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Negotiating aid: UK funders, NGOs and South African
development

Chapter 1: International aid, NGOs and development prospects
By Lisa Bomstein

1.1. Introduction

Debates over the role of international aid in development are heated and on-going.
Continued poverty and international emergencies throughout the world call out for
massive infusions of funds and other resources. Atthe same time, aid’s track record is
not impressive, and many observers are concerned that while foreign assistance can
help in the immediate aftermath of a disaster, it is less effective in prompting long-term
and sustainable development. Adding fuel to the debates are transitions in the way aid is
transferred to recipients. National governments increasingly send their funding through
complex routes, including at times the military, private companies and, most visibly, non-
governmental organisations and charities. These latter organisations are thought to be
better at handling aid and reaching needy recipients, and their communities. These non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) mobilise funds worldwide and implement projects in
selected countries, usually in conjunction with local organisations there. These
international NGOs are accountable for their use of the funds, both in how they are used
and the changes that they can effect. This report examines how some ofthese NGOs
fare in their developmental endeavours.

The research contained in this report has its origin in important changes that we
observed in the operations of non-governmental organisations working in Southern
Africa. The University of Natal, now the University of KwaZulu-Natal, set up a research
team to investigate the ways in which foreign funding was affecting such organisations.
In parallel, researchers in London and Oxford were initiating a second phase of research
examining development management in international organisations based in the United
Kingdom. The researchers there, Tina Wallace and Jenny Chapman, were trying to
decipher how NGOs in the United Kingdom were responding to a new way of conducting
development work that was being introduced at the behest of the big funders. Among
the new approaches was a move towards so-called rational managementtools - logical
frameworks in project planning, strategic planning, business planning, all linked to
extensive monitoring and evaluation systems. The researchers here in South Africa,
Lisa Bomstein, Terence Smith, Annsilla Nyar and Isaivani Hyman, also had experiences
in the NGO world with similar tools and had worked with a variety of different donors and
donor relationships. We thus embarked on ajoint voyage to track how NGOs in our two
countries, and also Uganda, were faring with emerging development tools and
relationships.

Our central concern was that these tools seemed peripheral to the real business and
challenges of development, butwe needed to know more about their use. We wondered
how fast these tools and techniques were spreading, and with what effects. Did this
focus on planning make projects work better or have more impact on the ground? Were
these tools supportive of, antithetical to or neutral vis-a-vis efforts to promote more
transformative, participatory and human development orientated practice? Did these
tools help generate better (whatever that might mean) relationships between South
African NGOs (herein referred to as SA NGOS) and their funders?
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While our initial concern was with tools and techniques, we rapidly (re)discovered that
donors were requiring (or requesting) a wider range of operational changes in funded
NGOs, and in their strategic focus, staff development, gender approaches, financial
packaging, and advocacy, among others. We thus broadened our research to look at
what precisely funders, especially those in the U.K., were asking of NGOs in South
Africa, how NGOs were responding, and what outcomes could be identified for the
organisations involved, their relationships, and ultimately the quality and impact of their
development programs.

We were fortunate in obtaining funding from two international sources. The Nuffield
Foundation in the United Kingdom financed the core of the South African research and
the research meetings jointly attended by the three-country teams. The International
Development Research Council (IDRC) in Canada helped with funding for individual
research and writing contributions: the research projects conducted by Shelly Dill and
Vicki Tallis, the contributions by Alan Kaplan and Carol-Ann Foulis, and related research
assistant and direct expenses. Without the support of these institutions, and the patience
and flexibility of those directly responsible for “managing the projects”, the research
would not have been possible.

Likewise, this research grows out of the stories and information that people working
within the field of development were willing to share with us. Their generous contribution
oftime, information, and contacts has left us with a clear mandate of recounting their
experiences - both positive and negative - so that all can learn from them.

The report is in many ways the compilation of various voices. The research team itself
changed over the four years between initially formulating the research and finally
completing it; we additionally invited contributions from several people from NGO
support organisations. There are thus contributions to the formal research from different
individuals. The methodology employed was one in which we tried to meet with people
occupying different roles in organisations - directors, board members, managers, line
staff, fieldworkers, and with organisations located at various points along the route from
initial - or back - funding for development to the communities identified as the ultimate
beneficiaries of that funding, the route we call the aid stream or aid chain. This
necessarily took us into different terrains. Geographically our research spanned several
continents, from the UK and the US to rural and urban communities in South Africa. The
research required examining diverse facets of the organisations themselves, finance,
management, planning, implementation, monitoring and reporting as well as less well
charted areas of relationships, multiple accountabilities, and political advocacy and
activism; some ofthese pushed our knowledge in new and challenging ways. And the
research also took us across racial, class and gender divides and into questions of
power relations as they played out in the relationships we set out to study and in the
dynamics of the research itself.

The report is structured into eight chapters. This introductory chapter lays out the scope
of the study and its principal findings for the South African funding recipients and their
projects. (Key findings for the UK funders and UK-based NGOs are presented in the
appendix.). The second chapter of the report reviews the changing position of NGOs in
South Africa’s post-apartheid transition, wider information on social, political and
economic conditions in the country, and, to the extent possible, overall patterns of
development funding. This chapter also introduces the possibility of independent
influences of management approaches. The third chapter summarises results from the
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first round of interviews conducted in South Africa with local and international NGOs,
and presents evidence derived from job advertisements on the changing activities and
internal organisation of South African NGOs. The fourth chapter examines the idea of
“partnerships” between funding and receiving NGOs, using data from our in-depth work
with 22 NGOs and several “aid chain” studies. These studies trace funding conditions
from their origins in the UK, through Northern NGOs to South African organisations and
projects to explore how selected conditions and expectations formulated upstream affect
downstream organisations, their staff and their development activities. The fifth chapter
looks more closely at the use of rational management tools and their effects on
participatory approaches. The sixth chapter uses an in-depth study of a single aid chain
to explore understandings of gender, and questions of politics and power. The seventh
chapter addresses a distinctive and key set of actors within the South African context,
organisations dedicated to NGO training and organisational development. The eighth
chapter, a concluding one, brings together our findings.

1.2 Description of the Research Project

Between 1999 and 2003, an international teamlundertook research to look at the impact
of donors on NGOs in terms of management practices and other conditions attached to
funding. The research project explores how the adoption of donor policies and
procedures affects the way development is understood and addressed by NGOs.
Conditions on funding are designed, in part, to increase accountability, effectiveness,
and impact through better planning, heightened accountability, and tighter managerial
control over development processes. The project investigates the potential
contradictions between these practices and the widely claimed objectives of promoting
participation and empowerment. There are three case study countries, the UK, South
Africa and Uganda, that are the focus of this project.

Several definitions are important at the outset. ‘Donors’is used interchangeably with the
term funders, referring to all organisations that provide official or private development
assistance. We have not addressed corporate sources of development funding, and the
defined scope ofthe research largely excluded non-UK funders for all but the overview
sections of the report. Back donors refers to institutional sources of funding, whether
government (e.g. DFID) or private (e.g. Princess Diana Fund). International NGOs
(INGOs) are non-governmental organisations headquartered outside of South Africa,
while UK NGOs refers to those based in the United Kingdom regardless or whether or
not they have field headquarters (HQs) or offices based in South Africa. By South
African NGOs (SA NGOs) we include all non-governmental organisations
“headquartered” in South Africa, though not all are formally incorporated or registered.
Among these, our focus is on those primarily engaged in development, as opposed to
welfare, work, although some organisations in our study do both. Conditions or
conditionalities refers to requirements that funding recipients must adhere, regardless of
whether they are relevant in pre-finance, project, or post-project phases, and whether
they are stated explicitly or not. The aid chain, stream or flow refers to the series of
organisations and actors involved in the process of moving funds from their initial

1The core team is comprised o f Tina Wallace and Jenny Chapman from Oxford-Brookes University,
Martin Kaleeba, John De Connick, and Rosemary Adong, Uganda and Lisa Bomstein, Isaivani Hyman,
Annsilla Nyar, and Terence Smith, University of Natal. Our many thanks are extended to the staff, affiliates
and beneficiaries of the many NGOs with which we met and to the representatives of the donor agencies.
We also extend our thanks to the other researchers and practitioners who provided input into the South
African research: Catherine Ogunmefun, Shelly Dill, Carol-Ann Foulis, and Alan Kaplan. In addition, we
acknowledge DFID for the financial support provided to the research teams in Uganda and the UK.
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institutional source to the targeted beneficiaries in the recipient area. A diagram ofa
simple aid chain is provided below.

Key research questions

Our central questions focused on uncovering the dynamics of power associated with aid
disbursement in orderto understand how funding conditions affected the ability of NGOs
to perform better on any ofthese possible criteria: accountability, effectiveness, impact,
learning/improvement, participation and empowerment. Specific research questions -
many common to the three teams - are listed below:

Fig. 1.2. Specific research questions

« What conditions are associated with the disbursement of funding from donors
(institutional, bi-lateral, NGOs)? How far do conditions and requirements influence and
direct the work of South African NGOs? How much room is there for manoeuvre?

* How are changes in the policies and procedures of UK NGOs affecting their interactions
with their South African counterparts? To what extent are SA NGOS adopting similar
rational planning and management tools to those promoted in the UK, and elsewhere?
What have been the influences behind patterns of diffusion and adaptation of these
tools?

« Do current management approaches enhance the ability of local development actors to
promote civil society organisations, community participation, and strong advocacy
voices? Do they strengthen the work of SA NGOs to deliver sustainable and poverty-
focused development?

» Specifically, have changing patterns, routes and conditions of funding affected the
composition and development approaches ofthe NGO sector in SA? Can clear
implications be traced for SA NGOs' relations to communities; participation and
empowerment; efficiency and effectiveness; partnership and local ownership; advocacy
and strong civil societies; local knowledge/cross-cultural issues; empowerment; and
upward and downward accountability?

» Can NGOs and donors hearthe voices of local women and men and community based
organisations? What are the mechanisms? How do these voices fit with the dominant
paradigms of strategic planning, project management cycles and measurable impact
indicators?

» Towhat other domestic pressures for change are SA NGOs responding? How do these
interact with externally imposed agendas?

* What development visions, approaches and organisational approaches have emerged
from SA specialist organisations and from SA projects? Is there evidence of learning -
locally and internationally - from such experiences and voices? What channels appear
useful to such learning processes?

These research questions provided the foundation for our research design and work.
The overall design ofthe research is represented by an inverted triangle, with efforts in
each country to provide an overall scan ofthe NGO sector and the context in which they
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work, and deepen research of links between UK NGOs, the local NGOs they fund, and
their projects (Figure 1.3).

Fig. 1.3. Overview of research design
1) Context: broad scan of secondary literature and studies of civil society in South Africa

2) Donors - SA NGOs: Work with 10-14 NGOs to understand their relationships to their
funders.

3) SA NGOs in-depth: work with 3-4 SA NGOs to look at how management practices
(and other donor-imposed conditions) influence work on the ground.

4) Training & Support Institutions: Work with 3-5 NGO training and support
institutions to see how they influence NGO management practice.

The research methods employed included interviews, focus groups, documentation
scans, literature reviews, surveys, and field visits. A more detailed description of the
research methodology is provided in appendix 1 and Table 1.1 below.

In exploring the above questions, we have organised our report around a few
methodological approaches and themes. One concern was to make sure that the links
down the aid chain were carefully traced, such that requirements, expectations,
understandings and responses could be documented at different organisational levels.
Secondly, dynamics around funding from donors are among the many pressures
addressed by SA NGOs; thus also needed was an understanding of the changing
national conditions for NGOs and the way that donor pressures reinforced, ran in parallel
to, or rendered less important other forces for change. Thirdly, UK donors are not
among the most important sources of funding in the wider NGO sector in South Africa
and we thus were interested in cross-checking how the experience of SA NGOS with
UK-based counterparts compared to their experience with other funders. And finally, we
found that specific issues addressed by SA NGOs could be best explored by drawing on
the breadth of our information rather than on the specific aid chain relationship; such
issues include emerging partnerships between donors and NGOs, the use of new
management tools (such as logical frameworks and strategic planning) and their impact
on development work on the ground, and the influence of donors in such areas as
gender, advocacy, HIV/AIDS, and training.

Table 1.1 Research components and data sources

Research Principal information sources Data sources/Organisations involved
com ponent
Scan John Hopkins study of civil society Representative samples for entire country
CORE/IDASA study of NGO sector 213 NGOs + 21 workshops
Interviews with international NGOs in SA 15 + participants in 3 workshops
Job advertisement study All 409 advertised developmentjobs in a

national paper for 3 selected years
UK NGO- Interviews with UK NGOs inthe UKand SA 6 NGOs

SANGO Interviews/fieldwork with SA NGOs 22 organisations including 2 regional
relations projects of UK NGOs

SANGO Interviews/documentation/fieldworkAvisits 8 organisations funded by 5 international
Case with SA NGOs NGOs (DFID funding) + CBO and NGO
studies partners

SANGO Interviews/fieldwork/visits with SA NGOs Four organisations

support Written contributions Representatives of two organisations
organisa-

tions

Negotiating aid, page 5



The remainder ofthe introduction summarises the key findings emerging out of our
research

1.3 Donors, NGOs and developmentin South Africa

There are six related points that we highlight here from the research. They are further
developed in subsequent parts ofthe report. Some ofthe key findings are: increasingly
restricted funding accompanied by expanded donor conditions; a system rooted in
uneven relationships that reinforces false claims around achievements, suppressed
critique and fear in recipient NGOs; the adoption of structures, systems, policies and
procedures that are peripheral, or even detrimental, to the real aims of development
work; the enduring importance of personal judgements and relationships to funding and
project management decisions, for better or worse; and challenging examples of
organisations that have tried to place self-defined values and politics - not donor
imposed conditions - atthe centre oftheir development approach. The findings from the
South African research suggest important parallels with the features of institutional
donors’ relationships with UK-based NGOs, described in the appendix. Each ofthe
above points is briefly elaborated below.

1) Funding available to SA NGOs is less accessible overall, with funding for some
sectors decreasing, funnelled through government, or directed to a new select
group of recipient NGOs. As a consequence the NGO sector is becoming more
fragmented. Highly professionalized and internationalised large organisations,
and those in privileged sectors, are succeeding in accessing foreign funds while
smaller, more grassroots-oriented and less formalised organisations cannot.

2) Donors increasingly dictate the terms SA NGOs must satisfy to access
international funding. There is clear evidence that management practices are
transferred to SA NGOs through conditions associated with funding. However
often these conditions are not dictated by a single donor, well-meaning or not,
and rather by the entire system of managing aid, in which many back donors and
intermediary NGOs are using similar systems for project funding, monitoring, and
impact assessment and placing similar types of conditions on funding.

3) The difficulty emerging from our findings is that expected improvements in NGO
management and developmental impacts cannot be linked tightly, if at all, to such
practices. While some respondents stated that management of their
organisation’s activities had improved through the use of such practices, many
respondents found the requirements peripheral to their real work, confusing,
redundant, or destructive. The logic of participation, project implementation, and
long-term developmental improvements did not mesh well with the packaging of
funding and logic of many of the new conditions.

4) There are distinct responses to such funding conditions:

a) In afew instances, SA NGOs have contested the donor requirements,
suggested improvements, and, in several cases, insisted on new ways of
operating. There are clear examples of SA organisations learning from each
other outside of donor structured frameworks, and a few examples of
Northern organisations willing to learn from South African ones.

b) Many SA NGOs are willing to accede to donor demands and are extremely
concerned to demonstrate their effectiveness.
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c) Other SA NGOs agree to the terms but do not follow them, either because
they do not have the capacity or because the requirements do not make
sense to them.

Effects associated with acceding to the terms, whether or not carried out in
practice, include a disjuncture between on-the-ground activities and what is
packaged and produced for funders, with resulting negative effects on learning.
While our research documents cases where donor conditions have pushed SA
NGOs into self-described improvements, these are the exception not the rule.

5) While some donor conditions relate to better management in SA, others arise out
of concerns to raise the profile and cost-effectiveness of the UK funders. Such
organisational concerns and constraints, as well as other pressures on the
funding organisations, are rarely communicated to the SA NGOs. Expectations
that SA NGOs can move into high-profile areas, engage in advocacy and policy
influence, and provide good “photo-ops” for UK fundraising are problematic for
many recipients. While many organisations, in both countries, work to overcome
the inherent inequality of the funding relationship and build partnerships, weak
communication of organisational constraints, UK program managers who acted
like “they knew best”, and unexplored differing expectations puts the basis for
partnerships into question.

6) Personal ties and reflexive practice rather than formulaic management and
programming approaches appearto underlie the more successful examples of
funding, partnerships, and - less clearly - developmentimpacts. Yet at the same
time, there is false dichotomy between personalised and more objective,
strategic approaches to programming. Throughout all our research, issues of
gender, race, and class intersected with the funding and oversight (project)
management processes. There were no funding processes that did not have a
personal component.

The remainder of the report explores the evidence from South Africa on the changes in
NGO development and management approaches, the impact of funders (especially
those in the UK), and the outcomes for SA NGOS, their relationships and their
developmental impacts.
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Chapter 2. South African NGOs in Transition
By Lisa Bomstein and Terence Smith

2.1. Introduction

South Africa has a large and well-established NGO sector that played a key role in
supporting the struggle against apartheid and in the country's transition to non-racial
political democracy. However, in the transition period of the 1990s, and particularly after
1994, the South African NGO sector as a whole had to adapt to a very different
environment, one in which both the identity and survival of many NGOs has been
challenged.

