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THE IMPACT OF SOCIAL WELFARE POLICIES ON SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT
IN SOUTH AFRICA: AN NGO PERSPECTIVE''

A Lombard

INTRODUCTION

The democratic government of South Africa has adopted a developmental framework and |
aspiring towards being a developmental state (Department of Social Development, 2006a:2
However, the aspiration to become a developmental state is being seriously questioned in view
the increasing gap between the rich and the poor over the country’s thirteen years of democrac
Although it was expected that it would take a considerable time to eradicate the legacy of the pa
(RSA, 2006:5) it is a matter of great concern that the levels of poverty and inequality are on th
increase in South Africa. Although South Africa’s neo-liberal macro-economic policy contributed
to an economic growth rate of 4,9% in 2006 (RSA, 2007a:5), the policy is criticised for not
sufficiently achieving economic development. The social welfare sector is one area in which th
macro-economic policy impacts on government’s responsibility for, and accountability to, the
vulnerable and the marginalised in society.

In line with its developmental agenda South Africa adopted the White Paper for Social Welfare
(RSA, 1997) which adopts a developmental approach to social welfare with the intention tc
address issues of poverty and inequity, and promote social development by integrating soci
interventions with economic development (Department of Social Development, 2006a:2).
Although the said White Paper provided the policy framework for welfare to incorporate a
development focus, the implementation of this policy is a huge challenge, given the
transformation agenda of a new democracy.

To bridge the gap between the rich and the poor, the elected democratic government invest
more money in social security at the expense of social welfare service delivery and the
achievement of social development goals. Hence, despite having adopted a developmen
approach to service delivery, the social welfare sector's progress in delivering on its
developmental mandate is lagging behind. As far as the history of social welfare in South Afric:
Is concerned, social security had made up the lion’s share of the social welfare budget. Current
the number of beneficiaries of social assistance is 12 million persons (RSA, 2007b:4), i.e. almo
a quarter of the South African population. For the year 2003/2004 this was 2,9% of the Gros
Domestic Product (GDP) (RSA, 2007b:4). Earlier warnings by the Minister of Finance, Trevor
Manual, that a better balance ought to be found between growth in welfare spending and soci
development (RSA, 2005) were overshadowed by the immediate impact of social security t
alleviate poverty as the government’'s priority anti-poverty programme. Although social grants
make a huge contribution to alleviate the dire poverty of many households in South Africa, the
financial burden of social security is increasing and it has been noted as becoming unsustainalt
(Department of Social Development, 2006a:5). The government now acknowledges that no ex
levels were planned for social grants (Department of Social Development, 2006b). This realit
emphasises that, whilst caring for the vulnerable and the marginalised and thus achieving soci
justice, the government has not fully delivered on its social development goals. The Deput

1] acknowledge Dr Laetitia Botha, Director: GautengrtN Services to People with Disabilities for her expert view from an
NGO perspective.
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Minister of Social Development, Jean Benjamin, expressed this neglect as follows: “the intensiv
social security focus has been to the detriment of other developmental social services
(Department of Social Development, 2005a:1). One of the mechanisms for the social welfar
sector to achieve social development is thus through developmental social service delivery.

In curbing the negative impact of the social welfare budget on social services, a positive ste
forward was the historical event of shifting social assistance to an independent agency with i
own budget, i.e. the South African Social Security Agency (SASSA), from April 2005. Although

this was a victory for the social welfare services agenda and budget, it compounded the crises
social welfare service delivery because it exposed the neglect of social welfare service delivel
and the failure to realise the aim of achieving social development goals through services over ti
past thirteen years.

This neglect has led to, among other things, deepening poverty, poorly developed protectic
services and an increase in social pathologies (Department of Social Development, 2006a:t
Whilst the demand for social service delivery was increasing, the skills flight of social workers,
low salaries, the discrepancy in salaries between social workers in government and those
NGOs, their poor working conditions and a lack of resources for service delivery in the NGO
sector brought social service delivery to the brink of collapse in 2005. The relationship betwee
government and NGOs deteriorated to the level of a total breakdown of trust, which resulted i
protest marches in the Gauteng Province in May 2005.

In 2006 government openly declared that it had neglected NGOs and social service deliver
(Department of Social Development, 2005a). This acknowledgement laid the foundation for &
new start in the social welfare sector and created a platform for strengthening the partnersh
between the government and NGOs. The Department and hence government were na
challenged to develop and deliver a social development strategy across the social sectc
including participation of government departments, publicly-funded non-government
organisations and civil society at large (Gauteng Welfare Summit, 2006:7). The social welfare
sector had to reposition itself (Department of Social Development, 2006a:6) in terms of statutor
and developmental social services by leading and facilitating the integration of prevention
intervention and rehabilitation strategies (Gauteng Welfare Summit, 2006:4). The social welfar
sector was now held accountable for its policy framework to impact on social development anc
in the absence of resources to achieve this, was confronted with serious challenges to deliver
its social development goals. Although progress has been made (Green & Nieman, 200:
Lombard, 2005; Patel, 2005), social welfare as a sector has not yet delivered on its soci
development agenda as was intended with the adoption of the White Paper for Social Welfat
(RSA, 1997).

Whilst the lack of resource capacity was a major reason for not delivering on social services, th
lack of proper guidelines as to how social welfare should achieve social development goals wz
an even bigger obstacle. Besides the broad social welfare policy framework of the White Papt
for Social Welfare (1997) and the Financial Policy for Developmental Social Welfare Services
(1999), there were no specific guidelines as to how integrated developmental social services al
social development would be achieved. The public acknowledgement of the neglect of socic
services in 2006, on the one hand, highlighted the crisis of the sector but, on the other hand,
also paved the way for the birth of the Integrated Service Delivery Model (ISDM) towards
improved service delivery. In this paper this policy will be analysed in terms of its impact on
social development goals from an NGO perspective with specific reference to NGO response
from the Gauteng Province.
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THE INTEGRATED SERVICE DELIVERY MODEL (ISDM)

With the ISDM the Department of Social Development seeks to provide a comprehensive servic
that will reduce the burden on social security (Department of Social Development, 2005a:1)
According to the Deputy Minister for Social Development, social security should therefore be &
measure that largely provides immediate relief, with the possibility of beneficiaries exiting from
the system and being redirected to developmental social welfare services to ensure sustainabil
of intervention efforts (Department of Social Development, 2005a).

The ISDM, with its values and principles embedded inBato Peleprinciple of “people first”,

aims to “provide a national framework that clearly determines the nature, scope, extent and lev
of work that constitutes the service delivery model for developmental social services ... an
provide a basis for determining appropriate norms and standards for service delivery, which wil
in turn provide a basis for funding and greater efficiency and effectiveness in service delivery’
(Department of Social Development, 2006a:7). The ISDM is one of a series of inter-relatec
documents that give effect to the implementation of the White Paper for Social Welfare (1997)
including the Policy on Financial Awards to Service Providers (Department of Social
Development, 2005b), and the Procedure Guidelines for the Implementation of the Policy ot
Financial Awards to Service Providers (Department of Social Development, 2005c) and it mus
therefore be read in conjunction with these (Department of Social Development, 2006a:4). Thi
paper will, however, indicate that these financial policies do have significant implementation
limitations for developmental social welfare services to deliver on social development goals.

