material supply reservoir is chosen as the second and third priority option respectively by local and regional NGOs. International NGOs put emergency material supply reservoir over hazard response plan and also give certain emphasis on developing hazard mitigation infrastructure. National NGOs on the underhand observed having strong focus on community empowerment activities including other pre-disaster phases. 

At the post disaster phase aid provision including water, medicine food and others are considered as the top priority action in all the cases. Other two important components listed by these NGOs were providing micro-credit and generate redevelopment activities. Damaged transport infrastructure reconstruction is also done by local, regional and international NGOs; however, national NGOs consider this as less prioritized activity. In terms of resources provided to the community, international organizations are the one who observed concentrating on making shelters and providing building materials beside the development of disaster management strategy. Other NGOs also highly concentrate on making strategy but at the same time give significant emphasis on providing food, medicine and micro-credit assistance.

Studies conducted by Twigg (2001) and PWC (2013) mentioned that international organizations are collaborating with other local or national bodies in providing assistance to disaster management, however, a leading coordination effort from government agencies are more important in this sector. Our study showed that international NGO employees are showing greater interest to work with all four types of actors but most prominently with aid agencies and other NGOs who work on DRG sector. In contrary, after international NGO employees regional and local NGO employees are far more interested in collaborating with government agencies than national NGO employees. 

It is also observed from the study findings that NGO to NGO collaboration is quite strong in DRG activities. The NGO practitioners from their experiences and long term engagement in the DRG programs stated that strong cooperation exists between NGOs which leads to implement effective disaster management programs in the study area. The communication channel between NGOs is durable and easy to maintain. Most importantly, local NGOs are dependent on big national or international NGOs for funding or technical support.  On the other hand, the bigger NGOs also require support from local or regional NGOs to incorporate local knowledge and empower local community.

Beside NGOs there are Government agencies who work actively in the disaster risk management sector. Surprisingly, their collaboration effectiveness with NGO sector didn’t appear as strong as identified for NGO to NGO collaboration. Sometimes long bureaucratic process hinders implementing DRG programs in the study area. Maintaining communication channel with government agencies becomes tough mainly by small local NGOs. However, it is agreed by the participants that an effective coordination between NGOs and government agencies can bring better results for DRG initiatives.

Conclusion
The south western coastal part of Bangladesh is enormously hit by several disasters. To support this affected community many NGOs are working in line with government agencies in the disaster management sector. Their collaborative effort has resulted in better DRG plans, enhances resilient community and designs long and short term disaster governance plans and strategies. The involvement of international NGOs in the DRG arena has made wide opportunities for other NGOs, both local and national, to collaborate with them and achieve greater purpose. Government agencies are also working aligning with private organizations and NGOs to foster disaster management initiatives. Collaboration effort between INGOs/NGOs and government departments has resulted in initiating various crucial aspects in disaster risk governance and achieving of their combined desired DRG goals. However, this study also observed that NGOs find this difficult to make partnership with government agencies in some cases. Their willingness to work with state actor shows fewer score than collaborating with other aid agencies or NGOs. Hence, further study can be carried out to understand this hindrance and identify the best possible means to work in a more collaborative way in yielding better DRG outcomes. 

Acknowledgments: Authors would like to extend gratitude to the large number of NGOs staffs who participated in this study. 
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