Key factors underlying the NGO transition relate first and foremost to the turbulence and
uncertainty of the domestic environment in which they operate. The end of apartheid
has been accompanied by equally important shifts in economic and political spheres, a
triple transition (Bratton and Landsberg, 1999) that has required multiple changes
simultaneously. The direction of economic change has been less pro-poor than many
hoped, with an emphasis on growth sidelining the immediate post 1994 focus on
redistribution. NGOs have had to redefine their own identity, not as anti-apartheid or
welfare organisations, but now in developmental terms and vis-4-vis a government
ostensibly allied with them in their developmental objectives. Access to public funds,
integration into government programmes, exposure to global markets and changeable
exchange rates, new policy priorities, and both continued and emerging social needs
(e.g. poverty, landlessness, HIV/AIDs) provide the backdrop to the repositioning
undertaken by South African NGOs over the last decade.

International trends in NGO practice and donor priorities also shape the environment for
local NGOs. The new language of development (World Bank, 1998, 2000 and 2001;
DFID, 1999; OECD, 1997b) with its emphasis on good governance, an expanded role for
a strengthened civil society, partnership with the South, and local ownership of
development projects placed new demands on both public and non-profit organisations
in recipient countries during the late 1990s and subsequent years. Moreover, new
development practices and procedures have become routine among northern donors
and NGOs, who often require the adoption of these procedures by their Southern
partners. In South Africa, donors also had region-specific concerns, which ranged from
working with anti-apartheid organisations to introduce accountability and transparency,
building capacity in the newly legitimate government, pursuing developmental agendas
at national and regional-levels, and (re-) establishing commercial links to the country.

Against this backdrop, it is important to examine the ways in which South African NGOs
managed organisational and operational changes. Atthe outset of the research, we
recognised that changes in management practices might allow local NGOs to survive as
organisations in the turbulent and uncertain environment in which they existed. Donors,
and new funding relations, could be a factor propelling specific management and
organisational changes within NGOs; they could equally act as impediments, countering
changes - for better or worse - that the new environment motivated. At the time, there
was little information on the spread of the new management practises or recent donor
impacts on NGO project/programme management. Also unknown were their implications
for NGOs' traditional mission to service and empower poor and marginalised groups.
The project intended to fill this important gap

There are three separate pieces that make up analysis of South African NGOs in
transition. The first is a summary of diverse literature examining the developmental
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challenges facing South African NGOs, studies on the composition and character of
South Africa’s “third sector”, and, to the extent possible, information on the flow of aid;
an early version of this material was published in OD Debate (Smith, 2001) and the
journal Public Administration and Development (Bornstein, 2003), though the material
presented here is substantially different. The second piece is based on our scan of
international NGOs funding projects in South Africa (Smith and Bornstein, 2001),
summarised and updated for this report. The third is a study ofjob advertisements for
development organisations, used to confirm trends derived from the literature, our
surveys and our interviews, and to direct attention to the perceived NGO needs for
particular staff competencies.

2.2. NGOs and development challenges; constraints and opportunities

Ten years into the ANC's governing of South Africa, there is growing reflection on the
nature and extent of change. While the formal apartheid system has ended, new
sources of injustice have emerged, often against the wishes of those designing new
policies and implementing new programs. Much of the literature on the South African
NGO sector is becoming increasingly politicised and partisan. It is worthwhile to explore
the multiple challenges faced by SA NGOs, and South Africans more generally, over the
last decade, and to recognise the difficulties of the endeavours, the constraints rooted
domestically, and those arising out of the interplay of donor-recipient relations.

South African NGOs confronted numerous challenges in the transition from apartheid,

in the immediate post-apartheid period, a widely-touted challenge was a crisis of identity
for the NGO sector (Habib and Taylor, 1999; Development Update, 2004). Priorto
1994, many NGOs defined themselves by the struggle for political and social justice and
focused their activities on providing vital legal, welfare and developmental services to
oppressed communities (Kotze, 1999:172). However, in the post-1994 period,
established identities and roles as anti-apartheid organisations become less relevant
(Habib and Taylor, 1999). NGOs struggled to create new identities, to establish a
relationship with a democratic government at national and local levels, and to redefine
their relationships to the wider community.

They did so within a new legal and financial context. The common law and statutory
tradition in South Africa (Section 21 ofthe Companies Act of 1973/Trust Property Control
Act of 1998) has long recognised the right of any citizen group to set up voluntary
associations as legal persons, with broad operational scope, and no official registration
requirements. A new Nonprofit Organisations Act, passed in 1997, allows for the
registration of non-profit organisations (NPOs) and defines the non-profit sector’s role in
governance and delivery. The Act gives the State limited power overthe NPO
registration process, while assuring that the new law is in compliance with the right to
association enshrined in the Bill of Rights. The most relevant advantages given to NPOs
are access to considerable funding, as described below, and a privileged position as “a
fourth branch” of the state (Russell and Swilling, 2002a: 76). Such a definition implies a
redistribution of state power and a new system of participatory governance. However, as
Russell and Swilling (2002a:76) continue, the danger of defining all NPOs into the public
space for governance processes is that no room is left for action outside this space. The
result may be the destructive co-optation of NPOs, or the closure ofthe vital spaces
beyond the public space, in which many NPOs exist.

The South African government passed legislation to enable NPOs to take on an
expanded role in governance and delivery. To allocate substantial fiscal resources to
NPOs, three laws are of particular significance: the National Development Agency Act of
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1998, the Lotteries Act of 1997 and the Taxation Laws Amendment Act of 2000. The first
one insures direct budgetary allocation for the development of poor communities and the
strengthening of the institutional capacity of civil society organisations involved in such
process. The second consists of a fund comprising the proceeds from the lottery; and
the third one exempts NPOs from income tax, and donors from donation tax when they
make donations to what the Act defines as Public Benefit Organisations (PBO). To
access these resources, the NPOs need to operate under a formal legal framework
(entailing registration and funding requests among other procedures). Thus, NGOs, like
other NPOs, have had to adjustto new avenues of funding, and to expanded legal
requirements on their existence, in parallel with this expanded role in governance.

The new financial mechanisms relate to a second challenge for local NGOs after 1994,
the dramatic changes in donor funding as international donors first shifted their financial
support away from civil society organisations to the newly democratic government, and
subsequently defined new priorities and requirements into which many SA NGOs did not
fit. While official development assistance directed towards NGOs had recovered after a
drop between 1995 and 1998, in the interim many organisations were forced to scale
down, and some closed entirely. Government funds, expected to flow to civil society
organisations, did not (see Smith, 2001; Development Update 2003 on NDA). Others
organisations expanded their operations, consolidating partnerships with international
funders, entering new sectoral and geographic areas, and investing in new or enhanced
“human resources”. By 2000, civil society organisations were increasingly reliant on
fees for service provision, whether derived from services to government, private
businesses or NGOs (Camay and Gordon, 2001). Atthe same time, some directors and
senior staff entered government, the so-called “brain drain” for the sector in the
immediate post-apartheid period (Smith, 2002; Interfund, 1998), with consequent
challenges for leadership in NGOs. Research presented atthe end of Chapter 2
provides evidence of the scale of the leadership gap. Other areas of skill shortages
emerged, particularly around project management, finance, proposal writing and
reporting, and around thematic areas of donor and national attention: gender, the
environment, advocacy, and HIV/AIDs, and more recently renewed attention to poverty.

A third challenge facing South African NGOs is the continued, and in many cases,
deepening hardship of most South Africans, as discussed below. The South African
government’s adherence to a broadly neo-liberal growth-oriented economic policy has
perplexed and troubled many observers, both within and outside South Africa. While
there have been areas of delivery to the poor on a massive scale (rural electrification,
water systems, housing), there are also indications that:

(a) serious issues of poverty, employment and livelihoods are not sufficiently
addressed,

(b) the HIV/AIDS pandemic has been attacked too late and with inadequate
leadership, and

(c) new forms of involuntary fragmentation and inequality are emerging to replace
those of the apartheid era (cf. Bond, 2000, 2001a, 2001b; Harrison et al, 2003;
Pieterse, 2003).

The need to attack poverty, provide avenues for people to engage with the state and
with each other, and transform the persistent structural inequalities into a more just,
sustainable, and equitable system constitutes a dominant pressure on local NGOs.
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Organisations are struggling with how best to address the needs of the South African
poor. It may require that the NGOs forge stronger relationships with local communities
and develop new ways of engaging with public and private actors. It may require new
skills for some organisations - around many of the thematic areas highlighted by donors,
or in other cases a better way of accessing resources. We would further suggest that
NGOs will require a true willingness, and the intent, to grapple with what have been
termed “wicked problems”, those problems that involve multiple stakeholder with
different values, interests and understanding, where simple technical solutions are
difficult to devise and impossible to implement, and where situations are changeable and
outcomes often unpredictable (Webber and Rittel, 1968).

The fourth challenge outlined here is in many ways an outcome ofthe prior ones. The
NGO sector itself is increasingly fragmented, with indications that professionalized
formal NGOs have consolidated their operations and access to funding (governmental
and international), but are not necessarily reaching those most in need (Bornstein, 2001,
2003). These professionalized and formal organisations are those addressed, for the
most part, in this research project. However recent studies, especially the South
African-managed John Hopkins Study of Civil Society in South Africa (Russell and
Swilling, 2002a), suggest that there are over 52,000 community-based organisations that
are informally organised and, as such, rarely access international resources, instead
relying on local finance, volunteerism, networking and self-help. Sample surveys
suggest further that most civil society organisations employ no more than 20 people, and
most (75%) target ordinary citizens and workers at the grassroots level (Camay and
Gordon, 2001), but there are also large multi-divisional organisations. There are also
clear political, racial, gender, and ethnic divides fracturing the sector. This was most
recently apparent in the reflections on “ten years after", with debates overthe ANC'’s
impact and on the level and extent of progress since 1994. Tolerance for critique has
not been a strong point ofthe ANC leadership (Net et al, 2000), and NGO staff that
become vocal critics are risking their organisations access to public funds, contracts and
approvals.

A fifth challenge, and the last one described here, relates to learning. While some of our
research suggests that South African NGOs are conforming to donor pressures in ways
that compromise their activities, befuddle their staff and beneficiaries, and result in
inefficiencies, distortions and fear, we do document important innovations and
successes. We are convinced that there are many other successes that we have
missed, either because they were not recounted or because we explored relations
among a defined set of funders and counterparts down the aid chain. A key challenge for
the sector is to foster learning and value-based action, what Allan Kapian later in the
report refers to as intent and authenticity, in those engaged in development work and
integrate such principles into development organisations. International organisations,
through their funding, the insightful comments of informed project managers, and even
the push towards new management techniques and tools can assist in the process; this
research reports on some such efforts.

Poverty & development in South Africa

Although much is written about the developmental challenges facing South Africa, we
here wish to highlight only three developmental dilemmas that we see as particularly
crucial for the country: persistent inequality; insufficient employment; and HIV/AIDs.

Persistent inequality, with race and place of residence still important factors underlying
patterns of wealth and poverty, is a crucial challenge for government and citizens alike.
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Ten years after the end of apartheid, GINI coefficients - one ofthe mostwidely used
indices of inequality within a country - remain consistently high. Despite reductions in
racial discrimination, three-quarters of the top income decile are still white and 90% of
those in bottom 6 deciles are black (Natrass and Swilling in Pieterse, 2003; May, 1999).
Between 40 and 50 percent ofthe population are poor, by whatever measure is used
(May, 1999:48). Gender inequality is also increasing and conditions for women,
especially black rural women, show little if any improvement (Albertyn and Hassim,
2004; Bharat, et al 2001; May 1999). Improved provision of healthcare, housing and
water systems is, apparently, offset by the ravages of lack of monetary income, gender-
based violence, and HIV/AIDs. Overall development indicators are shown in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1 South Africa development indicators

Population (millions) 43.2 (2001)
Gross National Income (GNI) per capita (US$) 2,900 (2001)
Life expectancy at birth (years) 48 (2000)
Infant mortality (per 1,000 live births) 63 (2000)
Child malnutrition (% of children under 5) %  (1995+)
llliteracy (% adults 15+) 14% (2001)
Total debt/Gross Domestic Product 21.2% (2001)

Sources: OECD, World Bank*
Note: Year data collected noted in brackets

Insufficient employment Unemployment and underemployment are persistent features
of the South African economy. Although the end of apartheid should have signalled an
opportunity for previously excluded groups to enter new fields and occupations, formal
job growth has not accompanied labour market expansion. Since 1994 an estimated
half milion formal jobs have been lost. Unemployment is estimated at 36%, with higher
levels experienced by poorly educated, blacks, women, youth and rural residents.

Industry, in line with recommendations emanating from government and international
consultant reports to enhance industrial competitiveness through increased labour
market flexibility, is restructuring in ways that have shifted the types ofjobs available:
from formal to informal, union to non-union, and full-time to part-time or intermittent. The
skills mix demanded and the location of work have similarly changed, with rural and
unskilled workers most excluded, though trained workers also encounter difficulties in
obtaining secure employment. For rural residents, access to land remains a problem but
so are insufficient opportunities for more than subsistence agriculture. (Marais, 2001;
Padayachee and Mitchie, 1998; Nel et al, 2000)

HIV/AIDs and attendant impacts. By the end of 2001, South Africa was the country with
the highest number of HIV positive residents, 4.74 million people, in the world. One in
nine South Africans was HIV positive, with a little over half (56 percent) women and most
of working ages. Rates of infection have continued to rise, and mortality is expected to
lower national life expectancy from xx in 1990 to xx by 20xx. The impacts of the
pandemic are widespread, with the most immediate and direct effects on those who are
il and dying, their immediate family members and dependents. Older women, called in
to care for the ill or for orphaned children, are also directly affected, as are other
community structures, the health care system, and other economic and social spheres.
Metropolitan Life estimates that by 2010, approximately 600,000 people will have died
prematurely due to AIDS, and in some sectors - such as education - expected losses 0f2

2 The data in this table wereas sourced from country summaries available at wwwl.oecd.org/dac/htm/aid-
recipients.htm and www.worldbank.org/afr/ (accessed 28 May 2003).
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trained individuals are modelled to have ripple effects throughout the economy and
society.

By most accounts, the South African government, with President Mbeki at the lead, has
offered contradictory and ineffective leadership in combating the pandemic, questioning
the links between HIV and AIDS and refusing to authorise the use of drugs treatment for
HIV positive individuals. Policy debates over HIV/AIDs have galvanised civil society
organisations, of which the most prominent is the Treatment Action Campaign (TAC)
(CORE/IDASA, 2001:9-10; Achmat, 2002). TAC's efforts to highlight the potential of
treating AIDS, allowing those with the syndrome to survive longer, has resulted in
international campaigns to provide low-cost drugs to poor countries, and national
campaigns and court cases to force government hospitals to provide AZT to pregnant
women and newborns. Many other organisations (e.g. the National AIDS Co-ordinating
Committee of South Africa (NACOSASJ), and individuals, including medical staff, have
reoriented their work to address to needs of HIV/AIDS-affected populations, and in doing
to have run counter to government policy and rhetoric. While the South African
government now supports limited access to AZT and the purchase of low-cost drugs, the
debates - and the official policies - reduced trust in the government and have proved a
litmus test for government legitimacy.

In addition to these three key aspects of poverty and development patterns in South
Africa, there are also institutional changes - within and outside of the government - that
affect the way in which these challenges are addressed. The reform ofthe State
following 1994 is designed to “bring government to the people.” The Constitution makes
local government the key actor in promoting local development, linking residents’
aspirations with the programs, finance, and expertise to bring them to life.
Decentralisation, more participatory and developmental approaches within government,
and greater attention to the potential of linkages to NGOs, the private sector and other
governmental divisions are parts of the institutional reforms (Bornstein, 2000). Yet
numerous studies suggest that such key elements of these new governance
approaches fall short of their aims, continuing to feed into patterns of local elite
dominance, to neglect alternative views and interest (such as those of women), and to
create expectations that the institutions involved cannot meet (Bornstein, 2000;
McEwan, 2003; Harrison et al, 2003).

Foreign aid, poverty and development in South Africa

International funds are an important component ofthe country’s efforts to address
poverty and inequality. Funds arrive in multiple forms (grants, loans, etc.), from different
sources (multilateral agencies such as those of the United Nations, bi-lateral sources,
private companies, and private charities), and with a variety of terms (e.g. prior
conditions to be met, time frame, usage). In all cases, tracing actual quantities of money
transferred is surprisingly difficult. Data on official development assistance (ODA),
which one would expect would be relatively easy to detail, are presented in Table 2.2
below to demonstrate (a) the general scale of foreign aid flowing into South Africa, and
(b) the impossibility of confirming what arrives. Data on foreign direct investment (FDI)

3Some NGOs actively began addressing HIV/AIDs in the early 1990s (e.g. the National AIDS Co-
ordinating Committee of South Africa (NACOSA)). Ironically several such organisations halted their
programmes, including the Children’s HIV/AIDS Model Programme and the HIVV/AIDs programme o f the
National Progressive Primary Health Care Network, after 1994 when international donors started funding
government instead of NGOs (Budlender, 1999).
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are provided for comparative purposes and show that FDI flows into the country are
more than twice that of ODA.