Although it is too early to evaluate the impact of the policy on the outcomes of social
development from a beneficiary perspective, it is possible to analyse the impact of the policy o
how it positions and re-orientates the social welfare sector, and in particular NGOs, for
implementing developmental social services, in partnership with government, to achieve socic
development goals. In October 2006 the social welfare sector in Gauteng, the most dense
populated of the nine provinces in South Africa, conducted a social welfare summit to review the
ISDM for its implementation potential in achieving integrated developmental social services.
During this summit a review was prepared by the Gauteng Department of Social Developmer
and the NGO sector. The strengths and the challenges of the ISDM based on the practi
experiences of the NGO sector, in particular, were highlighted. This paper will report on the
outcomes of these reviews and will further analyse and add to the debate on the challenges ah
for South Africa in promoting social development through social service delivery. The Gauteng
Welfare Summit (2006) marks a new beginning for government and NGOs in the province tc
start rebuilding their relationship by finding common ground on the strengths and the challenge
of the ISDM and in determining the landscape for the way forward.

Strengths of the ISDM

Derived from the Gauteng Welfare Summit (2006:11), the strengths of the ISDM, as agreed upa
by both government and NGOs, represent a major advance in policy which takes the soci:
welfare sector forward in crucial ways, namely:

» |t describes the core business of the sector;
» Clarifies the constitutional, legal (focused areas) and policy mandate of the sector;

* Provides a framework within which all role players can locate themselves and strengthen th
linkages between them;

* Highlights the human resource challenges facing the sector;
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» Begins a process of putting basic norms and standards for social service delivery in place;

» Begins to equip the sector to do what it has to date never been able to do, i.e. to make a proj
case for the allocation of the resources it needs to carry out its responsibilities.

Although these strengths reflect a positive way forward in many areas, such as norms ar
standards for social service delivery, the work has only begun. The Department of Socis
Development is facilitating the process of developing service delivery norms and standards i
conjunction with other stakeholders (Gauteng Welfare Summit, 2006:8).

Embedded in the strengths of the ISDM are also certain limitations and therefore challenges |
implementing the model. When the model was adopted in 2006, however, it was never claime
that it was a comprehensive or fixed model. From the onset the Department has emphasised tl
the model “is not cast in stone but will grow and develop as the sector moves forward” (Gauten
Welfare Summit, 2006:12). This paper is an attempt to make a contribution to this effect.

Challenges of the ISDM

There is an agreement amongst government and NGOs that critical areas for effective soci
service delivery include: determining standards and norms for practice to provide a basis o
which services can be costed; building resource capacity; designing and maintaining
comprehensive data base for social service delivery; having a human resource plan for the sec
and strengthening the partnerships between government and NGOs (Gauteng Welfare Sumn
2006). Underpinning these implementation challenges are the conceptualisation an
contextualisation issues which form the basis for successful implementation of the ISDM.
Amongst these are the relationship and context of welfare and development; the scope
integrated social services within a developmental paradigm; social services and communit
development; partnerships; funding principles and models; and indicators for developmente
social service delivery which constitute major challenges for implementing the ISDM.

At the time of the emerging development paradigm for social welfare Lombard (1996:162) wrote
“Misconceptions and misunderstanding create many uncertainties and even resistance and fe
among social welfare workers”. This trend continued throughout the following decade up to
today as captured in the ISDM: “Over the last decade, the notion of what constitutes
developmental social welfare service delivery has been a matter of debate, misunderstanding a
misinterpretation” (Department of Department of Social Development, 2006a:3; De Jager, 2005
Why this is the case would certainly make for an interesting debate, but if the attempts over th
years to guide the processhaiw to implement the developmental approach are analysed, it now
appears that perhaps thew took so long to realise, because Wieatwas perhaps never as fully
understood as was assumed. Embedded in this assumption is (1) the view that professione
especially at grassroots level, are reluctant to read and participate in policy processes (Gra
2006), resulting in their being ignorant and uninformed on policy documents and directives sucl
as the ISDM; and (2) that there is a lack of common understanding of concepts and context
which implies not knowingvhat needs to be achieved. Without knowing wigat, the how will

be difficult, if not impossible, to achieve. A lack of clarity on tkat represents
conceptualisation issues which, in turn, impacts on funding. The NGO sector emphasises that
be able to fund social services, it is necessary to first define what services constitute soci
welfare services (Social Development Summit, 2006:15). In this paper, seiMwéednd how
issues will be addressed. The “what” constitutes the relatedness of welfare and developmer
integrated generalist and specialist social services; and the positioning of social services ar
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community development. The “how” encompasses developing an adequate human resource ba
partnerships; funding; indicators for monitoring and evaluation of social services; and a
legislative framework for the social welfare sector.

Relatedness of welfare and development

Until such time that the relationship between “welfare” and “development” is clarified, the South
African welfare sector will struggle to come to grips with, and deliver on, its social development
agenda. Because of the historical connection of social welfare with apartheid (Lombard & Kleijn,
2006:215; Sturgeon, 1998:26), there is a notion that “social welfare” must be replaced witt
“social development”. The renaming of the national and some provincial departments of socie
welfare as departments of social development is testimony to this belief. However, this is
contradictory to its own mandate. In the ISDM reference is made to “social development”,
“developmental social welfare” and “developmental social welfare services”, implying a clear
identification with government’s “social welfare mandate” (Department of Social Development,
2006a:12). In order to deliver on its social development goals, the social welfare sector shoul
thus clarify its mandate with regard to developmental social services and social development :
far as their relatedness and distinctions are concerned.

Social development is considered to be multidisciplinary and cuts across sectors such as heal
education, economic development, social security and welfare services (Patel, 2005:206). Soci
work is one of the professions involved in the delivery of developmental social welfare (Patel,
2005:206). Midgley’s (1995:8) internationally recognised definition of social development as “a
process of promoting people’s welfare in conjunction with a dynamic process of economic
development” indicates the link of social development to social welfare.

Social development needs to be clearly distinguished as (1) an ultimate (end) goal o
development activities; and (2) as an appropriate approach to social welfare (Midgley, 1995:17
and thus an intervention strategy that incorporates social and economic processes to achie
social development as its ultimate goal. Social development cuts across many governme
departments’ responsibilities (Social Development Summit, 2006:15) and can hence not b
claimed solely by one department, even if that department happens to be the coordinatir
department for social development (Department of Social Development, 2006a:13).

The ISDM classifieslevelopmental social service delivemytwo ways: by means of (1) levels of
intervention, which refers to prevention, early intervention, statutory intervention/residential/
alternative care and reconstruction and aftercare; and (2) in terms of classification by means
the nature of core services, i.e. promotion and prevention services, rehabilitative service:
protection services, continuing services, and mental health and addiction services (Department
Department of Social Development, 2006a:18-21). In both these classifications “traditional”
social services are clearly reflected. The outcry for clarifying the confusion between “traditional
welfare” and developmentally focused social services is clearly heard in the following plea of the
NGO sector (Gauteng Welfare Summit, 2006:11):

If we accept the model [ISDM], we need to stop talking about “moving away from
traditional welfare responses”. Much of what our sector has to do falls squarely in the
domain of such responses — e.g. protection for abused and abandoned children, finding
families for orphans, treatment of addictions, rehabilitation of offenders, care of the frall
elderly and so forth.