Table 2.2 South Africa official development assistance (ODA)

Net ODA (US$ million) (2001) 428
Bilateral share (gross ODA) (2001) ! 75%
NetODA/GNI (2001) 0.4%
ODA per capita (US$) (2001) 9.9
Foreign Direct Investment (US$ million) (2000) 961

Source: OECD, 2001

Peart and Crothers (2003) analysis of official ODA to South Africa confirms overall
impressions of trends in the volume and sectoral focus of aid to the country. In response
to the transition to democratic government, there were substantial increases in
commitments of ODA to South Africa in the second half ofthe 1990s. As the term of the
Mandela-led government came to an end in 1999, commitment reduced significantly with
some recovery since then. About 73 percent of South Africa’s ODA is offered in the form
of grants, and 23.5 percent in the form oftechnical assistance; of the total, about 14
percent is dedicated to investment in infrastructure.

Five donors account for almost 70 percent of South Africa’s ODA commitments in recent
years: the USA (19.7% ofthe total), Sweden (19.2%), the United Kingdom (12.0%), the
African Development Bank (11.1%) and Germany (5.1%) (Peart and Crothers, 2003).
Some donors, such as Sweden, played a prominent role during the years of anti-
apartheid struggle and have since much reduced the volume of ODA. In terms ofthe
sectoral distribution of ODA, Peart and Crothers note that a large proportion of ODA
commitments (59.2%) have been directed at social sectors, particularly government, civil
society and education.

Figure 2.1: ODA commitments to South Africa by top
five donors

USA
"W Sweden
— United Kingdom
m1X  Africen Development Bank

=l " Germany

Year

Source: Peart and Crothers, 2003

Official development assistance (ODA) figures are usually based on pledged
contributions from one government to another. Although useful in providing an indication
of the volume of aid arriving in a single country and in tracking trends in overall
assistance, all such figures should be treated with great caution, for several reasons.
First, they are reported in terms ofthe cost to the donor, not their value to the recipient.
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Second actual disbursements may diverge greatly from official commitment, and third,
what is considered as development assistance is highly fluid (e.g. how tied aid or
technical assistance are included may change) (Peart and Crothers, 2003).

The Development Co-operation Report Il for South Africa (2000) provides data on ODA
forthe 1994-99 period. Over the five years, ODA of about 1,09 billion rands was
pledged in the form of grants to South African civil society organisations; similar data for
grants to government recipients show a total of slightly over 3,66 billion rands (Camay
and Gordon, 2001). Expectations that government would funnel monies to civil society
via the National Development Agency (formerly the Transitional National Development
Trust) were not met as delays resulted in frustration, disruption of programs, downsizing,
and in some cases, the closure of organisations (Bond, 2000; Camay and Gordon,
2001). The National Lotteries Trust, which began disbursing funds in 2001, seems to be
operating with great efficiency and better, more transparent management.

Information on private flows of development aid is extremely difficult to find, and differ
from one source to the next (Sogge, 1999). For aid flowing through non-governmental
organisations or private charities, there is no central accounting of either committed
funds or those spent in country; funds flowing through government agencies to NGOs
can be tracked to a certain extent but much funding passes outside of government
channels. In addition, available data are prone to difficulties similar to those arising with
ODA. There are also indications that private flows of development aid derive from a
wider range of geographic sources.

Important to note, nonetheless, is that aid tends to fluctuate for any particular donor, with
direct implications for the sectors, organisations, and projects they directly support.
Since donors do try to coordinate in such away as to avoid overlap, reductions in
funding - or increases - may lead to short-term changes for the agencies and
organisations they fund. Patterns of change in ODA as depicted can also mask other
processes, such as the substitution of one channel of funding for another, or issues of
fungibility (in which ODA can lead notto an expansion of a particular sector, butthe
transfer of government funds to other areas not covered by ODA).

Atthe same time, external funding, whether from official or private sources, is filling
funding gaps for civil society organisations. Although 75 percent of CORE/IDASA
surveyed organisations received no government funding, private foundation funding was
an important source of finance in almost 50 percent of the organisations surveyed
(Camay and Gordon, 2001:28). Thus, as Bond (2001) also notes, although foreign aid
represents less than 2 percent of the country’s national budget, it plays a decisive role in
shifting capital towards selected areas and organisations that might otherwise go
unfunded.

2.3 Managementpractices as an independent source of change

A starting point of the research was that while flows of money are important, there may
be less visible sources of influence on the way that development organisations function.
The research by Wallace et al (1997) into the project and programme management
practices of UK NGOs identified a clear trend towards the use of standardised
management procedures across the UK NGO sector, in particular, they identified three
new management practices that are used increasingly by UK NGOs across the broad
spectrum of development work - Log Frame Analysis (LFA) and related rational planning
tools, strategic planning, and evaluation. The reasons for the increased use of these
new management practices are attributed to direct pressure from donors for greater
accountability and transparency, as well as to the push coming from UK NGOs
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themselves to "go for growth" (Wallace, 1997:36). Otherwork by Wallace has explored
the rise of gender, environment, and sustainability requirements within organisations and
in the funding of development projects/programmes. Gender and environment are
important areas for investigation since past research suggests that they are handled
quite differently in programme planning than in project implementation (cf. Goetz, 1997,
2002; Kepe, 1997; Leach, et al, 1997).

The research on UK NGOs suggested that their adoption of new procedures affects their
developmentwork and relationships with beneficiaries. These techniques may make
NGOs more bureaucratic and hierarchical, and the language and culture of these
management tools may not be appropriate or easily understood by staff and partners in
the South. Equally important, Wallace et al (1997) argued that the use of management
techniques such as LFA, strategic planning and evaluation by UK NGOs fundamentally
contradicts the people-oriented, bottom-up approach to developmentto which many
development organisations, especially NGOs, are now striving, an argument echoed by
diverse researchers (Abrahim, 2003; Eade, 2000; Earle, 2003; Gasper, 1997; Howes,
1992; Hulme, 1995; Wallace et al, 1997; Wallace, 1997; and Wield, 2000).

Many of the issues identified with regard to standardised development management in
the UK NGO research are likely to be relevant to the South African NGO sector. Many
of the conditions that prompted the use oftools such as strategic management, LFA and
increased evaluation among UK NGOs are not entirely dissimilar to those experienced in
South Africa. These include pressure from donors, a review by NGOs of their mandates
and missions, and the concern by many NGOs to identify development niches in which
they have particular strengths (Wallace, 1997:40). However, one important difference
between UK and South African NGOs is that the shift among UK NGOs towards the use
of these new management tools was prompted in large part by the need to manage the
rapid growth that took place in the NGO sector since the mid-1980s. In South Africa,
however, the opposite was true for at least some organisations; post-1994, many NGOs
dramatically scaled-down their operations or focused on more specific areas of
development, these changes occurring in parallel with the adoption of the new
management practices. Changes in management practices are therefore more likely to
be a response to pressures from international donors and the need for local NGOs to
become leaner, better “branded” and more focused on core activities.

2.4 Conclusion

South Africa, and its people, has accomplished atremendous amount in the past
decade. The transition from an apartheid state system to a multi-racial democracy has
been peaceful and marked by the extension of rights and opportunities to a much wider
range of citizens than in the past. The transition has entailed fundamental shifts in
government relationships with residents, community structures and civil society more
broadly. State policies now call for consultation, though the various spheres are still
poorly coordinated. A black middle-class has emerged, with black professionals in all
sectors of the economy. The currency has gained strength over the last few years, and
private inward investment has - albeit unevenly - continued. There have been dramatic
improvements as well in the extension of services, such as health care, education, and
electricity, to rural and township areas. Recent elections were the most peaceful yet,
with higher levels of turnout and support for the ANC. All of these constitute signs of the
stability of the country.

An emphasis on growth and delivery, in the midst of fundamental reworking of state
structures and policies, has simultaneously meant that some longer-term development
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objectives have been short-changed: housing development has usually been of poor
guality and in peripheral locations (Harrison et al, 2003), job growth has been
concentrated in the informal sector (Pieterse, 2004; Bond, 2004), poverty continues to
be concentrated along racial lines, and wider objectives of environmental sustainability,
gender equity, immigrant rights, and rights more generally have been sidelined, if not in
rhetoric then in budget allocations (Budlender, 2002). HIV/AIDS and other health
challenges (among them TB, hepatitis, malaria, and diarrhoea) strain government and
community capacity.

Continued needs - whether around poverty, health, incomes, or rights - have placed
South African NGOs in several quandaries. According to some donors, as a middle
income (based on aggregate economic indicators), South Africa merits relatively modest
support. Yet as one of the most unequal economies in the world, and one in which there
is a possibility of attacking that inequality, many organisations optto provide targeted
support. For some of the donors, this situation has meant a focus on policy
development, infrastructure, and poverty reduction, often via the government. For
others, funding is constrained to narrowly-defined strategic areas. And for still others,
funding is funnelled to their long-term partners based on relationships forged during the
struggle years. As the government- according to many observers - moved away from
its redistributive focus and towards a neo-liberal growth approach (Bond, 2000; Lester et
al, 2000; Marais, 2001), donors have had to work closely with individual departments,
specific places, and targeted organisations to assure that there will be poverty-related
outcomes of their funding.

Meanwhile for local NGOs, the efforts to fast-track delivery of essential services, to
democratise government, and to galvanise NGOs in support ofthe ANC’s growth and
development programmes have been accompanied by tensions over the many possible
roles that NGOs play. NGOs may be expected to act as representatives of and
advocates for marginalised peoples, as government watchdogs, as agents of delivery
and training, among others. The transition period has meant, first, that NGOs, as
organisations, have had to redefine their own roles, and second, do so in an
environment where taking on multiple roles is not always feasible politically or financially.
The definition of NGO relationship to government is a central challenge ofthe period,
with funding, contracts, and policy elements all subjects of tension and debate. The
broader literature - and our research - on NGOs in South Africa suggests that NGOs
are narrowing their operational focus, and becoming either more commercial in their
relations to government and beneficiaries or more adversarial towards the ANC
government. Yetthere are important exceptions of organisations that continued to
define themselves primarily in terms oftheir processes at the community level.

Concerns regarding NGO relationships to international funders have arisen overfunding
volumes, routes and conditions. The research supports observations about the decline
in direct funding for NGOs in the mid-1990s, donors’ preference to give larger grants,
and increasing conditions on programme content, financial management,
implementation and reporting. New organisations and funders have entered the country,
many of whom are engaged in donor forums or direct consultation with the government.

The effects ofthese multiple pressures, bottom-up needs, changing NGO-state-funder
relationships, and tighter financial conditions, are the subject of the subsequent sections
ofthe report. In terms ofthe organisational management practices of local NGOs,
financial and organisational sustainability strategies and programme elements, such as
poverty, community participation, gender and the environment, are examined.
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Chapter 3. Overall trends in NGO management in South Africa
By Isaivani Hyman, Lisa Bomstein, Terence Smith, and Catherine Ogunmefun

3.1 Introduction

This chapter of the report paints an overall picture of the project and organisational
management practices and procedures South African NGOs are using, together with
some preliminary indications of why they do so. The aims are to documentthe extentto
which NGO management trends identified in the international literature also describe
South African NGOs, deepen understanding of possible factors behind South African
NGO practices and procedures, and to explore the perspectives of representatives of
international and South African organisations on these issues.

Information derives from three separate studies: a preparatory set of interviews with
representatives of a range of South African NGOs (only a few of which participated in
later research phases or had UK funding links); interviews with directors and senior staff
of international NGOs working in South Africa; and a study of advertisements for
developmentjobs in a national paper.

To assure that we have a broad view of the issues, this chapter now turns to a study of
overall patterns of changing NGO needs, as reflected in scans of NGOs. Our research
focus is on specific tools, namely strategic planning, logical framework analysis (and
allied project cycle management approaches), and monitoring systems. It is also on the
underlying relationships of power and partnerships, though in the NGO scans
respondents’ comments were not probed and are not recounted in full; such extensive
analysis is contained in chapters 4-7 of the report. As with other sections ofthe report,
we keep the identities of all respondents and their organisations confidential except
where the material is part of the public record (e.g. published interviews with NGO
directors orjob advertisements); mention in such cases does not mean that the
individual or organisation participated in the research.

Material from the advertisement study permits, as well, a broader focus on
organisational changes, at least as they relate to staffing. Job advertisements often
specify competency areas, sectoral areas, or management tools. Though the study
examines a sample of three years, some trends can be inferred and associations
hypothesized, to be explored further in the in-depth analysis. Specific attention is also
paid to how South African NGOs are using these techniques, and the extent to which
these standardised technigques are compatible with bottom-up planning and community
participation.

3.2 Documenting management & organisational trends

By Terence Smith, Lisa Bomstein, and Isaivani Hyman

Much ofthe following material is from previously released research reports (Smith and
Bomestein, 2001), available from the authors. As such, key findings are summarised
from, first, our initial scan of South African NGOs and second, our interviews with
international NGOs. As these interviews constitute the early phases of our research, we
focused on selected funding relations - power and partnerships - and selected
management issues, funding patterns and the spread of rational management tools. Our
selection of respondents is a random sample of organisations listed in the PRODDER
directory of NGOs in South Africa; within this sample, our respondents include only
those who were willing to be interviewed. Atthis phase ofthe research, we were
concerned that not all respondents have links to UK funding sources.
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SA NGOs: initial scan and interviews

Surprisingly little research in South Africa had looked at local NGO management
practices. For this reason, in 1999, with IDRC funding, the School of Development
Studies (SODS) at the University of Natal undertook a preparatory study of management
practices in a sample of local development organisations. The research involved a
guestionnaire and interviews with the directors of fourteen development organisations
based in KwaZulu-Natal. The organisations were of different sizes and involved in a
wide range of development work, from basic service delivery, democracy education,
rural and urban development to skills training. The questionnaire and interviews covered
issues relating to the use of project management techniques (logframe analysis (LFA),
strategic planning and monitoring and evaluation), organisational management (such as
financial and organisational sustainability strategies), and organisational focus (such as
approaches to poverty, community participation, gender and the environment).
Questions about the influence of donors on the use by local NGOs of certain project and
organisational management techniques were also included. Key findings of this
research were that:

> The majority of South African development organisations interviewed are using
new project and organisational management tools such as logframe analysis,
ZOPP and strategic planning. Many systematically monitor and evaluate their
programmes.

> Respondents mentioned donors as a motivating factor in their use of logframes,
which some donors required for funding proposals. Respondents did not
systematically attribute their use of other management techniques or the
adoption of particular programme elements to the influence of donors.

> Based on self-reporting, most NGOs consider themselves to be particularly
strong in community participation, and relatively weak or notfocused on gender
and the environment.

> Respondents saw the development sector as becoming increasingly
professional, accountable, and commercial. They highlighted the competitive
funding environment, increasing government reliance on contracting, and donor
requirements as the underlying causes for such transformations.

Financial and organisational sustainability are important concerns for South African
NGOs. The decrease in donor funding in the mid-1990s pushed NGOs to become more
business-like in their approach to organisational management and to development work.
This is manifest in a clear trend towards the adoption of income-generating activities
such as consulting, contracting for governmentwork, and the introduction of user fees
for services delivered to communities. Reflecting the commercial orientation, non-profit
corporations (section 21 corporations) were preferred as an alternative to a non-
governmental organisational structure for some developmentwork (the SODS sample
included two section 21 corporations).

This preliminary research provided useful insight into what management procedures
local NGOs are using and, to a lesser extent, why they are using them.

International NGOs in South Africa

These initial interviews were supplemented by interviews with 15 international NGOs
(INGOs) working in South Africa (only a few of which participated in subsequent in-depth
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fieldwork); the UK team conducted parallel interviews with staff from six organisations
and three back-donors.

The participating international NGOs were; the African Medical and Research
Foundation; Catholic Agency for Overseas Development; CARE South Africa; Charles
Stewart Mott Foundation; Charities Aid Foundation; Diakonia Sweden; Farm Africa;
Habitat for Humanity International; HelpAge International; Oxfam Canada; Oxfam UK;
Save the Children UK; Voluntary Service Overseas; Womankind; and World Vision of
South Africa. We held additional discussions with representatives of Interfund, PACT,
the Ford Foundation, the Non-profit Partnership, SANGOCO, The South African
Grantmakers’ Association, and numerous bi-lateral donors. Feedback from the
numerous international NGO representatives who attended presentations in
Johannesburg and Durban on our initial results further enriched our findings.

Summary results of this research with the international NGOs revolve around
management tools and techniques; finance; strategic focus; and partnership, as detailed
below.

Management tools and techniques:

> Most of the INGOs surveyed are using some form of logframe for project
management, although some agencies use this tool far more extensively than
others.

> All of the organisations have some system for monitoring and evaluation (M&E).
A number of the respondents mentioned that they are currently revising and
improving their M&E procedures.

> Most of the respondents said that the large institutional donors (especially DFID,
the EU and USAID) had extremely difficult reporting and other management
requirements that negatively affected their work.

> A number ofthe organisations had recently undertaken extensive strategic
planning exercises

Strategic focus and finance:

> Most of the international organisations interviewed organised their work in South
Africa around a number of common strategic themes, including HIV/AIDS,
gender and advocacy.