Clearly the protection, rehabilitation and care that the NGO response refers to are in line with th
above core service categories of the ISDM. The notion that “welfare” needs to be replaced wit
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or shifted to “social development” is contradictory within the ISDM document itself where it
states: “The goal of social development is the promotion of social welfare” (Department of Socia
Development, 2006a:13). The ISDM refers to Midgley’s (1995:14) definition of “welfare” in the
broadest meaning to connote a condition of social wellbeing which occurs when social problem
are satisfactorily managed, social needs are met and social opportunities are created (Departm
of Social Development, 2006a:13).

The question is why there is this belief that a developmental approach to social welfare implies
shift from “welfare” to “development”, and that the replacement of social welfare with social
development must be achieved by South Africa’s social welfare sector? Lombard and Kleijr
(2006:215) debate at length that the association of casework and statutory work with aparthe
does not mean that casework and statutory work interventions should not be used in social servi
delivery within a development paradigm. It was not the intervention methods per se that wer
ineffective and discriminatory which excluded and deprived many South Africans from access i«
services, but the social welfare residual model and thus the policy framework that informed it
implementation (Lombard & Kleijn, 2006:215). Furthermore, the fact tievelopmental
social welfarethen is the name given to South Africa’s new welfare system” and that it is “...
moulded by the theory of social development as embodied Whie Paper for Social Welfare

...") (Gray, 2006:S53), does not mean th&gtalssocial development. What then is the focus of
the “shift” in relation to what was “traditional” if social service delivery is to be shaped to
achieve social development (end) goals?

It is exactly the perception amongst social workers that “shift” means a total “abandoning of the
past” that creates the uncertainty, confusion and resistance surrounding the transition to
“developmental” focus for social service delivery. The implementation of “traditional” social
welfare responses, including rehabilitation, protection and casework, should “shift” from an
individualist, residualsocial welfare policy embedded innaedical modelto social justice,
empowerment, capacity-building, strengths-based, people-centred and susta@ppldaches
which are founded in @evelopmentabkocial welfare policy that will facilitate and promote
human, social and economic development (Department of Social Development, 2006a:13
“Developmental” means that whether the intervention is rehabilitative, preventative or protective
the vulnerable and marginalised are approached in a manner that focuses on “social protectic
the maximization of human potential and on fostering self-reliance and participation in decision
making” (Department of Social Development, 1996a:12). In this process, clients and
communities’ assets and strengths are the point of departure and they are involved in tf
intervention as partners in decision making on issues affecting their lives and destiny.

The ISDM indicates that there is a need for a development approach “that is based on tt
strengths of individuals, groups or communities and promotes their capacity for growth anc
development” (Department of Social Development, 2006a:13). Poverty and vulnerability have
both social and economic dimensions (Schoeman, 2001). Poor people are socially exclude
because they are, amongst other things, marginalised from mainstream economic activities. O
of these “new approaches” to promoting development social welfare is social developmen
(Midgley, 1995:2). Hence, if social welfare wants to contribute to promoting social development,
professionals such as social workers must “shift” their intervention approaches to include socie
development and not “replace” all approaches with social development.

There is thus a huge difference in shifting approaches as opposed to “moving away from th
traditional welfare responses” (Department of Social Development, 2006a:11). The shifting o
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approaches does therefore not mean shifting from “welfare to development”, but implies
incorporating development in “welfare”, thereby achieving a shift from “welfare” to
“developmental welfare”. The NGOs’ plea that “[tlhe model [ISDM] should also help put to rest
the notion of ‘shifting from welfare to development™ (Gauteng Welfare Summit, 2006:11) is
therefore strongly supported.

Just as much as a developmental approach to social welfare does not equal communi
development (Lombard, 1996:162), social development does not equal developmental soci
welfare. The interchangeable use of the social development approach to social welfare ar
developmental social welfare as if they hold the same meaning should therefore be rejected.
developmental approach to social welfare has a much wider implementation scope in that
challenges social service professionals such as social workers to deliver social services from
“developmental” perspective incorporating approaches as indicated above. Gray (2006:S5:
concurs: “welfare is defined more broadly as social development within the developmenta
paradigm”.

Midgley (1995:25) affirms that the social development approach does not “negate the othe
approaches, or minimize their efforts to enhance people’s well-being ... but within the context o
economic development, seeks to link the social service to economic development in a dynam
way”. It is thus the social development approach that provides the social welfare sector with th
key to make a meaningful contribution to the alleviation of poverty and inequities in society anc
to establish professionals such as social workers, as important social partners in achieving soc
development (end) goals. The social welfare sector has not been able to use social developm
as key, because it is not clearly distinguished and utilised as an approach. Gray (2006:S5
contextualises the essence of this debate and the reasons for the slow delivery of social welfare
achieving social development goals aptly:

If anything, social development, asheeoretical approachmy emphasis] anyway, has been
adopted whole-heartedly without thought as to how this was supposed to work in practice. It
has thus been very effective in reshaping welfare policy in South Africa. However, as to
whether or not it has been effective in alleviating poverty and social problems, this is a very
different matter... the government has veered away from social development, leaving the
developmental welfare system floundering in uncertain and turbulent waters ...

In conclusion, Patel (2005:322) states: “The case for developmental social welfare needs to |
made by the sector itself”. It is the premise of this paper that, if the social welfare sector wants t
be a significant partner in achieving social development goals in South Africa, we need to clearl
distinguish between a “developmental approach” to social welfare service delivery in facilitating
and promoting human development, and social development as (1) an integrated end goal and

as an approach and strategy to facilitate and achieve integrated human, social and econor
development.

Integrated generalist and specialist social services

During the Gauteng Welfare Summit (2006:14) the NGOs indicated that “a problem faced by the
sector is that there has never yet been a proper engagement with the nature of the balar
between specialist and generic services, or that between rehabilitative, protective, preventive al
developmental services, or with the issue of how a network of accessible one-stop services can
rolled out”. The White Paper for Social Welfare (1997:20) indicates that a “balance will be struck
between rehabilitative, protective, preventive and developmental interventions” which, according
to Patel (2005:193), should happen through the delivery of generalist services and practice.
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Patel (2005:192) indicates that the new social welfare policy envisaged a shift from specialist t
generic services, which she also referred to as “generalist services”. According to Patel, generall
welfare services were to be encouraged as these would be more holistic and could increase acc
to services in disadvantaged communities (2005:192).

In 2001 Loffell (in Patel, 2005:193) called on the welfare sector to develop policy options to find
a balance between generalist and specialist services. The Department of Social Developme
however, is currently taking a strong position in advancing specialised fields in social work as :
strategy to build career paths for social workers. This debate, however, cannot be separated fr
the premise of the ISDM of an integrated approach to social service delivery. What is thu:
required in the generalist versus specialist debate is an indication of how it fits within an
“integrated social service delivery” perspective. In its review of the ISDM, the NGO sector
highlighted that the ISDM uses an approach that is an advance on previous efforts in that it |
designed to maximise the integration of services (Gauteng Welfare Summit, 2006:16). Howeve
NGOs identified gaps in the ISDM’s identified target groups of children, youth, families, women
and older people, and asked where do single adult males, offenders or addicts fit? (Gautel
Welfare Summit, 2006:16). In addition, the classification of core services conibueds of
services (promotion and prevention, rehabilitation, protection ongoing care) and includes in thi
category thespecialist fieldsof mental health and addictions (Gauteng Welfare Summit,
2006:16). This clearly creates confusion.