> Based on strategic planning processes, many of the INGOs refocused their work
in South Africa around particular themes and/or geographical areas.

> There appeared to be a trend towards increasingly restricted and retrospective
funding for the international NGOs, changes pushed by their back donors
(especially DFID around retrospective or invoice-based funding). Respondents
noted that their donors are increasingly demanding that projects and
programmes be co-financed.

> The INGOs tended to focus on capacity building and technical support instead of
direct funding to “bricks and mortar” projects implemented by local NGOs.
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Partnerships:
> The language of “partnerships” is widespread among INGOs in South Africa.

> Partnerships between INGOs and South African NGOs have become more
structured and formal in recent years.

> Most ofthe INGO respondents claimed that their head offices do not exert a
significant negative influence on them in terms of management requirements.

> The respondents did not think that they in turn imposed extensive or
unreasonable management requirements on the local NGOs they work with
(apart from basic reporting and accountability measures). However, they did
admit that their application and reporting requirements for local NGOs generally
have become more formal and complex in recentyears.

These initial studies of 15 INGOs and 14 local organisations are the backdrop for the in-
depth research we conducted around specific aid chains, organisations, and themes, as
described in subsequent chapters ofthis report. Issues of power and influence
introduced in these initial interviews were explored further as we spoke with a variety of
people within a particular organisation and made more direct links - in our research
approach - between funding organisations, and their conditions, expectation, and
procedures, and those of recipients.

We also found that we needed to widen our research beyond our initial concern with
management tools and partnerships. Thus in later phases ofthe research we addressed
other conditions placed on funding namely: training and capacity-building requirements,
a focus on gender or HIV/AIDs, the need for advocacy, fundraising, promotional and
impact-assessment activities, and organisational development requirements (e.qg.
strategic planning, membership in umbrella or network associations). The subsequent
chapters thus address in-depth research around specific issues and inter-organisational
relationships.

We also were concerned to expand our understanding beyond the initial small samples.
The IDASA/CORE study and the Johns Hopkins study of South African Civil Society
(JHSACS) were likely to produce valuable information on the overall structure and
orientation ofthe sector, as indeed they did (see above). We thus, in parallel, designed
and carried out research to check on whether our initial findings could be generalised to
the wider South African NGO sector. We did not seek to duplicate the IDASA/CORE
and JHU'’s civil society study, with their survey of many NGO directors or detailed
census of organisations present in selected communities. We sought instead a method
of gaining insight into management and organisational changes occurring around and
after political transitions for the broad range of NGOs spread throughout the country.
Our approach was a study ofjob advertisements, as is described below.

3.3. Tracking Changing NGO practices through their Job Advertisements

By Catherine Ogunmefun, Isaivani Hyman and Lisa Bomstein

The study ofjob advertisements aimed to test a select number of observations drawn
from the literature about NGOs in transition during the period 1994 to 2000. IDASA,
Interfund, and Habib and Taylor (1999) had reported a shift in foreign funding from the
NGOs (as was the trend in the apartheid era) to the democratic government. This was
thoughtto have forced NGOs to compete for limited funds and become more donor-
oriented to retain the funds already allocated to them. Increasing donor-orientation was
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expected to entail a change in the focus of NGO activities toward internationally-defined
priorities and/or changes in their management practices, tendencies that our initial
interviews had also uncovered.

In order to examine some ofthese changes and possible donor influences, we scanned
and analyzed NGO job advertisements to confirm broad trends in the NGO sector
identified in the literature and the case studies of NGOs and their donors.

Methodology

The data collection process involved scanning job advertisements from a leading South
African newspaper called the Mail and Guardian (formerly known as the Weekly Malil).
The Mail and Guardian is a weekly newspaper that has a large advertisement section
containing job vacancies within the development NGO sector. In order to examine the
changes over the period of a decade, three years were selected, that is, 1992 (to
represent the early transition to democracy), 1996 (transition to democracy) and 2000
(post-transition). Each edition of this newspaper during the aforementioned three years
was scanned for developmentjob advertisements. There were more than 300 relevant
job advertisements listing 409 positions.

Advertisements were classified according to the following categories: job titles or
positions listed, and the job descriptions, specific skills and experience required.
Specific proficiencies required in project management (such managementtools as
Logical Framework Analysis (LFA), Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E), Strategic
Planning, Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) and Project Cycle Management) were
identified as was the focus of the organisation’s work (e.g. gender, environment, water,
health).

Limitations of the study and its methodology include potential bias originated from the
selection of the Mail and Guardian as the data source, a more costly newspaper for
advertising than regional ones, and the selection of only three years for analysis. The
job requirements of smaller, less established, or regionally-focused NGOs may not be
well reflected in our sample; the three years selected for analysis represent periods in
South Africa’s transition, and no effort was made to identify anomalies, turning points, or
longer term trajectories in the trends identified.

Data Analysis

Table 3.1 in the appendix lists all development organisations with advertisement placed
in two or three of the sampled years. The NGOs with advertisements in a single year
are too numerous to reproduce here. Acronyms and organisations are listed in the
appendix as well (see table 3.2)J

Although the list excludes organisations with adverts in only one of the three years, the
partial list above provides interesting information on the overall diversity of organisations
looking for staff. Most of these organisations listed in Table 3.1 are local NGOs; only
four are international organisations (IDRC, OXFAM, USAID and VSO). Only four NGOs,
all of them local, advertised in all three years. The four international organisations
mentioned advertised in two of the three years, as did the other local NGOs listed above.

The data show that there were more advertisements in 1996, which is the period of
transition to democracy. This provides evidence to confirm reports of a “leadership” and
staffing crisis experienced in the NGO sector, in which many workers were lost to the
government and private institutions (Habib and Taylor, 1999).
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Most of the NGOs have operations focused on rural development. Some have other
specific areas of specialisation, such as dispute resolution, AIDS prevention, education,
democracy, land and women'’s rights and urban development. Most of these entities are
non-governmental though not exclusively (e.g. USAID); there are also diverse
organisational forms represented, with the majority established as non-governmental
development organisations and others as Section 21 corporations, trusts and
community-based organisations (CBOs). Only one religious NGO placed advertisements
in two of the three years.

Types ofpositions advertised in the three years

Table 3.3 and Figure 3.1 below summarise the types of positions advertised in the M&G
in the three years. Table 3.4 lists the types of positions for which NGOs advertised in
1992, 1996 and 2000. The majority of advertisements are for senior positions. For the
three years studied, the overall number of advertisements for the posts of Director and
Programme Co-ordinator were 73 and 72 respectively. These advertisements reflect the
need for new leadership in the sector. It also suggests that NGOs look nationally (and
indeed sometimes internationally) to fill their senior posts while relying on more locally-
based networks for less senior positions.

Other positions greatly in demand are those related to project management, research,
administrative support, and training or facilitation. The table depicts heightened demand
for professional specialists, however there is no clear concentrated demand in a single
specialist area; the category encompasses a range of skills, from information to
engineering and social work, and is better grouped with the gender, advocacy, and
media specialists to suggest increased specialisation and professionalisation. Indeed,
there are surprisingly few jobs listed in the areas of gender, advocacy, fundraising
(development officer) or media given the emphasis placed on these skills and
competencies by the UK based organisations and the South African NGO directors.

Table 3.3: Types of positions

YEAR

Positions 1992 1996 2000 Total
Director 15 36 22 73
Programme Co-ordinator 22 25 25 72
Project Manager 19 11 17 47
Field Worker 6 6 12
Finance Manager 2 5 3 10
Fund-raiser 3 3 1 7
Admin/Secret 20 12 8 40
Researcher 15 19 15 49
Trainer/ Facilitator 14 11 11 36
Gender officer 1 1 2
Advocacy officer 2 1 3 6
Development officer 4 2 8
Media specialist 5 1 3 9
Professional specialist 13 15 7 35
Driver 1 1
Human Resources 1 1 2
Total 141 148 120 409
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Figure 3.1 charts changes in jobs advertised over the three years for the specified job
types. The only clear trend is the 1996 peak in demand for directors; the number of
adverts for Director increased from 15 in 1992 to 36 in 1996 and later declined slightly to
22 in 2000. For Programme Co-ordinator, there was a slight increase from 22 in 1992 to
25 in both 1996 and 2000. Such an increase is not inconsistent with needs arising from
the departure of senior staff - the so-called internal ‘brain drain’ - as skilled personnel
moved into the public sector to assist the new post-apartheid government; senior staff
may also have moved into private institutions, for a variety of reasons.4 Nonetheless the
limited number of jobs advertised at this level suggests that leadership changes may be
overstated in the literature, that organisations are seeking senior management internally
(from existing staff), or, less likely, that organisations are using networks other than the
national media to advertise their positions (more probable that they use the national
media and other networks).

For several job categories, an increase in demand is observable for 1996. These are
positions that could have been affected by the post-apartheid brain drain and the overall
funding crisis within the sector. For example, when we group finance officer and
fundraiser together, we see an increase in 1996 (but not when they are separate). Yet
there were only a few advertisements for such positions, surprising given the decline in
funding in the sector during that period.

Figure 3.1: Types of positions advertised in 1992,1996 and 2000

jobcat

4 Interviews with NGO staff and other key informants suggested multiple reasons for the departure of
senior staff from NGOs. The draw ofthe ANC government and the possibility of influencing policy
formulation from the inside was one important reason cited, and one mentioned by multiple informants.
Some respondents also mentioned that gender and racial dynamics shifted in the post-apartheid period, and
that white women - who had headed organisations prior to 1992 - felt that the organisations could be better
represented or should be run by non-whites; this was mentioned by both men and women, black and white.
Lower ranking staff also mentioned that some leaders left NGOs for more lucrative positions in the State or
the private sector, propelled by both opportunities and the dearth of funding for NGOs.
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There is concentrated demand in one job category - that of researchers - that we find
entirely unexpected. Recent attention to research capacity within the NGO sector in
South Africa is apparently arising out of real needs for researchers, though their specific
role is not clear. Advertisements for researchers suggest that organisations are trying to
better document their impact, and the dynamics of the problems that they seek to
address. Research contributes to improved program design and proposals, and thereby
to the organisation’s efforts to obtain domestic and international funding. Research may
also mask a number of other occupational functions, such as fundraising, donor
relations, monitoring & evaluation, training, fieldwork, and advocacy.

Also surprising is the absence of demand in some categories. For example, in 2000,
there were no advertisements placed for fieldworkers. This absence might be due to a
change in terminology, the inclusion of such activities within other posts that entail
fieldwork e.g. researcher or project manager, or- more worrisome - a redirection of
NGO efforts away from direct activities in the field.

Examining possible longer-term trends over the period, no clear pattern emerges.' There
were 409 positions advertised over the three years. The job advertisements increased
from 141 in 1992 to 148 in 1996, and later declined to 120 in 2000. Possible
explanations for the decline include: the reported staff lostto NGOs in 1994-1996 may
have been replaced with more long-term employees (conferring stability on the sector),
reduced development activities and funding between 1996 and 2000 that translated into
fewer jobs on offer, and tighter NGO finances against more costly advertising resulting
in fewer advertisements in the Mail and Guardian.

Management Tools, Focus Areas and Skills

The scan ofthe advertisements did reveal shifts in the managementtools, focus areas
and skills that some NGOs required consistent with the hypotheses (and results) ofthe
wider study.

Management tools

Table 3.4 summarises the management tools mentioned in the advertisements; demand
for managementtools increased over these three years. For instance, the demand for
Logical Framework Analysis (LFA) and Project Cycle Managementincreased from 82 in
1992 to 146 in 2000. The demand for Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) increased from
24 in 1992 to 72 in 2000. In 1992, the demand for tools such as strategic planning and
business planning grew from 14 to, in 2000,82 positions. Mention of Participatory Rural
Appraisal (PRA) also rose from four advertisements in 1992 to16 in 2000.

Table 3.4: Management Tools

YEAR
TOOLS 1992 1996 2000
LFA/ Project Cycle Mgmt 82 110 146
M&E 24 50 72
Strategic & business planning 14 60 82
PRA & other participatory skills 4 14 16
TOTAL 124 234 316
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The dramatic rise in advertisements for staff skilled in project management, logical
frameworks, monitoring & evaluation, strategic planning and business planning confirms
the rapid expansion of these rational management systems and practices, and suggests
that development organisations in South Africa recognised both their need for and
shortage of staff skilled in these areas. The relatively modest demand for participatory
skills is particularly striking in comparison.

Focus Areas

Table 3.5 shows the focus areas mentioned in the jobs advertised in the three years. An
increase in demand for mostfocus areas is apparent, suggesting that NGOs prefer
newly hired staffto arrive with some experience in specific areas, a sign of increasing
specialisation and expertise. Also apparent between 1992 and 1996 is a dramatic
increase in demand for staff in the areas of gender, environment, human rights and
advocacy. For all butthe latter, this demand jumped again in 2000. The specialisations
requested reflect many of the primary themes and language used in international circles
over the same period (gender after the Beijing conference, the environment after the Rio
conference, the growing interest in right-based approaches, etc.). Demand for staff with
afocus on HIV/AIDs, poverty or sustainability jumped most from 1996 to 2000, probably
reflecting growing concerns in civil society to refocus national attention on HIV/AIDS,
poverty and long term sustainable development. The focus areas mentioned in job
advertisements in 2000 also parallel those mentioned frequently as areas of action in
other surveys ofthe NGO sector, although training/education/capacity building, the most
frequent response in a CORE/IDASA study, appears less prominent in this study (cf.
Camay and Gordon, 2001:23).

Table 3.5: Focus Areas

YEAR
FOCUS AREAS 1992 1996 2000
Gender 4 16 20
Environment 0 14 26
Advocacy 4 20 18
Participation 4 18 4
Religion 2 8 2
Sustainability 0 0 8
Poverty 2 0 6
HIV/AIDS 10 4 18
Human Rights 0 14 22
TOTAL 26 94 124

The exceptions to the wider trend are surprising; job advertisements mentioning religion
or participation show a dear peak in 1996 with a subsequent decline in 2000. Reasons
behind the changes are unclear. There may be fewer developmentjobs in religious
organisations (other NGOs may be taking on earlier functions), religious organisations
may be using other channels for advertising posts, or explicit mention of faith-based
hiring criteria may be excluded from job advertisements in newspapers (though clear on
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web pages and in the hiring process). Causes for the dramatic shifts in the demand for
staff skilled in participation (moving from 4 in 1992 to 18 in 1996 and back to 4 in 2000)
are also hypothetical. While the pattern of demand may reflect a change in terminology
- with a poverty focus becoming synonymous with a participatory approach - an equally
possible explanation is one of the principal hypotheses ofthe wider research, namely
that rational planning approaches mesh poorly, and supplant, participatory ones.

Specific Skill Areas

Mail & Guardian advertisements were grouped according to the specific skills mentioned
(see Table 3.6). Forthe three years analysed, 1992, 1996 and 2000, an increase in the
demand for skills such as proposal/ report writing, budgeting, marketing and policy
development is apparent. There were many openings for staff with proposal and report
writing skills: 118 posts in 1996 and 116 in 2000; this provides support for interview
material documenting the staff time dedicated to such activities. There was high demand
for staff skilled in finance (such as fundraising, income generation and financial
management) in 1996 with 148 advertisements mentioning such qualifications. There
was less demand in this area in 2000. Such numbers mask an important feature of the
1996 advertisements: given the financial difficulties of many NGOs during that period,
advertisements called for multi-skilled individuals, with financial and sectoral or
management expertise. The overall number ofjobs was only slightly higher than in 1992
and 2000 (see appendix, table 3.1), however the rise in those skilled in project
management and finance increased greatly; much of these were the senior staff who
were expected to have multiple competencies. In addition, the organisations wanted
sector-specialised employees who had many skills, thereby reducing the number of staff
needed and saving on wage costs; this could be a coping strategy during the crisis
period. (No assessment is made of the last category in Table 3.6, a residual one, since
the skills lists are too disparate to consider as a group. Budgeting probably should be re-
grouped with financial management, and policy development either excluded or kept
separately.)

Table 3.6: Skills

YEAR
SKILLS 1992 1996 2000
Fund-raising/ Financial mgmt 74 148 106
Income generation
Proposal/Report Writing 56 118 116
Budgeting/Marketing/Policy 38 58 78
Development
TOTAL 168 324 300

Otherjob characteristics

Next examined are the salary scale, timeframe ofjobs and other observations made
from the advertisements. Table 3.7 lists the numbers of posts advertised at what would
be considered a high annual salary, over R150,000 peryear. This salary scale is
addressed because it provides an indication of whether development organisations are
paying top money, nearly on par with the private sector, for qualified people and
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because it is the one where salaries are listed (salary ranges were only detailed for 36
positions, of which about half can clearly be considered highly remunerated).

Table 3.7: Top salaries (per annum) by positions advertised

Salary scale and positions advertised Number of positions
Director 4
Programme Coordinator 9
Researcher 2
Professional specialist 1
Trainer 1

Ofthe positions listed in Table 3.8, those associated with the highest salaries (above
R200,000/year) were for employment within international governmental entities (e.g.
USAID)

Table 3.8 shows the timeframe of the jobs advertised by the NGOs. NGOs specified the
duration of only 50 ofthe jobs advertised. There is a concentration of short-term
positions, lasting one year or less (23 positions). There is a second grouping of
positions associated with projects and their cycles, in which employment is for two to
three years (21 positions). There are relatively few jobs with a fixed term of more than
three years (5 positions). While most of the jobs offer renewable contracts, such
renewal is contingent on securing continued project funding, as well as more standard
performance assessments.