To strike the required balance, the point of departure for categorisation has to do with wh
requires what kind of services on what levels. Poor and vulnerable children and youths, fo
example, do not only need care. They need to be capacitated to become adequately skilled &
self-reliant to be able to access opportunities from the economic sector (Gauteng Provinci
Government, 2005:6). Skills development is required to capitalise on opportunities created b
economic development (Gauteng Provincial Government, 2005:7).

Within an integrated development approach, the debate should not be on “generalist” verst
“specialist” services per se. It is rather when the specialist focus shifts from the poor and th
marginalised to the middle and upper classes in society that the “generalist” versus “specialis
debate attaches a different meaning and interpretation of the social welfare sector’s role i
achieving social development goals. The social welfare sector should seriously intervene in soci
work practice and training when specialised services shift so far away from the poor and th
vulnerable that it becomes an elitist category of social services. Social work educators play a vit
role in preparing students for a balance in generalist and specialised services to the poor and
vulnerable, since it has already been observed that many social work students indicate that th
do not wish to work within poverty-stricken contexts when they enter practice.

Although there is nothing wrong with highly specialised services, it must never be at the cost o
the poor and the vulnerable. The ISDM must therefore clearly contextualise generalist an
specialised social services within an integrated developmental social service delivery framewor
which aims primarily to target the poor and marginalised.

Positioning social services and community development

One of the major limitations of the ISDM is the artificial separation of social services and
community development. It is similar to separating the individual from his/her environment. The
ISDM indicates that the National Department of Social Development renders services throug!
three broad programmes of Social Security, Social Welfare Services and Community
Development (Department of Social Development, 2006a:16). Elsewhere in the ISDM socia
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services and community development are positioned differently in a “developmental” framework
of social service delivery: “Whilst recognising the role of social security, services are defined in
terms of two broad categories that constitute developmental social services, namel
developmental social welfare services and community development” (Department of Socia
Development, 2006a:5). This distinction of the broad service programmes is critical for practice
Too many social workers spend their time, in some instances two days per week, in processit
applications for social grants at the expense of engaging in social services activities that cou
promote and achieve social development. Although it will always remain the responsibility of
social workers to ensure that those who qualify for social grants are linked with the socia
security system, they do not have to process the applications themselves. Social auxilial
workers, who are now being targeted by government to be recruited, trained and deploye
throughout the provinces in South Africa to relieve the burden of social workers, are ideally
positioned to take up this role. The ISDM must be very explicit in demarcating responsibilities
for the human resource base of social welfare services if it wants to deliver on its mandate f
achieve social development goals. Likewise, the role of community workers in social service
delivery must be clarified in the ISDM.

In their review the NGOs emphasised that there is a lack of clarity as to how broad-base
community development which puts people and communities at the heart of development fits int
the ISDM (Gauteng Welfare Summit, 2006:13). Although community development programmes
can be an independent entity, community development as a strategy for social developme
(Midgley, 1995:115) is inherent in developmental social service delivery which is aimed at
achieving social development goals. The ISDM indicates that “[tihe development approach i
therefore able to promote the meeting of emergency needs of vulnerable households, individue
and communities while ... developing appropriate strategies for sustainable socio-economi
development” (Department of Social Development, 2006a:16). Community development anc
more specifically community economic development is therefore a possible strategy to utilise ir
the appropriate social service context.

The ISDM’s separation of “welfare” and “development” is confusing given the multi-pronged

approach of the model “aimed at addressing the social welfare and development needs of targ
groups in a holistic and integrated manner” (Department of Social Development, 2006a:16)
What, for example, is the “welfare” need and what is the “developmental” need when the targe
population of unemployed mothers with young children is the focus of integrated social service
delivery? The reality of unemployed women is poverty, which means the real “need” is
productive income and this, addressed from an integrated developmental perspective, cou
include immediate poverty relief such as food security and/or applying for a child-care grant a
interim measures, whilst simultaneously engaging or linking the women with a skills
development community programme or network which could build their capacity for income
generation. The question again is which part of the intervention is “welfare” and which is
“development”, given the integrated nature of the intervention approaches to address the “need
Developmental social services should not separate needs into a “welfare” or “developmental
context if they are approached in a holistic, integrated manner. This confirms that development:
social services are not about shifting from “welfare to development” but about integrating
development into service delivery, thus shifting from a residual to a development approach. Thi
stance does not imply that community development cannot be a separate programme, as will

discussed next. The argument is that “integrated developmental social services” can nev
exclude community development approaches and strategies.
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Developing an adequate human resource base

The impact of the artificial division of social welfare and community development is reflected in
the human resource capacity responsible for implementing and achieving community
development. The ISDM refers to the many categories and levels of personnel and the voluntee
who together must deliver the services for which the sector is responsible, and the vita
importance of training for all concerned (Gauteng Welfare Summit, 2006:16). The White Pape
for Social Welfare (1997:32) paved the way for the appointment of other categories of socia
service personnel, especially because of an “over-reliance on professional social workers”. Whil:
this is a positive step forward in building human resource capacity in the social welfare sector, |
has not yet taken the sector forward in terms of achieving its social development agenda. Tt
major reason is that the search for “a new cadre of community of social developmen
officers/workers” to focus on community development was not based on a proper analysis C
what these workers were suppose to do to “shift to a social development approach” (Departme
of Social Development, 2006a:15) in relation to the role of those professionals already availabl
at grassroots level in communities, such as social workers. No analysis was done of availab
research or a situation analysis undertaken to determine the impact that social workers are eitt
already making in communities or the potential impact that they could make if clear guidelines
were in place to facilitate a shift of social service delivery towards a developmental approacl
where community development intervention strategies are utilised to achieve social developmer
While the ISDM can play a facilitating role in providing such guidelines, it rather contributes to
the confusion because of the explicit division of social services and community development a
two separate programmes. The Department of Social Development’'s challenge to take a stan
towards integration is unfortunately difficult, because it was driven by a political decision to
appoint community development workers without first demarcating their role and responsibilities
in relation to other social service professionals, such as social workers.

The open agenda for finding “a new cadre of community of social development officers/workers’
is reflected in the unspecified focus of appointees in this “cadre”. Practice is now faced with the
employment of “community development workers” with “qualifications” ranging from a few
months in-service training to professional degrees in the specialised field of community
development. This creates huge discrepancies in claims of “professional status” and a consequ
conflict in salary scales across disciplines and between professionals and lay community worker
This concern is affirmed in the focus of the Social Development Strategy for the Gautenc
Province (Gauteng Provincial Government, 2005:22), which incorporated in the strategy the
activity to mobilise residents of communities to participate in social development programmes a
“Community Development Workers”. In this strategy, in our view, the role of “community
development workers” is outlined below as merely that of community liaison officers:

Community mobilization includes the role of “Community Development Workers” who are
based at local/community level to take government and services directly to the people.
Government through interactions with communities realised that there were people who still
did not get access to or did not know how to access, services they were entitled to.
“Community development workers” are positioned to help make the machinery of the
bureaucracy work more efficiently, increasing the effectiveness of systems of all levels of
government and strengthening government’'s awareness of and capacity to respond to th:
needs of the people at the local level (Gauteng Provincial Government, 2005:21-22).

When guided by the vision that “[t]his emerging corps of social development workers should hely
to fill in some essential gaps in our service system, including those mentioned earlier tc
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community development, assuming that their training is designed accordingly” (Gauteng Welfare
Summit, 2006:16), there is no doubt that there should be a clear analysis of what these “gaps” a
and what kind of worker should fill what specific gap. The Gauteng Provincial Government, for
example, has identified the SMME sector as one of the critical mechanisms in addressing dire
poverty reduction and creating job opportunities. The strategy specifically indicates that this ca
be achieved through focused efforts to ensure the meaningful participation of women, peopl
with disabilities, youths and other marginalised sectors in society (Gauteng Provincial
Government, 2005:19).

At the Gauteng Welfare Summit (2006:13) the NGO sector requested that the roles o
professionals, community members and government appointees in linking communities to acce:
social services should be clearly distinguished. Because community development can be defin
as a philosophy, programme, process or intervention method (Lombard, 1991:115), and is &
intersectoral approach (Ife, 1995), the boundaries of community development can never be cast
stone, but can either be attached to one specific discipline or be a stand-alone programme
itself. Thus, an attempt to distinguish the “roles” of various role players for purposes of
implementing the ISDM, should rather be guided by principles for role categories such a:
“‘community liaison”, “community facilitation” and “community development” as opposed to
exact role definitions. Such a clarification will demarcate core boundaries for claiming the title of
such a category, while allowing other social service professionals to use strategies that migl
include community liaison or community development in achieving specific intervention goals. It
will furthermore facilitate holistic, integrated community development, which will take social
development forward in South Africa. Most importantly, it will finally end the everlasting debate
on whether social workers have a role to play in community development.

Partnerships for social development

For effective policy implementation, there is a need for ongoing co-operative policy making,
planning and budgeting between all role players in the sector, which includes a need for clearl
defining the boundaries of the responsibilities of the sector (Gauteng Welfare Summit, 2006:12
Lombard and Du Preez (2004) and Gray and Crofts (2004) respectively outlined the challenge
for building partnership in social development and marrying the strengths and resources c
diverse interest groups. These publications indicate the context for what is required to establish
well-founded partnership between various role players in a partnership for social development.

For the purposes of this paper, the focus will be on how the policy directives of the ISDM
(Department of Social Development, 2006b) and the Policy on Financial Awards to Service
Providers (2005b) impact on the partnership between NGOs and government, in particular, i
achieving social development goals. Finances underpin policy implementation and, althoug
there are many more components to a partnership between government and NGOs (Lombard
Du Preez, 2004), funding has always been a very contentious issue which continuously influenc
and challenges the stability of the partnership. It was in the area of finances that the breakdov
occurred between government and NGOs which was alluded to earlier on. In the financial yee
(2005-2006) the Department of Social Development decided to reduce the financial allocations t
NGOs in Gauteng by 25%, which came in the wake of no increases for NGOs for several yeal
(Social Development Summit, 2006:12). Although the decreases did not take place because of t
severe and unanimous protest of NGOs, the initial decision impacted on the trust and th
perceived commitment of government to honour its partnership with NGOs, who often provide
services that are primarily the government’s responsibility. The provision of funds to isI®@s

difference between social welfare service delivery or not. Lack of funds forces cut backs to th
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scope of services; it impacts on the quality of services; it creates even more inadequate salar
for social work and other staff, resulting in high staff turn-over as well as general
conservative/limited consideration of instituting services for observed new needs. The mos
severe impact, however, is felt by the poor and the vulnerable. Smit (2006:352) eloquently note
“Among others, twenty years of protean funding policies have taken their toll on the private
welfare sector”, which mostly impacts on the poor, who are the service beneficiaries. This implie:
a serious questioning of the welfare sector’s service delivery and contribution to achieving socie
development goals.

Although funds are of critical importance for service delivery, in itself they cannot determine the
relationship between NGOs and government. Funding should be embedded in a well-establish
partnership built on mutual trust which provides an enabling environment for the spending o
funds in an accountable manner. For this purpose, clear guidelines and criteria for the funding
social services are required.

An important ingredient of a NGO-government partnership in achieving social development goal
should be empowerment of NGOs. Against a background of government doing lip-service to
partnership with NGOs and dictating expected services, NGOs should rather be supported
valuable partners in achieving social development goals.

It has never been doubted that government acknowledges the important role of faith-base
organisations (FBOs), community-based organisations (CBOs) and non-profit organisation:
(NPOs) in social service delivery (Social Development Summit, 2006:3). It is the demarcation o
that role in relation to the value and strengths that NGOs can bring to specific practice setting
and regions which has not yet been fully recognised, determined and utilised in a joint partnersh
with government. Considering the diversity within the NGO sector in terms of operational fields
and expertise, the knowledge base this sector can bring to a partnership could be a vit
contribution to sustainable development. For government to empower NGOs a clea
determination of the NGO sector’'s dimensions is needed in the respective regions. The size
volume of the NGO sector, its diversity, existing linkages, ability to influence policies and
programmes, its relationship with private sector funders, financial independence anc
sustainability, member participation, infrastructure capacity, and access to information anc
innovativeness should be determined and measured as indicators for effective service delivery
order to identify the strengths and capacity that each NGO and the NGO sector as a whole ¢
bring into the partnership. Weaknesses detected in any of these areas should become targets
intervention and improvement to ensure empowered partners in sustainable development goals.

Areas of collaboration and integration of services in order to strengthen partnerships in fighting
poverty and marginalisation require that provincial governments and NGOs need to produc
documentation on needs in specific areas with clear priorities for intervention, based on jointly
constructed community profiles. Community profiling is a critical benchmark for the planning
and provision of services and the scope and responsibilities of the NGO sector (Socic
Development Summit, 2006:16). Available expertise in both partner camps should then determin
role designation.

Linkages at local, national and even international level can be an important measure of vitality il
the local NGO community (USAID, 2007:11). Partnerships should be formed on vertical
(grassroots, similar organisations) and horizontal (national and international) levels. Not only will
the flow of information be stimulated, but a common base for dialogue with funders and
government will be formed.
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Government should take a leadership role in guiding implementation of social welfare policies
The ISDM allocates government the role to “oversee” the implementation plan, which make:
provision for the Model Implementation Advisory Team (MIAT) (Gauteng Welfare Summit,
2006:9). Within a sustainable partnership for social development partnership, this role
“allocation” is challenged. The government, like the NGOs, is also a role player in
implementation and hence both parties should have a role in “overseeing” implementation. It i
thus proposed that the approach should rather be one of participation in implementation, e
opposed to “overseeing” implementation. Joint monitoring and evaluation by both partners or
pre-agreed measurable indicators would be a step forward in this regard.

A critical question in the NGO sector is: “How do we deal with the issue of the State demanding
a high level of compliance to a range of requirements when in some cases it funds less than 5(
of the costs of those services?” For an effective partnership it is critical that both partner:
determine the ratio between the funding and service in order to determine the area(s) ¢
compliance to government. The percentage of government funds for a service should therefore
viewed as the percentage with which government can demand compliance from an NGO.