Table 3.8: Timeframe of advertised jobs

Duration of jobs Number of Jobs
Less than 1 year 12
1 year 11
1-2 years 1
2 years 11
2 -3 years 2
3 years 8
3 -4 years 3
4 years 2
Total 50

Other conditions mentioned in the advertisements are the number of years of experience
wanted and benefits attached to the jobs advertised. On average, the NGOs request
three years of prior work in the field, relatively little. Most ofthe advertisements offer the
following benefits: a 13thcheque, medical aid, and contributions to a pension fund. Most
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NGOs highlight their compliance with national laws as affirmative action employers.
Familiarity with the South African NGO sector is one of the prerequisites mentioned by
some ofthe NGOs.

Conclusion ofthe advertisement study

The analysis of advertisements of developmentjobs listed for three years (1992,1996,
and 2000) in a prominent national South African newspaper confirms many ofthe wider
trends anecdotally reported in the South African NGO sector. Key findings of direct
relevance to ourwider study include the following:

> South African development organisations needed leadership (directors,
programme managers) positions filled in the immediate post-apartheid period.
The number of positions advertised in 1996 reflects the emergence of new
organisations, major changes in the mission and identity of organisations, and
the loss of skilled leaders to government policy departments during that period.

> Demand for people with skills in rational planning techniques increases
dramatically. In parallel, demand decreased for staff with participatory skills or
explicitly engaged in fieldwork.

> As reflected in the advertisements, there is a strong need for staff skilled in
proposal writing, reporting, fund-raising and financial management.

> Demand for staff with specialised sectoral expertise increased, though at lower
numbers than with managerial, fundraising and financial skills. The specific mix
of qualifications varies by organisation and year. The most recent (2000)
advertisements show growing demand for staff experienced in gender,
environment, advocacy, human rights and HIV/AIDS.

> Project cycles affect staffing in at least some organisations, with a growing
concentration of short-term positions of less than one year, and of two-three
years (project-based).

3.4 Conclusion

Based on existing studies of the non-profit sector, a preliminary scan conducted with

international NGOs, donors, and SA NGOs, and a study ofthe job advertisements for
NGO staff, this part ofthe report highlighted a several key trends in the management
practices of South African NGOs and their funders.

Formal NGOs involved in development represent an important, albeit limited, segment of
the overall non-profit sector and those supported by international funders appear to be
increasingly professional, employing the full range of standardised managementtools
including LFA, M&E, and strategic planning. International NGOs acting as conduits for
funding acknowledge that the procedures for obtaining funding have become more
rigorous and complex. However, SA NGO use ofthe tools and procedures link only
loosely to INGO requirements; in feedback session and interviews most respondents
said that SA NGO use ofthe tools also reflected other forces, namely improved
management capacity, local-drivers for change, and prevailing practice, as opposed to
explicit conditions on accessing funding. However, such preliminary conversations could
neither explore the extentto which, orways, NGOs employed the procedures, nor how
staff understood their use.
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The scan of NGO practices also suggested important shifts towards advocacy, gender,
and HIV/AIDs in the work of SA NGOs, prompted by local needs and, importantly, by the
emergence of these as strategic foci for international partners. Respondents
acknowledged capacity difficulties for NGOs in these areas as well as with respect to
financial management, fundraising, and research, with particular shortages experienced
in different years. Shifts from a “bricks and mortar” focus towards advocacy, as reported
in INGOs, did not appear strongly in the SA NGOs at this stage of the research.
Likewise, few SA NGO respondents echoed INGO concerns regarding retrospective
funding (which few had encountered) or greater financial oversight.
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Chapter 4. Partnerships and chains of influence
By Annsilla Nyar, Lisa Bomstein and Isaivani Hyman

4.1. Introduction

The main aim of chapter 4 of the report is to explore the power dynamics operative in the
aid chain. We do this by critically exploring the concept of partnership as it functions in
practice. We also examine the reasons behind the use by South African NGOs of the
development techniques and approaches documented above. In particular, this chapter
uses aid chain studies - and other information from our in-depth work - to explore
whether the main impetus for the use of specific procedures and techniques is coming
from northern donors; alternatively, factors specific to the South African political
transition, and the resulting environment in which NGOs find themselves, may be more
important. Our concern is to qualify the nature of influence from the north: is the
adoption of specific management practices a result of coercive demands placed upon
unequal South African partners?; or is the influence indirect and driven, for example, by
local interest in what are perceived as improved practices? Are Southern partners able
to reject donor conditions that are either unworkable in South Africa or incompatible with
the organisation’s self-defined mission?

The chapter begins with a review of the data and aid chain approach. We then draw on
the information from the in-depth work with 22 NGOs in our discussion of partnerships
and influence. Aid chain studies illustrate both this influence and potential contradictions
between donor requirements and locally-defined needs. Third, we use this same
material to examine other elements of “partnerships”, such as strategic fit and focus
(with the example of advocacy), communication, and commitment.

Our data suggest that both donor pressure and internal factors have played a role in
shaping development management in the South African NGO sector. Atthe same time,
the South African case appears to provide some interesting twists. For example, South
African NGOs have traditionally been, and continue to be, heavily dependent on donor
funding. However, our preliminary investigations, as described above, suggested that
many local NGOs do not perceive donors as having had a major influence on the new
management procedures they have adopted. We hypothesised at the outset that NGO
respondents might initially have been cautious in discussing their donor relationships
with us; indeed, in-depth interviews with NGO staff uncovered other dimensions of
donor-NGO relationships in South Africa, as presented in this chapter.

Those other dimensions suggested that donor relationships with recipient NGOs were
not always instances of successful imposition of requirements and demands. Ratherwe
found that donors influenced only selected management practices of local NGOs, and
that imposition led to unexpected ways of using the new systems, far from the reality of
project implementation or the stated “advantages” of the new procedures. Finally, we
found that there were interesting and important examples of both South African and UK
organisations that challenged prevailing wisdoms, and worked flexibly, responsively, and
seemingly effectively.

4.2. Data sources

The organisations involved in the case study research represent a range of types.
Information from 22 organisations working in South Africa provide the data for this and
subsequent chapters; the preparatory scan, advertisement study and feedback sessions
described previously entailed work with additional organisations. While we name only a
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few ofthe organisations participating in the in-depth research, their general
characteristics are as follows.

There were six international organisations acting as intermediaries for funding from
larger U.K. institutional donors and foundations involved with our case study research.
Representatives of these organisations were interviewed in South Africa, the UK., and -
in two cases - further afield. Three of these organisations were small, with annual
incomes of less than £2m and usually less than 20 staff. Three were very large, with
annual incomes of over £100m, operations throughout the world, and in several cases,
allied organisations headquartered in other advanced industrial countries. Only one of
the UK organisations studied in-depth was faith-based, a very large INGOs that supports
faith-based organisations in South Africa and elsewhere. The organisations listed by
name in Table 4.1 represent only those organisations with sufficient numbers of partners
to allow for their confidentiality.

Table 4.1 Number of SA-based NGOs participating in the research by UK donor or NGO
intermediary

Funding organisation Number of local counterparts (NGOs or
implementing entities)

Comic Relief 2

DFID 8 *

CAFOD 2

CARE 5

Christian Aid 3

Oxfam (UK and others) 2

Small UK NGO 1 2

Small UK NGO 2 4

Small International Network NGO 1
* At least eight organisations in the study had DFID funding. Others may have received DFID
funds through other intermediary funding entities (e.g. SA government entities)

Organisations with which we conducted in-depth research in South Africa are
categorised in Tables 4.2 and 4.3 below, first by function (NGO-support versus project-
based) and then by size (employees and annual operating costs/revenues), year
established (pre and post-1994), number of donors, and geographical and sectoral focus
of work.

Table 4.2 NGO support organisations participating in the research
Total number in 4

research

Small

South African, established prior to 1994
South African, established post 1994

Size 4
2
1
1 international affiliate, established post 1994
2
1
1
4

Origin

in South Africa + world

in South Africa + elsewhere in Africa
in South Africa only

Multiple donors

Geographical
scope of work

Donors
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NGO support organisations, those providing assistance to other NGOs with
management, strategic planning, organisational development and staff training, are
described in Table 4.2. Information from our research with these organisations was
used in several ways: to inform our understanding of INGO-SA NGO relationships; to
explore the needs and adjustments of SA NGOs (as reported to or observed by support
organisation staff); and to specifically examine the role of these organisations in the SA
NGO environment.

Table 4.3 contains information on the remaining organisations that participated in our aid
chain and in-depth research. These project-oriented NGOs are funded by the
organisations listed in Table 4.1. Names ofthe organisations are not provided here to
protect the confidentiality of the respondents. Pseudonyms are used in the text, and in
some cases the sectoral foci of the organisations are changed in the text (but are
accurately listed here).

Table 4.3 Other SA-based NGOs participating in the case study research

Type of Project-oriented NGOs
organisations
Total number in 18
research
Size 10 small*
4 medium
2 large

2 regional projects of an INGO

* The organisations include 2 small networks, 1 medium network, and
1 large network organisation (networks are defined as organisations
set up to co-ordinate efforts by a group of SA NGOs or CBOs)

Origin Established Driorto 1994: established after 1994:

11 SA NGOs 1 SA NGO

1 SA network NGO 3 SA networks

2 regional projects of an INGO

Geographical 9 rural, 1 urban, 8 both
scope 14 work in a single province, 2 in multiple provinces, & 2 regionally
Sectoral focus (top 8 land issues & agriculture
two defined areas) 5 capacity building (with 3 of these mentioning advocacy)

5 gender

2 community development
2 economic justice, credit & savings
2 natural resources
1 HIV/AIDs
1 literacy
1 housing
2 faith-based
Donors 2 single donor
16 multiple donors

The study included eighteen project-based organisations linked into funding
relationships with UK-based donors. As compared to the overall profile of non-profits in
South Africa documented in the John Hopkins University (JHU) study (Russell and
Swilling, 2002a, 2002b and 2002c), our sample had a number of biases. First we
confined our in-depth research to established and formalised organisations with UK
funding and as a consequence we excluded organisations that were extremely small,
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informally organised, and reliant completely on voluntary labour. Thus while the JHU
study found 40% of non-profits had been founded post-1994 and the vast majority had
very few employees, our sample has only 34% recently founded organisations and
almost all had at least 5 employees. Indeed, while several ofthe organisations involved
in our study changed their staff contingent over the course of the research, the majority
ofthe NGOs were small, with staff equivalentto 14 orfewer full-time employees, 4 were
medium with between 15 and 29 employees and the remainder were large
organisations, with more than 30 employees. Our sample also is slightly biased to
organisations focusing their work on a single province and working in rural areas.

In terms of sectoral focus, the JHU study and a study of all organisations listed in the
PRODDER directory of NGOs use slightly different categories than we employed
(Russell and Swilling, 2002a). There are 21 categories used to classify NGO work
including: culture and recreation; religion; health; education and research; social
services; environment; development and housing; advocacy and politics; philanthropic
intermediaries and voluntarism promotion; international, and business and unions. As
our focus was on organisations involved in only a few of these categories, and since
several of the participating organisations could be classified in several ways (housing
and advocacy for example) or not at all (e.g. gender), we chose to report on their focus
area as the respondents - or organisational literature (e.g. annual reports, fundraising
documents) — described them.

Almost all of the organisations involved in our research had multiple sources of funding.
This point is important. While an effort is made to trace patterns of influence down from
a single funder (i.e. moving from DFID requirements to those ofthe UK based NGO
receiving the funds and transferring them to partner organisations in South Africa), the
aid chain may look quite different, and quite confusing, from the perspective of the
beneficiary organisations in South Africa. They may have between three and 10
different funders, each with distinct project descriptions, reporting requirements, and
conditions. The SA NGOs may also be members of more than one NGO network, again
with differing objectives from the association and different facets of the organisation
strengthened or highlighted via that relationship. Employees in a SA NGO may not know
who are their direct funders, let alone the organisations that are further up their multiple
aid chains. (Similarly, staff at UK NGO may have only vague ideas of the ultimate
beneficiaries of their aid if there are many intervening organisations linked in a complex
chain, or web, of relationships.) Distinguishing levels of influence are problematic, yet
remain crucial. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 illustrate the differing perspectives on the aid chain.

In the following chapters of this report we trace six funding paths. The aid chain studies
represent the work of three different groups of researchers, with supervision by Lisa
Bornstein. Shelly Dill carried out the first case study, which looks at efforts to introduce
a sustainable livelihoods approach, as part of her Master's degree. Isaivani Hyman took
the lead on researching and writing the nextthree case studies, with input- towards
research and writing - from the rest ofthe core research team. Carol-Ann Foulis carried
out the initial field research and writing of the fourth case study, which examines gender
and advocacy; Annsilla Nyar conducted follow-up research and, in the UK, Tina Wallace
interviewed INGO directors; analysis and writing was by Carol-Ann and Lisa Bornstein.
Vicki Tallis researched and prepared the longer case study, presented in chapter 6,
which examines gender policies and gender mainstreaming; the section here is a
summary of a longer chapter from her stellar doctoral work, based on her long and in-
depth association with these organisations as a consultant and researcher.
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Figure 4.1 Perspective on aid chain starting from the UK NGO

Figure 4.2 Perspective on aid chain starting from the SA NGO

4.3. Partnerships

There are many different understandings of partnerships, from the generalised push
away from government delivery of public goods to include private actors (e.g. public-
private partnerships) that is seen throughout many European, North American and
African countries to the specific contractual agreements reached by differing parties to a
development project. DFID funds partnership programmes at the level of local
government and community-based organisations. The existence of partnerships is a
factor considered in approval of NGO funding for development projects.
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Our focus is on the partnerships that emerge between intermediary NGOs funded, in our
study, in the UK and similar South African NGOs. We include formal partnerships, those
in which the rights and responsibilities of the different parties are spelled out with legal
standing, and those that are more informal. In both cases, our aim was to explore how
representatives at each organisational level understood the partnership, and the power
relations structured into that partnership.

As with many other development concepts, the language of partnerships masks multiple
interests (Casper, 1996; Edwards et al, 2001; Fowler, 2000; Kayizzi-Mugerwa, 1998;
Lindenberg et al, 2002; Lister, 2000; Moseley-Williams, 1994). In Lindenberg and
Bryant's study of recent changes in global relief, they found, for example, that senior
NGO managers used “partnership” to describe very different relations: those at the
centre of our analysis; agencies providing services to a project; organisations providing
financing; subgroups of donor agencies; networks of Southern NGOs; alliances, etc.
(Lindenberg et al, 2002:158-9). Casper (1996) and Martella et al (1997) outline a range
of partnership types along continuums of equal (equivalent) to unequal relationships,
and extensive to limited participation by the Southern NGO. Development partnerships
may be little more than business relationships in which, as Kajese (1987) notes, there is
a senior and junior partner or, worse yet, a “horse/rider” relationship. Or development
partnership may strive towards a relationship in which, working with shared values and
aims, each entity brings complementary skills and organisational attributes that
strengthen their work.

In general, the move towards partnerships emerges out of a concern to increase the
effectiveness of development efforts through increased local participation and
ownership. International organisations are thought to benefit from local partners through
the latter’'s greater knowledge and understanding of local conditions, their oft-held ability
to communicate with diverse local actors, their ability to garner support- or even scale-
up activities - through local networks and channels, and the perceived likelihood that
projects will be sustained over longer periods if local organisations are involved
intimately in the work. Partnerships may foster a “sense of ownership” overthe project
by recipients and/or local entities, contributing to project success, however defined.
Meanwhile, local organisations benefit from partnership with international organisations
in diverse ways. They may have greater assurance of access to the skills, finance, and
other resources needed for widespread change (Edwards and Hulme, 1995), either
directly from their international partner or through the prestige and legitimacy conferred
through association. Partnerships may contribute to “scaling-up” of activities, assisting a
local NGO in expanding operations, duplicating them elsewhere or effecting policy
change through advocacy and lobbying (Edwards and Hulme, 1992). Indeed, as
Trudeau (1999: 2) notes “partnerships with international organisations are perceived to
be an effective way to develop local capacity, improve participation and raise
accountability of local NGOs while atthe same time improving the living conditions of
local people”.

Y et even with the above listed potential advantages of partnerships, publicised
commitments to partnerships may far outpace substantive changes towards a more
equal relationship between funders and recipients (Fowler, 1998). Part of the
explanation for this gap derives from differing understandings of and interests in
partnership. For an organisation reliant on public donations through a sponsorship
programme, for example, a partnership may be most immediately useful for publicity and
fund-raising. Such an orientation may have implications for the type of partnership that
emerges, its duration and the conditions associated with it: for example, the priority may

Negotiating aid, page 36



be on supply of photographs and details of recipients. In contrast, for organisations that
offer service delivery via “Southern partners”, there may be much greater need to control
and manage partner operations associated with implementation than in other cases.