On various platforms, such as the Gauteng Welfare Summit (2006) and policy documents such
the ISDM, it is acknowledged that government and NGOs are mutually dependent on each oth
to ensure effective social service delivery and hence the achievement of social development go:
in South Africa. In order to prevent a similar breakdown in the partnership between NGOs an
government as was experienced in the recent past, it is critical to find an answer to the followin
question of the NGO sector: “How do we nurture a more structured and better sense c
partnership between State and the NGO sector that moves us past blaming each other, promc
dialogue and collaboration, and builds the sector as a whole?” (Social Development Summi
2006:21). This is possible if the solutions for the challenges embedded in the ISDM and th
Policy on Financial Awards to Service Providers (Department of Social Development, 2005b) a:
outlined in this paper are sought jointly. Amongst these challenges, a key area is finalising cles
guidelines on the funding of NGOs.

Guidelines for the funding of NGOs

Government responds to its obligation of poverty alleviation in three ways: social security,
subsidisation of the services by NGOs, and direct services by civil servants in a number o
departments. Since 1994 the new democratic government has vigorously reached out to the pc
through providing increased access to social grants. Social grants, subjected to means tes
succeed in alleviating the situation amongst the poorest of the poor who previously had n
income at all. Limitations in reaching the poorest of the poor who qualify for social grants are
currently being addressed by the government’s initiative to reach out to the remote rural arec
through mobile trucks and the use of modern technology to process applications. The outcome
such applications is available in one day (Department Social Development, 2007:1). But, a
already indicated, whilst government expanded its safety-net by allocating the lion share of it
social welfare budget to social security, it had less than 10% to fund its own and NGO socie
welfare services. The neglect of social services has had a serious impact on delivering on ti
social development agenda which is compounded by the fact that the number of South Africar
depending on social grants is a growing concern, especially as no exit levels were planned ov
the last 13 years of democracy (Department of Social Development, 2006b).

A first step in addressing this situation was the shift of the function of social security to the Soutt
African Social Security Agency (SASSA). NGOs in Gauteng now share a significant portion of
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the total budget of the Department from the 2006/07 to 2008/09 financial years (Socia
Development Summit, 2006:3). During this period the subsidies in Gauteng province increase
from 43% to 48% as a portion of the total budget of the Department over the Medium Tern
Expenditure Framework (MTEF) (Social Development Summit, 2006:4). Of theses subsidies
services to children, women and families receive the largest portion, i.e. 48%, followed by 24%
allocated to services to older persons and 16% to persons with disabilities (Social Developmel
Summit, 2006:3). The Gauteng province is also to be saluted as one of the provinces th
subsidised NGO social workers’ salary increments on a basis of 75 to 77% of the salary levels
social workers in the Department. Although the discrepancy between government and NG(
salaries remains high and a contentious issue, the commitment of government to bridge the ga
needs to be acknowledged. The spirit of the commitment is important in finding solutions for the
challenges imposed by the limitations of the financing policies for developmental social welfare
in the province and, since financing of social welfare is a national issue, for the whole of Soutt
Africa.

The funding of developmental social welfare services by NGOs is based on policy and procedul
documents; however, these documents are in different stages of development (Soci
Development Summit, 2006:12). The result is that there is no coherent financing policy availabl
for social service delivery to address the issue of financing significantly (Social Development
Summit, 2006:12). This includes no structured and accessible way in which the NGO sector ca
engage in budget planning processes for the whole sector (Social Development Summi
2006:12).

Smit (2006:351) summarises the history of financing of social welfare services in South Africa
and captures the financing trends and challenges since the adoption of the White Paper for Soc
Welfare in 1997:

* The first policy, entitled Policy for Financing of Developmental Social Services, was issued
by the national Department of Welfare in draft form only in May, 1998 and identified four
main categories of service: empowerment; community intervention; residential intervention
and resource development; and planning and management (Policy for Financing o
Developmental Social Services, 1998 in Smit, 2006:351). It was not known why this policy
was not adopted or what the cost of its development was (Smit, 2006:351).

» The second policy, the Financial Policy for Developmental Social Services, was implemente
on 1 April 1999 and identified four categories of service: prevention, early intervention,
statutory process, and a continuum of care and developmental services (Financial Policy fc
Developmental Social Services, 1998 in Smit, 2006:351). This policy focused mainly on
families, communities, children, youths, women and older persons. While adopted, it was
never fully implemented and thus necessitated the continuation of the social work-base
subsidy scheme, where organisations’ subsidy would continue to be determine by the ol
rather than the new policy, i.e. looking at head counts of clients for determining social work
salaries (Smit, 2006:351). This policy also did not survive. It was very hastily prepared
without consultation with the Portfolio Committee on Welfare and Population Development
was not consulted before the adoption of the policy and is seen as a political document whic
was “an optimistic and ambitious policy” to implement (Portfolio Monitoring Group, in Smit,
2006:351).

* The newest policy, the Policy on Financial Awards to Service Providers, was approved ir
February 2004 for implementation on 1 April 2005 and looks more broadly at the funding of
services, “whereas the previous strategy looks only at social workers salaries ... It has tr
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objectives of transformation of NGO service delivery as well as the way they are funded. The
policy seeks to promote accountability and good governance” (Policy on Financial Awards ta
Service Providers, 2005 in Smit, 2006:353). This policy introduces new concepts such a
transformation and performance criteria that beneficiary organisations have to meet (Smit
2006:353). Although a procedural manual has appeared in support of successfu
implementation, the policy still remains vague (Smit, 2006:353).

Although the Policy on Financial Awards to Service Providers (2005) brought with it a
significant shift in welfare policy in order to accommodate the developmental approach to socia
welfare, there are still major challenges ahead in order to “develop a uniform framework for the
financing of social service programmes” (Department of Social Development, 2006a:42) tha
could deliver on the achievement of social development goals.

The strength of the Policy on Financial Awards to Service Providers (2005) is geared toward
ensuring achievement of priorities in terms of transformation and developmental services t
designated groups, i.e. children, youths, the aged, people with disabilities, women, victims o
violence and those affected by substance abuse and HIV/AIDS (Department of Socia
Development, 2006a). Service providers have generally aligned themselves to these priorities
well as the principles underpinning the objectives of the said policy, given the demographic
profile of the country with a basically youthful population of 46 million, of which 23 million are
female, 79% are black and South Africa being one of the countries with the highest occurrence
HIV/AIDS, especially in the reproductive age cohort (Statistics South Africa, 2006). More than
one third of the population of 46 million is unemployed, with almost one third living below the
poverty line — in both cases black South Africans (Statistics South Africa, 2006). Various
attempts by government to address the situation such as the Expanded Public Works Programi
and the Skills Development Act (No. 97 of 1998) are commendable. Unfortunately the process c
achieving results is deterred by a slow pace of implementation and evaluation. The vagu
implementation and evaluation guidelines of the Policy on Financial Awards to Service Provider:
(Department Social Development, 2005b) do not assist the social welfare sector in fast trackin
the desired development in South Africa. This vagueness is embedded in the following
limitations and challenges.

Whilst wanting to fund services in the NGO sector, government prescribes definite conditions
The aim of the Policy on Financial Awards to Service Providers (Department Social
Development, 2005b:3) in financing service providers in the social development sector is (1) t
facilitate transformation, (2) redirect services and resources and to (3) to ensure effective servic
to the poor and vulnerable, “to ensure a better life for themselves in partnership with them an
with those who are committed to building a caring society”.