Partnerships are also simply difficult to develop, foundering on operational, political and
social difficulties (Lindenberg et al, 2002:159). At a minimum, partnerships require
sufficiently shared organisational values, programmatic aims, and inter-personal
communication to permitjoint work. For a more reciprocal relationship, the
organisations involved must find ways to inter-relate that minimise the potential for
coercion fostered by the imbalance in financial resources. Trust, long-term
commitments, learning, and such concrete actions as involvement of “southern” partners
in the Northern partners’ decision-making, organisational development, and program
definition (and vice versa) are possible elements of greater reciprocity. And all this must
be done within the constraints of wider funding, with limited timeframes and specified
deliverables.

Given the multiple interpretations and interests associated with partnerships we opted to
extend more deeply than permitted by the questions about partnerships posed in the first
round of interviews. We first explored how engagement with foreign funding
organisations affected the identity and operational focus of SA-NGOs and then looked
carefully at the commitment, communication and accountability of each party within the
partnership, speaking with different members of the organisations involved. We also,
through interviews, field visits, and review of NGO documents, explored whether and
how partnerships affected the capacity of South African NGOs to connect to the ultimate
beneficiaries of development, the subject of chapter 5.

Partnership in our sample NGOs

As noted above, partnership is a highly contested term in the development vocabulary.
Used to describe an ideal relational state between donor and funding recipient,
partnerships are often associated with such virtues as equality, respect and mutuality.
The reality of donor-recipient relationships is somewhat different from this idealised
portrait, as our research documents. Donor-recipient relationships play out within a
fundamental power imbalance, one that often becomes skewed towards dependency
and mistrust. Our case studies have had to separate out positive donor-NGO
relationships versus problematic relationships. Both vertical and horizontal partnerships
are explored here.

Partnership is mediated by many of the factors described earlier, e.g. that donors can
shift their funding agendas; that funding categories are not generic enough to address
the needs of communities; that funding will not usually cover pilot projects or other
experiments; and that donors want organisations to plan years in advance, even though
this meshes poorly with financial and developmental realities. In other words, the
conceptual notion o f‘partnership’, as a relationship encompassing a set of idealised
characteristics, must be offset against the very practical constraints of the power
dynamics imposed by the donor-recipient relationship: ‘the rules’ of the funding game
are set fundamentally by donors, which generates a primary constraint on the equality of
the two partners.

In this section we first present several aid chain case studies to illustrate various facets
of the aid relationship, the questions of NGO identity, commitment, communication, and
accountability associated with partnerships. Our concerns revolve around the following
dimensions of these themes:
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m NGO identity, foreign funding organisations have the potential to affect the
identity and operational focus of SA-NGOs, either directly - through the
availability of funding for certain programmes or explicit requests for programme
or organisational developments - or indirectly. The extent to which such
changes are welcomed or anticipated by SA organisations is crucial to the
success and equivalence of the partnership, and ultimately the developmental
impact of the organisation.

m  Commitment the commitment of different parties to a partnership may take
radically different forms as described above. Equally important is the content of
these partnerships and expectations of each party to it. Is it defined primarily by
a funding relationship, a concern to maximise capacity for delivery or political
influence, by a model of organisational empowerment and capacity building, or
by a mutual learning approach? The quality of communication (below), mutual
governance, and wilingness to support the partner - perhaps in unanticipated
ways - are elements examined as part of commitment.

e Communication: the form of communication - periodic reports, frequent phone
calls, personal visits, reports, etc. - is important, as is the quality of such
communication. Is there mutual understanding, respect and trust? Does
communication foster deeper understanding between the parties, a sense of the
successes and difficulties encountered in the field, and the possibility of learning
from the development process?

m  Accountability: The funding relationship establishes new lines of accountability
that may shift a SA NGO's focus from its beneficiaries and local stakeholders to
those that provide funding (Edwards et al, 1995 and 1996; Fowler, 1996; Fox,
1994; Sogge, 1995). Moreover, the way in which NGO performance is measured
is crucial. Is it in reports on the basis of quantitative milestones and performance
indicators in a rigid logframe, a pre-established standard emerging from
international NGO accords or programmes, a contingency approach emphasising
complexity and responsiveness, or one in which local-patrticipation and
ownership are primary? With whom is such information shared? And with what
later consequences?

We place our discussion of these facets of partnerships within the wider debate over
development management and our questions about the rise of new management
techniques and organisational forms. Indeed, the case studies also illustrate other
dimensions of aid relationships, which will be drawn out in this and subsequent chapters.

Three aid chains

Although most of the 22 NGOs involved in our in-depth research were selected because
of their involvement in one or more ofthe six aid chains under study, conceptions of
partnership and commitment differed greatly. One ofthe intermediary INGOs had
established an international network, ofwhich the SA NGO was a full and legal partner.
The relationship revolved around common values and objectives, and shared
opportunities for training and information exchange. However, as shown in Aid chain 2
(SA-Network) below, the local partner expected more. Respondents from several other
NGOs - both South African and UK-based - referred to the other parties in the funding
relationship as “partners”, but in many cases this seemed for lack of better terminology.
Partners was a kinder way of referring to the ‘donorl(which was used virtually
interchangeably with ‘partnerlby South African respondents) or ‘recipient’ or ‘beneficiary’
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organisation (awkward terms, potentially confused with individual beneficiaries, and
almost never used by SA NGO respondents).

Two aid chains are discussed here in terms of the nature of partnership and the
importance of discretion in managing the aid chain. Many of the supposed
improvements in aid management revolve around the systematisation of the tools used
to plan, implement, steer, and assess a project. Anyone, ostensibly, can pick up a
project’s logframe and grasp the core elements of what is planned and how they fit
together. Likewise, a monitoring and evaluation schedule, with milestones, targets, and
indicators to be tracked, outlines the criteria by which a project’'s progress and success
will be managed. All such managementtools and techniques represent efforts to make
development management more objective, thereby facilitating the spread of information
about the project, increasing accountability and easing the strains on project managers.
What our research suggests is that the rise in rational-management tools has not
reduced the need for discretion, subjective assessment, and personal involvement in the
least; development management remains intensely personal.

Aid chain 1: Faith & Development, and Partners
By Isaivani Hyman; Research by Lisa Bomstein, Isaivani Hyman and Terence Smith

Faith & Development5is an international NGO with operations in many countries.
Partnership is a core element in the organisation’s approach to development and one
that they” take seriously”. One aspect of the priority given to partnership was avoidance
of headquarter coercion of the partners and the promotion of a more equal relationship.
A by-product of the partnership approach spilled over into our research. When we
contacted Faith & Development to find out who their partners were in South Africa, Faith
& Development was resistant to providing that information. Their preference was to
inform their partners ofthe research and have the partners voluntarily contact the
researchers; not surprisingly, this generated little response, with only one local partner
contacting the research team. Contact with some of Faith & Development’s partners
through the team’s donor networks resulted in another two partners expressing interest
in participating in the research.

Figure 4.3 Aid chain for Faith & Development

Funders UK NGO South Africa Communities
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Ultimately, three partners participated in more in-depth interviews within this research
project, of which two are discussed here. They were two quite different NGOs in a
number of respects. NGO A was a well-established faith-based NGO that had a large
budget and large staff complement. The organisation worked with its church
membership around issues of economic development, democracy, HIV/AIDS and other
priority issues. NGO B was an economic development NGO that had downsized over
the years in terms of staff and budget. While Faith & Development provided one source
of funds, both NGOs had funding from faith-based organisations and foundation outside
ofthe UK and some locally-generated revenue, in general NGO B had more restricted
funding sources than did NGO A.

Both NGOs were umbrella NGOs operating out of a single province and had long-
standing relationships with Faith & Development. However, while Faith & Development’s
relationship with NGO A was ongoing, it had terminated its relationship with NGO B.
Also the nature of the relationship was quite different. The donor seemed to enjoy a
supportive and consultative relationship (that could somewhat be characterised as a
partnership) with NGO A, but appeared to handle its ten-year relationship with NGO B
disdainfully and, as one of our researchers opined, rather “irresponsibly”.

Interviews with staff members from NGO B revealed that their relationship with Faith &
Development was primarily around project funding. Contactwas otherwise limited.
Interviewees complained that Faith & Development would only make yearly project visits
to the head office and did not demonstrate much interest or commitment to going outto
the field. The donorwas not particularly supportive ofthe NGO in any other way than
the funds.

There seems to be a great deal of disappointment among all the staff interviewed about
the termination ofthe funding from Faith & Development. Staff members are notdear
why funding ended. Faith & Development had made a project visit but, according to the
Programme Manager, there was no mention of the termination of funding. Laterthe
Director received a letter from the regional Programme Manager for Faith &
Development stating that funding would end because the organisation preferred to use
"its limited resources in tackling the HIV/AIDS pandemic.” According to the NGO
respondents, there was no discussion or negotiation of its HIV/AIDS programme or how
the NGO could work towards meeting these criteria. The Director expressed concern
that this view of HIV/AIDS was divorced from the issue of poverty alleviation, the focus of
NGO B’s work.

Local staff felt misunderstood and resentful. Fieldworkers explained their perspective as
follows:

We are involved [with HIV/AIDS] because most of our members are affected.
We try to run workshops. Sometimes we even bring in people from Health to run
the workshops. But sometimes donors wantyou to run the project yourself.
They want you to focus on that. It doesn’t mean that we are not making our
members in the community aware of it or that we are not talking about it.

[It] doesn’'t mean that all organisations must run a workshop or have a project on
HIV/AIDS because they are already organisations doing it. We can network with
the organisations already doing it and bring them in to run the workshops. We
must have the knowledge but not have it as a project.

The NGO stafffelt that they were addressing HIV/AIDs and doing so in ways thatwere
effective, using complementary resources available from the public sector and other
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NGOs. They interpreted their donor’s requirements as unfair and uninformed, contrary to
what they saw as both locally-driven needs and cost-effective practice.

Apart from its new HiV/AIDS focus, Faith & Development advanced another reason for
terminating its funding relationship with NGO B. According to the Programme Manager,
Faith & Development wanted to direct their funding to emerging NGOs and thought that
NGO B had reached a stage where they could function on their own. A letter from Faith
& Development expresses certainty that the Director will be successful with local
fundraising, apparently without consideration of the context for such fundraising. Both
NGO A and B expressed their disappointment and frustration with the lack of local
funding sources.

In the case of NGO B, Faith & Development appears to have handled “ten years of
partnership” in a surprising manner. There was no consultation, negotiation or adequate
explanation for the withdrawal of funds. Most of all, the sustainability of the NGO was
not given much consideration, with responsibility passed to local fundraising.

In a follow-up informal interview with the international Programme Manager, some
doubts arose as to what actually happened. He expressed his concern that there might
have been financial mismanagement. He suggested that donors might have been
concerned about the management of funds. He noted that the organisation does “shift
funds around” when necessary, and had been criticised for doing so in an evaluation
report closely guarded by the management of the organisation. While many
organisations find that they need some flexibility in moving funds from one line-item (cost
area) to another, donors differ greatly in their willingness to approve such transfers, and
retain the rightto demand that any significant deviation from the approved budget be
pre-approved. The NGO Programme Manager, when asked whether Faith &
Development had been concerned about mismanagement, indicated that the donor had
not explicitly stated so or made any queries in this regard. However, his various
comments throughout the interviews about the financial irregularities created doubt
around this issue.

In contrast, Faith & Development's relationship with NGO A has evolved positively over
time. NGO A has enjoyed ongoing support from Faith & Development in various ways.
Recently, two senior staff members from the NGO attended a Faith & Development
exposure visit to learn how to conduct local fundraising. They attended meetings and
observed how Faith & Development conducts public fundraising. The approach to NGO
A in terms of support for local fundraising is in direct contrast to Faith & Development’s
approach to NGO B, where Faith & Development clearly left the NGO to its own devices.

NGO A'’s relationship with Faith & Development cannot, however, be characterised as
an ideal partnership, as is illustrated by Faith & Development's approach to the issue of
gender and more specifically, the two partners’ perception of it NGO B indicated that
their need to address gender issues was influenced by both donors and the reality on
the ground. They noted that Faith & Development had recommended that the NGO
have a gender policy but did not strongly push for it.

NGO A, on the other hand, felt that Faith & Development had almost demanded a
gender policy from them. Staff explained that it was not that they were opposed to
having a gender policy but they felt that they were “held to ransom". There was a feeling
that “either you had a gender policy or you would say goodbye to the funding”. Faith &
Development gave the NGO some examples of gender indicators to use in the projects.
According to the Director, “it wasn't difficult for us actually to establish a gender policy.
There was no resistance to it but there was a feeling of perhaps wanting to resist simply
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because we were being told to do it, made to do it.” NGO A did end up devising a
gender policy that was acceptable to Faith & Development. However, staff resented the
coercion.

NGO A respondents also noted that Faith & Development is generally becoming more
rigorous in its requirements. They said that the donor also seems to be much more
concerned with impact assessment than in prior years. This, according to them, was
also an observed trend with another oftheir religious-based funders. Indeed, many of
these funding organisations were now using systems that emphasised impact
assessment and other evaluative techniques; such trends were driven by the need to
show effectiveness to the public who donate funds, and - attimes - to their institutional
donors. Importantly, respondents in the two NGOs offered no explanation of why Faith
& Development was increasingly rigorous in its procedures and requirements; such
pressures on the funder were not communicated to local partners.

In considering Faith & Development's approach and relationship with the above two
partners, several questions arise:

> Why did Faith & Development adopt different strategies and attitudes towards
these two organisations?

> |tis often said that in the donor world, who you know matters. This issue of
connections and influence came up often in interviews. Did personality or
reputation of the NGOs (among donors) matter?

> How important is the issue of race in considering this case study? NGO A had a
white Director while NGO B had a black Director.

> Whether or not NGO B mismanaged funds and warranted Faith & Development
terminating its funding relationship with the organisation, why was this exit not
more open, and ethical? What is the extent of a donor’s responsibility for
communication? To whom are they accountable?

Aid chain 2: SA-Network and Network International6
By Isaivani Hyman; research by Isaivani Hyman and Terence Smith.

This case study is quite different from the others dealt with in this research project The
INGO (Network International, pseudonym) is an international network and the SA NGO
(SA-Network, pseudonym) is a bona fide member. In many respects, SA-Network is the
face of Network International. In other words, SA-Network’s achievements would be
Network international’'s achievements.

Network international currently has 62 member organisations, with a head office in
London and regional offices in Asia, Africa, the Caribbean and Latin America. The
network has a defined target group, the elderly. The organisation’s work with the elderly
is divided into four broad categories; development oftheir membership, projects, crisis
support and advocacy.

Network International viewed the elderly in South Africa as less disadvantaged than the
elderly in other countries so its programme concentrated on building the capacity of

existing organisations instead of setting up new projects. As well, their vision is that this
capacity-building process would take about five years and then their members (of which

6 Unlike most ofthe other organisations that were interviewed, these NGOs had no concerns about
confidentiality. Names are disguised because other organisations are kept anonymous.
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there are two in South Africa) would be in a position to take on the facilitative role that
Network International plays in South Africa. This vision is problematic for two reasons.
Firstly, in view of the resources available to and the level of capacity in the member
organisation studied, the timeframe is ambitious. Secondly, the member organisation
seems unaware that Network International is retreating from its role in South Africa.
While such an exit strategy may need reconsideration, it also has clear implications both
for network membership and for partnership more generally.

Figure 4.4 Aid chain for SA-Network

Funders UK NGO South Africa Communities

The SA member NGO was experiencing severe financial constraints at the time of our
fieldwork. The organisation was retrenching staff in response to the end of a funding
cycle and a lack of alternatives resources to keep a project running. As with many
organisations, SA-Network has expanded and contracted according to its funding
opportunities. While Network International respondents saw the South African
organisation as a bona fide member of the network, interviews with staff and
beneficiaries of the South African organisation showed that they view Network
International as a donor and are grateful for whatever opportunities come their way
because of their association.

Formed in the 1970s by a group of women concerned with the lack of services for Black
senior citizens, SA-Network became a formal institution in 1982. The original focus of
activities was social services for the elderly in the three townships. Laterthese activities
extended to literacy services in these areas. The relationship with Network International
began in 1990 when SA-Network first sent a funding proposal to them. Network
International made a project visit and decided to fund the organisation for R5000Q
towards a homecare project. Once the programme was established, Network
International further assisted the organisation by training staff in a train-the-trainer
homecare programme. Thereafter, they assisted by providing the organisation with
materials and small grants to set up a training programme on homecare for family
members of the frail elderly.

Network International's relationship with SA-Network ceased to be a direct funding one
atthat point. Instead, Network International began to provide supportive assistance in
helping the organisation identify its needs and access other funding. In 1996, Network
International assisted SA-Network to conduct a participatory needs assessment with the
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elderly in one township to determine what programmes the organisation should
implement in response. Atthe time, the Department of Welfare had decided to
subsidise the luncheon clubs run there as full-time service centres and required
upgrading of the programmes. Much to everyone’s surprise, participants prioritised
literacy training. They saw it as a means to improve their lives, participate fully in
society, access information and prevent exploitation. Network International was able to
source funding from DFID and a UK based NGO for the entire project for three years.
Throughout the project. Network International assisted with various different processes
including report writing, and setting up partnerships and the monitoring and evaluation
process. However, once funding for the literacy project ended, SA-Network had sole
responsibility for keeping the project afloat.

Although the funding relationship between Network International and SA-Network ended,
the partnership evolved. As afull-fledged member of Network International, SA-Network
is entitled to participate in international workshops and training programmes. The
Project Manager of SA-Network describes these opportunities as “empowering” and
providing “a sense of belonging”. Recently, she attended workshops in Europe and
elsewhere in Africa and found them to be important networking opportunities and
learning experiences. SA-Network has the expectation that Network International will
continue to assist in accessing external funding for specific projects. However, as
mentioned above, Network International foresees a lesser role for itself in South Africa.
At a feedback workshop held in London in March 2003, a Network International
employee indicated that some bridging funds had been disbursed to SA-Network; it was
unclear how long this was intended to assist. The Network International employee
seemed quite unsympathetic to the plight ofthe learners. He was adamant that SA-
Network was aware that funding was going to be temporary and should have sought out
alternatives.

Apart from Network International, no other international donors fund SA-Network. The
Project Manager thought that other donors feel that the organisation has sufficient
support from Network International. Thus, SA-Network finds itself in “a catch-22.”
Efforts have shifted to sourcing funding locally, however, without much success. Inthe
end, SA-Network was not able to sustain the literacy project in its original form.

During the funding period, there were six learning centres, run by 12 Facilitators and a
Coordinator. Once funding terminated, the project reduced to four learning centres
where six Facilitators ran classes twice a week. Since then, the organisation had
undergone some dramatic changes due to funding constraints. The literacy project has
almost shut down. Atthe organisation’s AGM in July 2002, an announcementwas made
that there were no longer funds to continue with the project. SA-Network decided to
keep a few classes going till Christmas when they hoped “people would be more
generous”. There was only one remaining paid employee for the project, the
Coordinator. Some of the literacy facilitators remained on as volunteers but others had
moved on either because they could not cover the transport costs to get to the classes
or because of otherjobs. The organisation also undertook other retrenchments; from an
original staff complement of 40, the organisation was down to 23 staff.

The current primary source of funding is the Department of Welfare that subsidises 75%
of the social services programme. Creative stretching of this funding permitted
coverage ofthe literacy and homecare projects as well. The National Lotteries Board
allocated some funding - albeit short-term - for SA-Network’s literacy and homecare
projects. The management of SA-Network seems to have a remarkable ability of
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running their organisation with minimal funding. A key driving force is the spirit of
volunteerism, even amongst staff with nominal salaries.

While the funding relationship between Network International and SA-Network has been
inconsistent, Network International has been committed to the transfer of technical
expertise to SA-Network. In addition to inviting SA-Network to participate in workshops
and work with the network on policy development, Network International sends
personnel to train SA-Network staff on homecare, for example, and the international
Programme Manager works closely with SA-Network staff on various different tasks.

Network International offered considerable assistance to SA-Network in the report
writing process. The Network International Programme Manager would essentially help
to formulate the report. There was no standard format that SA-Network was expected to
follow, butthe Network International Programme Manager would come to provide
guidance. In the first year of the literacy project funding arrangement, SA-Network’s
Project Manager would write a report and send it to the Network International
Johannesburg offices until, according to her, they realised that SA-Network was the only
organisation that was in a funding relationship with Network International. They then
decided to provide assistance by working together on the report-writing process.

Network International, in turn, has their own responsibilities to their back donors. The
Network International head office in London requires monthly financial and narrative
reports. There is no standard format for reporting to them. However, different donors
have different guidelines. The Network International's Regional Programme Manager
who does the actual reporting to DFID argues that DFID’s requirements are “very
strenuous". While they may try to be thorough, it sometimes seems to her that they are
“splitting hairs”. Information gathered from meetings and report-writing processes with
SA-Network is translated into detailed and complicated reports to DFID.

The Network International's Programme Manager acknowledges that it is sometimes
confusing to partners whether Network International should be viewed solely as a donor.
She feels that they need to understand that Network International also has to get money
from their own donors. Problems arise with their partners when, as a funding conduit,
they have to be responsible to their own donors and require the cooperation of their
partners in order to do so. This pressure can strain relationships with members/partners.
For example, Network International enjoys a good relationship with SA-Network.
However, before funds can be disbursed, there are usually strict reporting requirements.
In these instances, network members may not have understood that a donor can be
“very fussy” and that that complying with their requirements is of crucial importance.
Instead, they may have thought that Network International was being unduly hard and
demanding of them, not realizing that Network International is accountable to its own
donors.

The experience of Network International and SA-Network highlights the complexity of
partnerships and underlines both the importance and limits of communication. From a
straightforward, relatively hands-off funding relationship, the two organisations moved
towards a more co-operative stance (e.g. working on reports together) to an on-going
structured and formal partnership (membership). There are extremely positive aspects
of the relationship that can be characterised as a partnership: local contributions to
policy-making for the overall organisation, joint participation in international workshops,
and close collaboration - and dialogue - between South African and international staff
around programme elements.
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At the same time, other elements of partnership remained problematic: expectations of
the relationship differed; intentions regarding future funding were not adequately
communicated; priorities thoughtto be common were not; and external pressures faced
by each partner were not fully comprehended by the other. Report-writing, an obligation
for both parties, was seen by SA-Network staff as a burden imposed by Network
International. Expectations by Network International’'s back funders, coupled with the
initial inexperience ofthe South African organisation, meant re-working of reported
results to fit the criteria and format required. Yet, in this area, there was progress, with
an effort by Network International to work with the single partnerto improve their ability
to report in the form needed by donors. Indeed, as with other human relationships,
organisational partnerships are facilitated by exclusivity, which permits greatertime and
energy to be dedicated to the partner and reduces pressures for change from a similarly
placed organisation. In the case of report-writing exclusivity contributed to the
international partner's willingness to engage closely with the partner. However, the case
study demonstrates clearly the risks associated with such a strategy; the perception by
other potential funders that local needs were “covered” compromised efforts by SA-
Network to obtain funding. In sum, there are notable differences between the effort and
the ability to divorce funding from other partnership dimensions.

Aid chain 3. GenderWorks: partnership, advocacy and networking
By Carol-Ann Foulis, Annsilla Nyar and Lisa Bomstein

Gender is the primary focus area of the organisations linked into the aid chain discussed
in this case. The international NGO Gender Works (pseudonym) has funding from
several institutional back donors in the UK and, in turn, finances organisations in the
South (see Fig 4.4). In addition to strategic areas that define the goals and action areas
for the organisation, there are also operational guidelines that clearly spell outthe way
programmes should function. Key to discussion here are concerns that grassroots work
be linked to advocacy, together with an emphasis on collaboration with existing Southern
organisations, mutual learning, and long-term development.

Fig 4.4. Aid chain for Gender Works and partners

s

a Funders UK NGO South Africa Communities "

GenderWorks is generally seen by its South African “partners” as a good funden
“fabulous”, “unique”, “flexible", “responsive”, supportive, straightforward, and involved.
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Furthermore, the director of Gender Works has indicated that she wishes to establish a
different kind of relationship that goes beyond ‘donor-recipient' to include solidarity work.
Yet even in a largely positive relationship, tensions around expectations, agendas, trust,
and communication arise.

Staff atthe UK headquarters interviewed by Tina Wallace expressed concern that they
were being forced to pass on more rigid programme approaches to their “partners” in the
South. Backfunder insistence on logframes and quantifiable indicators must be passed
on to the South African organisations. According to the director of Gender Works, “often
partners cannot understand the questions and many of them cannot really do logframes
despite training. So Gender Works does their logframes, which of course undermines
participation and partnership. DFID ask for indicators for each NGO in a large project so
they have to work out individual NGO indicators, butthis undermines the notion ofjoint
work.”

Similar dynamics characterise preparation of reports for donors. Partners may write
parts of the report and send them via international programme co-ordinators and
programme officers to the department responsible for programme funding. Responsibility
for reporting varies depending on “the nature of the project, the staff involved and
partner capacity.” Smaller organisations tend notto be particularly good at report-writing,
and Gender Works has to augmenttheir documents. Tailoring of information to the
requirements of different funder imposes costs in stafftime and energy, an observation
echoed by South African NGO directors.

Drawing further from interviews at Gender Works, the director felt that they kept
apologising to their partners. Staff members felt pressured; they wished to provide
support but they also had to make administrative demands, which meant they had
conflicting roles. They felt they have good overall relations with their partners, but they
have to spend time querying detail and accounts and have less time on development
than they would like. This changes the way the organisation is seen and the nature of
the relationships they wish to develop. They fear these real pressures are sometimes
leading to negative changing relationships.

From the perspective of the partner organisations, rigid reporting and financial
frameworks are but one area oftension and concern. In one organisation, donors’
different reporting requirements were experienced as a frustration, albeit not a major
one. The organisation was proactively trying to address this issue and was planning to
have a 'roundtable’ with its donors to harmonise different requirements. The director
there saw the shift by donors towards more rigorous financial reporting, and the
insistence on certain standards for the audited reports, as a good thing. Likewise,
logframes were not considered an important source of tension or concern. Although the
NGOs had different back funders, South African respondents did not attribute particularly
problematic reporting or financial requirements to specific donors.

While Gender Works staffwere concerned with reporting, their partners were more
concerned about agenda-setting, capacity, and downward accountability. One director
told us that the international programme manager had prompted substantial reflection
and a later re-orientation of the local NGO'’s activities via a simple open-ended question.
Another manager mentioned that the organisation had undertaken a participatory
monitoring and assessment approach that entailed interviews with hundreds of rural
residents; Gender Works was completely supportive. In another organisation, a
widening of the geographic scope ofthe organisation’s activities resulted in changes in
membership, and resulting shifts in community needs and priorities. Long-term staff and
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board members felt that the donor could be counted on to engage with new challenges,
to discuss the implications and to work collaboratively towards appropriate structures
and programmes that bridged the needs of the multiple stakeholders. The director was
concerned about staff capacity, and the multiple accountabilities implied by the changing
relationships.

in other cases, the donor was viewed as taking a more directive rather than supportive
role. For example, several ofthe organisations receiving financing from Gender Works
mentioned a new programming initiative, one that was to bring them together around
common advocacy issues. A partnership, with corresponding structures, was outlined as
a possible framework to support the joint advocacy work. The idea of working in
partnership was introduced by Gender Works in 2001, when Gender Works called its
partners together and asked 'how do you feel about working together?' The final
decision was to go ahead with the idea, although representatives from the local
organisations feared, for example, a loss of identity in the partnership. Three phases
were outlined: a pilot phase, then a provincial campaign and finally a national campaign.

Responses to the initiative are instructive. A coordinator involved in the project viewed
the 'partnership' as a means to an end ratherthan an end in itself, and a not very
effective means at that; in herwords, "l will finish the campaign despite the partnership.”
There were a number of tensions and difficulties associated with this partnership - some
rooted in the differing interests of rural and urban membership - and when the research
was conducted in 2002, no partnership agreement had been signed.

According to those interviewed, some of the problems associated with the partnership
included: the difficulty of coordinating the interests and diversity of five partner
organisations; changing representation from the partner organisations, such that
people's understandings ofthe objectives kept changing; different understandings of
what was meant by a 'pilot* phase; one ofthe partner organisations providing little
support; another partner organisations being located outside ofthe province; and a
starting assumption (on the part ofthe funder) that "we are all Gender Work's partners
and therefore will easily work together.”

The funder had considerable power in the management ofthe partnership. According to
one interviewee, the network only came together when the funderwas there. Another
example was recounted: the international programme officer 'noticed' that the
partnership was in disagreement, metwith partners individually, and made decisions to
clarify and give direction to the partnership. This occurs in a context in which leadership
and management of the partnership at a local level appeared to be absent. The
coordinator locally responsible for the partnership saw her role as that of a project
manager, not as a facilitator. There was frustration at partnership meetings because no-
one chaired them; there was 'no partnership boss'. Moreover, the skill base was weak;
although the donor had hosted a workshop on 'managing partnerships’, the coordinator
had no background in development or management, she received no specific training in
partnerships, and there was no money in the budget for activities aimed at building and
maintaining the partnership.

Again, one can understand the motivations ofthe various individuals involved. In the
seeming absence of local capacity and leadership, an international manager steps in to
"support” staffthrough initial hurdles. However, uncertainty over the agenda and the
costs of engaging in jointwork (in addition to the "regular” and "core" tasks of each
organisation) meant that, for at least some respondents, the donor was "calling the
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shots.” As a follow-up, further discussion among the various parties involved seemingly
resolved the tensions and uncertainties over the programme.

4.4, Discussion
By Lisa Bornstein, Annsilla Nyar and Isaivani Hyman

The following discussion draws upon the aid chains detailed above and information from
the other NGOs involved in our in-depth and aid chain research. Discussion is
organised around the themes set out above: NGO identity, commitment, communication
and accountability.

Partnerships and NGO Identity

Given the wider context of transition, and the many forces pushing local organisations to
become more technical and less political in orientation, the ways in which international
partners affect the identity of South African NGOs are worth understanding. Our findings
suggest that partners indeed have influence.

Several SA NGO respondents expressed quite candidly that that they have become
donor-oriented. As one NGO worker indicated, “‘we are just following the money" and in
the process accepting the accompanying prescriptions of donors. At another NGO
someone noted that “(donors) will just tell you this is what we're funding now” and NGOs
are just expected to comply. Other respondents in South Africa observed that having
staff- whether at the level of the director or lower - that tracked changing donor
priorities, and language, contributed to the likelihood of tapping funding opportunities. In
other cases, funding was contingent on joining a network or partnership that promoted a
particular approach to development, defining the development problem to be addressed
in a specific way and the methods of attacking it. Respondents repeatedly commented
on requirements to include specific programme elements even though they remained
unconvinced that they were appropriate.

NGOs often feel pressured to change or alter their strategic focus according to shifting
donor priorities. Staff may feel powerless to resist this pressure because of their
dependency on donor funding and their need notto jeopardise it. Donor action around
HIV/AIDS is a useful example, because it demonstrates both the importance of donor
support for a neglected area and the risks in over-stepping the boundaries of facilitation
towards out-right coercion. Both perspectives are discussed below (see Box 4.1).

Box 4.1. HiV/AIDS Case Study
By Annsilla Nyar

The issue of HIV/AIDS was a persistent refrain throughout the fieldwork. HIV/AIDS has
impacted powerfully upon tie NGO sector, entailing complex changes in the funding
relationship between donor and recipient. These multifaceted changes have been
complicated by the overriding socio-political context provided by the policy and attitude
of the South African governmenttoward HIV/AIDS, Some factors include the refusal of
the presidency to recognise the link between HIV and AIDS and the debate around the
provision of anti-retroviral drugs. Thus HIV/AIDS has become a deeply controversial and
polarizing issue, coloured by criticism, misperception and skepticism. This climate of
extreme sensitivity has filtered down to the NGO sector in several concrete ways, in a
manner which dearly exposes the innate contradictions and complexities ofthe donor-
recipient funding relationship.

Among the case study NGOs interviewed, there was a general feeling that donors have
responded to the urgency of the crisis through their recognition ofthe primacy ofthe
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issue to developmental work. One NGO said: "Donors have recognised the issue more
so than NGOs.” The role of donors in pushing an HIV/AIDS agenda is recognised and, in
certain cases, appreciated.

Butthis recognition takes differentforms. At its most positive, three case study NGOs
said that their donors were instrumental in allowing them the necessary space to
incorporate HIV/AIDS into their work. For one urban housing NGO, two of its donors
helped bring other urban development NGOs together in an HIV/AIDS project. The main
donor invested in capacity building workshops with the consortium of urban development
NGOs. This donor also facilitated the capacity building workshop.

A gender based violence NGO felt that its primary donor, a large UK-based funding
organisation, helped them recognise the need to ‘mainstream’ HIV/AIDS into their work

avery concrete way. This donor had contacted the NGO in a reaction to the UK press
carrying a news item about the murder erfa South African HIV/AIDS activist, Gugu
Dlamini. Dlamini was murdered for courageously revealing her HIV status. This donor
encouraged the NGO to see the relationship between HIV/AIDS and violence against
women. This prompted a process of refection on the part ofthe NGO partner, which all
along had been working in the arena of gender-based violence and had not made the
connection. This intervention by their donor was viewed in a very positive light by the
NGO partner in terms of further developing and enhancing their work.

The majority ofthe case study NGOs expressed the view, to differing degrees, that their
donors expected them (in the words of a gender-based violence NGO) to “simply jump
on to the HIV/AIDS bandwagon.” A respondentfrom another NGO echoed, “all the
donors wantto hear about is HIV/AIDS* and further stated “there is such pressure on
NGOs to take up this issue, even Ifits not our strategic focus.” At one rural development
NGO, stafffelt that HIV/AIDS was a “conditionality*, that they had been coerced into
giving HIV/AIDS priority, and that there had been great pressure to ‘mainstream’ fie
issue into their work (one of its donors held a workshop for this very purpose). This NGO
feltthat its donor placed them in an awkward positlon.

Other organisations have strategies towards AIDS that differ from those preferred by
funders. As a NGO manager explained, “sometimes donors want you ... to focus on
HIV/AIDS” and to “run a workshop or have a project on HIV/AIDS because all other
organisations are doing ft.” However, he continued, not doing so “does not mean that we
3 nhti nrj our members in the community aware of it or that we are nottalking
aboutit “ He observes that “donors (are) not prepared to understand the specifies of
HIV/AIDS from the pointofview of our strategic focus”.