Requirements for such funding are based on NGOs' business plans, budgets, governan
structures, constitutions, registration, volunteers and service consumers. At the same tin
indicators to evaluate effective and efficient service delivery are not stipulated in the Policy or
Financial Awards to Service Providers (Department Social Development, 2005b:26-28). This ga
Is demonstrated in government’s audits of NGOs services. Whilst the purpose of such evaluatic
should be benchmarked against delivery on the above stipulated aim, the practice reality reves
that the indicators for these audits actually reflecesidual welfare model as opposed to a

developmentaimodel. This conclusion is based on the observation of emphasis by one NGO ir
the field of disability. The annual audit done by the Department of Social Development appear
to focus primarily on casework. Evaluation reports elaborate on the file administration of
individuals, casework planning and report writing with limited feedback on any community
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projects. Application for funding is made in the form of service plans (a prescribed business pla
guideline), which is expected by the end of September of each year. Conditions to succeed
accessing funding are focused on healthy financial principles within the organisation (Departmer
of Social Development, 2005b).

If an application for funding is approved, a contract is signed for quarterly payments. Currently
the mentioned NGO receives a subsidy amount of R11,194 per month for a social worker and
social auxiliary worker. Only R3,667 of this amount is allowed for administrative costs

(transport, pension, communication, stationary, support staff remuneration, insurance
maintenance and other costs). Processing the documents that must be submitted by an NC
however, is not simple and is extremely cumbersome with multiple re-signing of documents an
first payments often not being received before August, four months after the start of the financie
year. NGOs concur that management and delivery of services are often undermined by the dele
and administrative problems surrounding subsidy payments (Social Development Summit
2006:12).

Clearly, bureaucratic processes can seriously impact on social service delivery and thus tf
achievement of social development goals. The reasons for the slow implementation shoul
however, also be determined on a competency level, both within government and the NG(
sector. With regard to finances, Smit’s (2006:358) conclusion in his study on funding strategies i
stated bluntly as: “this [social welfare] sector faces major financial difficulties partly as a result of
poorly conceived and executed policies” (Smit, 2006:358), but the author continues: “[t]he
private welfare sector is not without blemish either. Its inability to better secure itself ... cannot be
blamed on government”. This security includes, amongst other things, knowledge and skills i
the writing of business plans to access funds, in budgeting processes and where and how to acc
funds.

From a small sample organisations in Gauteng, it appeared that government subsidises 38%
their income, followed by 36% from various sources such as investment, fees, rental, intere:
income, followed by 20% from local and international donors (Social Development Summit,
2006:8). What these organisations indicated is that they all have the potential to raise funds ai
that the additional funds contribute positively to their financial sustainability, which is perceived
by government as these organizations having built a strong resource base over time (Soc
Development Summit, 2006:9).

While it is true that NGOs should accept their autonomy and responsibility to seek independer
funding from government, this may be more viable for middle-class urban organisations. CBO
find it almost impossible to obtain such funds at any given time. This raises a critical issue o
whose responsibility it is to capacitate new and emerging NGOs. To deliver on the transformatio
agenda, the Department has to reprioritise its financial resources in favour of the historicall
disadvantaged communities and organisations (Social Development Summit, 2006:6). If there a
areas without services, either government must provide these services or seek the help of, a
provide support for, NGOs and CBOs to fill the gaps. The NGO sector argues that the solution |
not to move funds away from those receiving subsidies only just managing to cope (Socig
Development Summit, 2006:14). The premise for this argument is that it cannot be done at th
expense of the existing organisations and nor at the expense of client systems. Resourc
therefore cannot be taken from the existing organisations to capacitate emerging NGOs. Althouc
the Department has funded the cost of mentoring by established organisations in the form
providing a service fee (Social Development Summit, 2006:9), mentoring cannot be establishe
only in monetary value. The Tsepong Day Care Centre in Refilwe is a point in case. This CBC
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accommodates 73 children with disabilities in a newly constructed building. Neither manager no
caregivers possessed any skills to perform accountable services other than to watch over t
children whilst in their care. An established NGO in the field of disabilities observed this and
befriended the Centre. As a result, the NGO included the manager of the Centre in its comput
and financial management training programme, included kitchen staff in an induction programm
on domestic hygiene, catering and compiling of menus, trained two caregivers in physical car
and stimulation games, and involved a volunteer occupational therapist for the Centre on

weekly basis. The value of this initiative could never be measured in monetary terms. But i
created an opportunity for an established NGO to contribute to transformation and at the san
time establish a long-term partnership. It importantly helped build a stronger social welfare sectc
for achieving social development goals as emerging organisations are community-based and clc
to the poor and marginalised in society. NGOs should not necessarily demand up front fundin
for an opportunity such as that of the Tsepong Day Care Centre, but rather advocate that capaci
building should be recognised and evaluated as an indicator of resource allocation for soci:
service delivery within their own organisation.

Given the above funding challenges, it is possible for NGOs to manage the challenges c
implementing the Policy on Financial Awards to Service Providers (Department of Social
Development, 2005b) through partnering with government departments by (1) identifying socia
development goals and objectives for specific work areas; (2) constructing specific tasks an
services to achieve objectives with aligned standards and time frames; (3) determining reasonal
quantities of output per time frame; (4) realistic costing of each task and service in order tc
compile a feasible budget; (5) evaluating NGOs individually to assess their means of fund-raisin
to sustain their budgets realistically; (6) negotiating a percentage of subsidisation per NGO; (7
making payments within pre-agreed time frames; (8) undertaking social welfare service audit
according to specified task outcomes per organisation; and (9) providing structured feedback wit
guidelines to rectify shortcomings. Such forms of collaboration will, however, require an
established partnership between NGOs and the Department of Social Development as discuss
earlier. But an established partnership needs to be sustained. A key factor in sustaining e
established partnership is attached to the liaison person between an NGO and governme
Government should allocate one coordinator to an organisation who can fully engage in all th
aspects of the organisation with regard to service delivery, i.e. the planning, implementation
monitoring and evaluation stages. This involvement should also include regular sight visits s
that the nature and scope of the services provided by the organisation are fully understood fro
practice experience and not merely as a paper exercise.

It is also anticipated that funding for longer time frames rather than annually would serve the
NGO sector more appropriately. Disadvantaged communities present their own pace towards ne
developmental interventions and negotiated participation in projects. Limited resources in an
poor community means time is required to establish basic facilities and engage communit
members. A three-year funding contract need not prevent annual evaluations to review an
determine progress.

It is further anticipated that structuring state subsidisation in the afore-mentioned form will alsa
stimulate the formation of interlinkages between NGO and CBO networks. If organisations are t
play a significant role in sustainable development of the country, they should then have strengtt
in a number of key sectors such as education, health, labour and enterprise development (USAI
2007:11).
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Lessons from the first decade of freedom indicate that all policies need to be costed for, amor
other things, capacity and infrastructure to enable government to integrate the costs into tr
Medium Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF), thereby managing public expectations and
ensuring that resources are appropriately allocated (Gauteng Provincial Government, 2005:19).
addition, to impact on social development, social services should be financed and thus resourc
allocated within a programme framework which has been mooted for many years but with no re:
or tangible developments in this direction being evident as yet (Social Development Summit
2006:16). The first step in this direction is to implement funding based on minimum standard:
and the cost of services and then to develop programme financing as additional financing (Soci
Development Summit, 2006:16).

One of the most important areas in which the ISDM takes social services forward is its
commitment to the incorporation of norms and standards into the work of the sector (Gauten
Welfare Summit, 2006:15). As indicated earlier, work is in progress to determine standards fo
the costing of general social services. The amounts should be based on an actual costing
services and take into account the principle of sustainability, the need for the service and tf
target groups as well as the minimum standards for the particular service (Social Developmel
Summit, 2006:16).

To meet the above challenges, the responsibilities of the government and the NGO sector need
be clearly conceptualised and articulated in the policy and founded on the principles of a sour
partnership as indicated above (Social Development Summit, 2006:14).

Indicators for monitoring and evaluation

Monitoring and evaluatioron the delivery on the ISDM should be based on mabaser
indicators as has already been indicated in this discussion. To determine whether the soci
welfare sector really delivers on its social development goals, specific indicators for
developmental social service outcomes should be identified. In this paper reference is made
some indicators which will fast-track the implementation of the ISDM as a mechanism to achieve
social development outcomes, i.e. transformation, participation and quality assurance.

Transformation: In achieving social development goals a key indicator in the social welfare
sector was transformation from a colonial, apartheid to a democratic, developmental socic
welfare system. According to the NGO sector, the statement is made that “realignment of service
in line with government policy has not been the general trend” without any evidence being
supplied and hence is regarded as an unfair statement (Social Development Summit, 2006:1
While the transformation to shift service delivery to the black poor and the vulnerable has bee
an easier goal to achieve, it is on the management and personnel level where organisations
more challenged. An organisation should have a measurable scorecard for transformation in terr
of representation from designated groups (black people, women, persons with disability). It i
understandable that immediate changes are impractical and create resentment, but an approact
government of gradual growth in numbers to obtain the ultimate presentation would be
appreciated. One NGO in the field of disability, for example, commenced in 1993 with the
inclusion of two persons with disabilities, followed by the inclusion of representation from poor
communities over the next four years. In 1999 the founding document was adjusted to prescrit
the election and appointment of 60% black people, 50% persons with disabilities, 50% female
and at least two service consumers on the governance board. By 2004 the organisatior
management, staff and client base were fully transformed. Even though this process took te
years, the underlying principle is to build the transformation on a well thought-through plan
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which must be agreed upon by both government and the NGO. Each NGO has its own histor
characteristics, responsibilities and commitments which should be recognised (Socia
Development Summit, 2006:19) when criteria for transformation are determined. The intention is
not to use an NGO'’s unique nature as an excuse for not transforming; NGOs must be approach
individually to determine what their transformation agenda should look like, given its field of
service and other indicators such as volunteer-management.

Participatiort It is observed in practice, both in government and in the NGO sector, that many
social workers, in particular those at grassroots level, are not informed about policies such as tl
ISDM and the Policy on Financial Awards to Service Providers, or even have an in-deptt
understanding of the White Paper for Social Welfare. This inevitably contributes to the slow
implementation process. Participation is needed not only at summit levels. Local government ar
NGOs in their region should be partners, where both parties contribute, evaluate, internalise ar
implement the goals that ought to be achieved. Presently, local forums play a significant role i
bringing all parties together. It is experienced that the end results of these forum meeting:
however, tend to be insignificant, with “partners” having different agendas. Instead of designatin
one government official to an NGO with the view to establish an ongoing partnership where al
parties commit to delivery, all the government planning officials in the province are involved
with all NGOs, which consumes valuable time and leaves NGOs distraught at the additiona
administration due to duplication and often contradictory expectations. Often when the “partners
meet, arguments regarding policies erupt instead of their focusing on problems and obstacles a
seeking common solutions to resolve them.

Quality assurancelIndicators should be developed across the spectrum of service delivery,
including the following:

» Physical indicators per area: Demographics of population; distance from main office; local
intake points;

« Human resource indicators: Professional and administration personnel; project workers
volunteers;

» Community development projects: Research project(s); project operations and achievement
such as numbers linked to income-generation projects; committee functions; campaigns ar
affects, community involvement;

» Group interventions: Number; participants, participation; objectives for meeting needs;

» Individual interventions: Intakes; intervention sessions; referrals; financial aid; therapies anc
outcomes; case closures and reasons;

» Statutory interventions: Numbers; types; court appearances and orders; supervision ar
reconstruction services;

* Administration: Files; recording; reports; minutes; data base processing; claims; forms;

* Management (supervision): Planning; sessions; reports/notes; induction, capacity building
evaluation, consumer involvement and feedback, policy development;;

» Costing and funding: Budgets, proposals, innovative savings, substitution of costs in case ¢
worker absence.

Legislative framework for the social welfare sector
There is no holistic legislative framework in place to formalise the mandate of social welfare in
South Africa. Legislation in the sector is fragmented in terms of specialised social service area
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such as the aged, child care, probation, drug dependency, mental health, domestic violenc
among others (see the Department of Social Development (2006a) for a comprehensive accour
The White Paper for Social Welfare (1997) therefore needs to be urgently transformed into
legislative framework that makes provision for defining developmental social welfare, the roles
of government departments and NGOs with regard to social welfare services and their financin
(Social Development Summit, 2006:20).

CONCLUSION

The social welfare sector is a key role player in determining whether South Africa is to eithel
remain in a welfare state or to advance to a fully fledged developmental state. It is the socic
welfare sector that engages with government’s policies in fighting poverty which the First Lady,
Zanele Mbeki, has criticized in saying that more welfare will not buy the poor out of their misery
(Boyle, 2005:1). Social service professionals should not be party to the “we” that the First Lad
refers to in the following statement: “We should not make a welfare state and call it a
developmental state” (Boyle, 2005:1). In line with this paper’s argument that social welfare car
be “developmental”, the “welfare” challenge referred to by the First Lady is interpreted as
providing social grants with clear exit levels that is supplemented by developmental socia
services to deliver on a well articulated social development agenda.

This shift is possible because the social welfare sector is committed to reducing poverty an
inequality in South Africa. Although the sector has made progress in promoting social justice fo
all through social grants, the challenge remains with regard to addressing the backlog on its soc
development goals by implementing social development intervention strategies in development:
social service delivery.

A refined Integrated Service Delivery Model (ISDM) according to the challenges outlined in this
paper provides the mechanism to redefine the social welfare sector’s social development agent
create an enabling environment for developmental social service delivery, facilitate its
implementation, and provide the monitoring and evaluation indicators to enable the sector t
account for achieving its social development goals. Enabling policies such as the Policy ol
Financial Awards to Services Providers (2005) should be aligned to achieve the goals of th
IDSM. To fast-track this process, the social welfare sector should prioritise the development of .
legislative framework for social welfare. Our conviction that the social welfare sector “can and
should, through intersectoral planning and budgeting, play a much stronger role in building th
development state ... [and that] a strong developmental social welfare system is a prerequisite 1
successful development” (Gauteng Welfare Summit, 2006:11-12) provides the fuel anc
inspiration for social welfare policies to impact on social development.
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