The ievel of donor interest in HiV/AIDS was critiqued by several NGOs. Respondents
cited examples to show that donors are interested in the issue at a superficial level and
as such do not appreciate the full nuaneed complexity of HfV/AIDS. For example, one
urban housing NGO commented that “donors are only interested in education,
awareness and orphans. It is easier for donors to justify help to orphans, than to
housing. There are new ways of accommodating HIV/AIDS within the built environment.
There are so many ways that housing can potentially contribute toward the spread of
HIV and in thatway it's quite controversial’. At other NGOs, respondents were
concerned that donors were adopting a conservative approach to HIV/AIDS focusing
largely on prevention and notas much on care and treatment.

Several donors were seen as capitalising on the success and high profile of the
Treatment Action Campaign (see chapter 2), using Southern campaigning successes to
promote both fundraising and their o.wn organisation's image.
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Gender programming entailed similar dynamics to that of HIV/AIDS. In response to
donor requests, several organisations developed gender policies, though in only a
couple of cases did these policies become integral to the organisation itself and its
operations. Donors required that funded organisations send staff to training sessions
around gender, and that reporting be gender sensitive. For some organisations, the
focus on gender was welcome, and gave marginalised voices support. However, as
Vicki Tallis discusses in Chapter 6, when a gender focus is imposed by funders, it is
highly unlikely that there will be the commitment needed to undertake programmes that
challenge the status quo. Similarly, where gender is treated as a technical problem,
amenable to mechanistic solution, at best some of women’s practical needs will be
addressed.

A further example of inappropriate donor pressures is provided in Box 2.

Box 4.2. Donors and local realities
By Isaivani Hyman

One major complaintthat NGOs had was that donors are often ignorant ofthe context
and realities that they have to work with. Donors’ well-meaning suggestions, often
perceived as coercion (because of vulnerability around funding), can be impractical. As
an example, one NGO had economic empowerment (at a very simple and practical
level) as the focus of activities. People would run local savings schemes for imnmediate
needs such as buying furniture or paying off school fees. The donor visited these small
projects and suggested that local people would benefit more if the focus ofthese
activities were entrepreneurial. The NGO acknowledged the value of the suggestion by
changing the focus ofthe projectto “improving businesses and accumulating wealth."

Local people were encouraged to start small income-generating projects such as sewing
and chicken-farming. Training programmes were initiated to facilitate the set-up and
coordination of such projects. The donor further suggested that the project become
more regulated and formalised and indicated that there was funding available to hire
office-based savings facilitators (his idea). The staff of the NGO went along with the
donor’s idea, although they later told us they had not seen the value ofit. Despite
finding the donorfriendly and approachable, they were still too intimidated to challenge
him.

The new approach was rife with problems. Project participants wanted to save money for
personal needs and continued to do so despite toe new entrepreneurial focus. Staff
acknowledged the limitations to how entrepreneurial relatively isolated rural people could
become; they needed considerable capacity-building to become entrepreneurs,

marketing opportunities were limited, and organisational resources were scant. Finally,

the whole process of securing loans for entrepreneurial projects ended up trapping

people into personal debt; the donor was strict about upholding its policy of entering into =
contracts with individuals ratherthan wito groups (for its purposes of minimizing risk).
Irrespective of the values oftoe NGO and its beneficiaries, an individualist approach
towards development emerged instead of one that fostered interdependence and mutual
support.

There were instances where donor requirements or recommendations led to changes
welcomed by the funded organisations. The donor’s inquiry regarding planned
responses to Gugu Dlamini's murder “moved the organisation to respond and get
involved with the issue of HIV/AIDS. (The) questioning set a whole process in motion."
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The organisation eventually developed an HIV/AIDS focus within its programmes (see
Box 4.1).

Of course, the push to fall into line with donor agendas may not be felt to lead to
substantive changes, though there are effects. NGOs may include programme
components, or use a language, that they know is in line with donor strategic priorities.
One NGO employee cynically said that: “The joke now is that if you want funding, you
have to make sure you include the words “sustainable livelihoods.” NGOs may also
include programme components, such as gender, capacity-building or HIV/AIDs, simply
in response to donor pressures regardless of capacity to or interest in pursuing it.
Indeed, some NGO staff experienced the concept of partnership as mere rhetoric, “a
word to make the donors more comfortable”, as one SA NGO respondent quipped. In
such cases, respondents thought the donor-led changes were cosmetic, part of the
game oftapping into funding. (Our research suggests that adopting new components or
techniques may lead to changes in activities, debates, procedures and attitudes. See
chapter 5 on M&E and 6 on gender.)

In other cases, donors requested major changes in the organisational structure of
partner NGOs. Interviews with INGOs based in the U.K., as well as with organisations in
South Africa, revealed a shift in strategies to enhance the impact of development
interventions. INGOs supported networks and umbrella organisations, and emphasised
policy influence and advocacy in their programming. Partners were urged to form into
networks of local NGOs, to work with (to be formed) umbrella organisations and to set
up joint advocacy initiatives. Box 4.3 explores whether such networks help build
partnerships and enhance local NGO capabilities.

Box 4.3. Horizontal partnerships and the search forimpact
By Lisa Bomstein

Donors to South Africa began to push for the formation of NGO networks during the
years of anti-apartheid struggle, as one means to “scale-up" their influent» and impact.
The trend has continued and deepened. Favoured strategies ofthe INGOs include
supportto networks and umbrella organisations, and greater emphasis on advocacy and
policy influence. Formation of networks and partnerships comprised of local NGOs is, at
least in theory, a means of achieving greater equivalence between local organisations
and their international partners, and heightens the possibility of sustained actions. Such
networks have the potential to satisfy many of the short-comings of individual member
NGOs: scarce human resources, restricted scale and reach of operations, limited access
to external resources, and limited impact and influence. When acting as conduits for
funding, report and training, umbrella organisations reduce transaction costs for the
international donor, an additional, and often fundamental, benefit. INGOs also
increasingly include promoting partners* advocacy capacity in their own strategic plans.

South African NGO respondents said that donor supportto horizontal partnerships had
led to organisational changes. In some case, these new links in the aid chain handled
reporting, with a potential reduction in the reporting entailed by individual NGOs.
Respondents positively cited tire possibility to learn from other actors in the sector.
However, a number of staff members, from different organisations, observed thatthese
networks presumed a commonality of purpose that did not exist Organisations within
these networks had distinct political and ideological stances, programmatic and
operational approaches, and community and governmentties. As noted in Box 4.4
below, they also had different training needs.
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The search for policy and advocacy impactis also problematic in its content. The
difficulty is that advocacy is treated as a black box. What is to be advocated, with what
policy content and through what political processes, is not specified. Moreover,
advocacy is presumed to operate in a pluralistic, stable society, one where the
articulation of interests will generate policy debate and reform, not sectionalism or open
conflict Advocacy is seen as influence and not as politics, since politics is a 'no fly zone
for most aid agencies and NGOs. More directly, for donors and upstream INGOS, a
“hands o ff policy towards advocacy may result in the articulation of claims and positions
counter to theirown. The polios of such advocacy and policy interventions sits uneasily
with the uncritical promotion ofthese aims as simple “scaling up” of past INGO
interventions.

The alternatives currently pursued are interesting. Upstream organisations and donors
can opt to intervene in the process through extensive training and ‘capacity building'
(e.g. on issues of gender, human rights, or the environment). Organisations with a
history of volunteer placements have linked placementto advocacy promotion, while
other INGOs have provided technical assistants or short-term experts to their South
African counterparts. Other funders and INGOs have formed strategic partnerships
between “like-minded and sympathetic" INGOs and South African NGOs (e.g. around
HIV/AJDS, child rights, and developmenttraining). The support targeted to these local
organisations is hoped to generate commitment to a shared cause and agenda for
action.

In other organisations, respondents were adamant that donors did not influence the
agenda because the NGOs outright refused such influence. “We can reject donors who
try to change our work”, stated one director and continued by stating that if they try to
change “this, that and the other...the organisation does not have to comply with these
suggestions. The organisation does not have to apply for funding from people like that.”

The director of one organisation described adopting a particular approach to donors, of
servicing them, being open to them and “allowing them in”, while at the same time being
very clear on where the NGO (as an organisation) was prepared to compromise. The
director said: "What we do with our donors is that we share, we don't pretend what we
are not - we are highly self-critical.” In one instance, she was told by a donor not to
include a specific activity in the proposal, that people in the States 'would not be
interested in this'. She was clear: "Our goal is about collective action, building the
voice" and included the activity. She spoke about the shift within the development
terrain to the language of 'rural livelihoods' and possible implications for the organisation.
Her response was that irrespective of donor expectations “we wouldn't want to change
our focus on campaigning, organising, the collective action, the giving of (our members)
avoice. This is the identifying face/feature of our organisation.” When asked how they
were able to do this without fear ofthe repercussions, the director responded that:

We do believe in whatwe are doing, that what we do is important, not because it
makes us important but because it serves a need, and is contributing to
(development). This makes us confident about the kind of support we can muster.

Distinctions emerged in the responses of different organisations: those that were larger,
and more professionalized, experienced, and financially secure were often more capable
of outright rejection of donor demands; others were more dependent and compliant. A
stronger negotiating position vis-a-vis donors was also linked to the following staff
attitudes and experiences:
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m The attitude that ‘funders need us - sometimes more than we need them'

m The attitude that the organisation is contributing something substantial and has a
core vision, mission and set of operational principles

m The experience of being with a funding organisation and having recipients refuse
funds on the grounds that it would take them in a direction in which they did not
want to go

m  The experience of starting development projects without any outside assistance
and only much later approaching foreign donors for funds

m  The experience of exchanging with other NGOs possible tactics and strategies
for dealing with donors and strengthening organisational coherence

Partnerships and commitment

The above aid chains and examples depict very different types of partnerships. At one
end ofthe spectrum are the organisations for which the link is primarily financial, and the
acquiescence to donor agendas a tactic to obtain funding support. Atthe other end,
several respondents, from both ends ofthe aid chain, referred to their partners in ways
that implied long-term supportive relationships and a certain level of reciprocity. In these
cases, NGO representatives emphasised the importance of organisational “coherence",
“vision", “authenticity" and “integrity".

Key in all of these relationships is the issue of mutuality and a common understanding of
the nature of the partnership. While a “partnership” around funding may not involve
opportunities for shared learning, if all parties understand this limitation then, our
research suggest, the relationship can proceed relatively smoothly. If however
expectations of what the partnership entails - e.g. level and types of commitment - differ
dramatically then problems arise, revealing many of the contradictions around the
partnership itself.

Attitudes around capacity-building are instructive, given that for many international

NGOs, and donors, efforts to strengthen indigenous organisations have replaced ‘brick
and mortar projects’ or ‘direct implementation.' As is explored in Box 4.4, partners may
have very different understandings of capacity-building and of its place in a partnership.

Box 4.4 Partnerships and Capacity-building
By Lisa Bomstein

Many international NGOs enter into partnerships with the aim erfempowering their
partners, and one mechanism to do so is capacity building. NGO capacMy4ftading is
also pasterfwider aims of bi-lateral aid - to bolster the abMty of cMI society to pfay an
active role in society, promoting both democratic governance and development. As with
partnerships, the meaning of capecil|H3ulldbig is elusive; defined in many ways, stKrfi
competing meanings are rarely interrogated (for exceptions on South Africa, see
Seeking, 2001).

Capaeky43tMdfrtg activities can focus on strengthening the parkier NGOs Bast and on
the communities with which they work. In both cases, there may be tensions over the
diredEm~csp% % IM 4 (*ar~tfé ("E ofpsrtrinrs>0 o nii*er~to X . Distinct
understarKiftgs off» rale of capaeity-buflding witJin f» partnership were evident in 8«
Network International aid chain, capacity-building was a central component ofthe
partnership agreement; opportunities for exchange of intametton and training were
offered to international partners in their home countries and abroad. Likewise at Faith &
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Development the developmental strategy was one of empowering local organisations
through capacity building and then moving on to support other worthy - and more needy
- organisations. While there may have been multiple reasons for cutting off financial
supportto a partner, the justification of a fixed-term for capacity-building was neither
understood by the local partner, nor matched with its capacity to access alternative
funding for its programmes. Other observers have noted that the tendency is for one-
year capacity building projects (Atack, 1999; Seekings, 2001), while capacity-building,
whether of individuals or organisations, is a long-term process.

The content of capacity-building may also be the subject of debate. At one urban
development NGO, staff were required to attend courses on financial and project
management suited for emerging NGOs, even though the organisation had been in
existence for many years, managed million dollar projects, and had specialised staff
dedicated to such tasks. In another instance, stafffrom all the organisations involved in
a network were trained in a single, donor-selected, approach to project management
(see Aid chain 6, chapter 6), although some participants would have preferred an
introduction to alternative approaches. In another case, an organisation working on
HIV/AIDs for many years found the donor workshop too basic, noting that "donors need
to disaggregate the levels of capacity of their different partners* for their courses.
Respondents noted that programmed capacity-building workshops may "distract from
the real work that needed to be done". They also noted that attendance is usually neither
negotiable norforced; as one director observed, “given the funding climate, if a funder
says to you ‘we’re having a three day workshop on AIDS policies, please send two
people, one male and one female’, you would be very stupid to say sorry we can't
come,”

The absence of support for specific needs was also noted. Forinstance, the introduction
ofthe advocacy network among Gender Works’ South African partners was not
accompanied by training on the dynamics of developing and running an advocacy
network. Smaller NGOs needed help with their national registration as non-profit
organisations. Donors, understandably perhaps, prioritised training in the financial
systems they used internally, or off-neglected issues such as gender.

Yetthese priorities were problematic at multiple levels. The training conducted was
often inadequate: pitched incorrectly (too elementary or too difficult); relying on too
narrow an approach to atopic (e.g. that in line with the donor organisation’s approach) to
allow participants to understand how it related to their own approaches, orto alternative
ones; ortoo dismissive ofthe difficulties in employing the techniques (e.g. cross-cultural
differences, organisational barriers, resource shortages). International managers and
trainers alike observed that even with the training, and satisfaction ofthe formal
requirements of capacity-building, many participants still could not manage the
techniques. This was true for projects in ail sectors, from agricultural and land reform to
income generation to gender.

A further difficulty is that capacity-building is difficultto measure, and serious
assessmentis rarely conducted (Seekings, 2001). Indicators of capacity-building in
project logframes were confined to the number oftraining sessions held, the number of
participants and percentage women, and - in a couple cases - a last-day assessment of
“knowledge"” gained. Race, age, and class were not enumerated. Practical
competence was rarely included in assessment (exceptthrough project outcomes such
as ‘financial management system is functioning by x date’ or 'gender policy is formally
adopted’). In such an approach, the politics of organisational choices, ofwho
participates or how a policy is framed, are subordinated to a binary system of outcome
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achieved or not. Again, in such terrain, donors, trainers, directors aid staff may depart
with distinct understandings ofthe capacities buiitand M r importance Idthe NGOs
overaH work.

While donors and INGOs pushed for project-related outputs, some respondents
suggested that the entire approach to capacity-building be rethought Donors could be
more helpful, and better partners, by enhancing toe staff complement ratherthan the
skills of existing staff, said one respondent: “if [donors] truly wish to be partners, then
they could help is by having staff placements from donor agendas. Skits locally ane
very expensive. For example, we would like a land surveyor and a lawyer but they cost
too much.”

As « til SA-Network, several other case study NGOs found thattheir donors were
committing funds tor limited timeframes and at levels decreasing overtime. USAd,
among other back funders, seeks to assure the sustainability of funded NGOs by
“weaning* them of support (counterpart funding and local contributions are similar
mechanisms aimed at sustainability). One SA NGO director described toe effects of
such policies as follows: “Mod: ofthe donors now have what they call a ‘decreasing
clause’ in toeir contracts - this year they fund 100%, next year 75%, following year 50%
etc. Ifs took way of exiting attoe end. We had to see where we have to cut... The
outcome was that we shifted from a programmatic approach to a more project-specific
approach.*7

The project approach has direct implications for c*pacity-buMng as ft relates to overall
development impacts, the empowerment of civil society institutions or rural communities.
Many of our respondents, in both SA and international organisations, were concerned
about how partnerships contributed to toe objective of empowerment. At one large
[NGO working directly with two rura! communities, toe programme director explained that
changing organisational priorities and frameworks, ooupted with the timeframes imposed
by project-based funding, prohibited real capacity-buiiding on the ground. A change to
development frameworks (gender one year, then sustainable livelihoods, then rights-
based) meantfiat projects had to be re-worked to satisfy the head office in the UK.
Meanwhile project based funding meant delivery within a tighttime-frame. The resulting
‘stop-start’ pattern of implementation undermined toe community’s trust to the
programme officer and toe programme. Thetight time-frames and lack of certain long-
term funding were out of line with the incremental change of a capacity-buiiding
approach.

There is also a question oftargeting, international funders selectwho to fund and with
whom to enter Mo partnership. Donors may be committed to partners, and support
them with training and funds, but ultimately they are choosing M r partners, and there
are many who are notchosen. Some argue, as does Julie Hearn (1999,2000,2001),
toattoe chosen ere those that supportthe status quo, a point aiso made by Qldfiaw
(2001) and Seekings (2001), who note toat supportfor civics has declined while capacity
building to NGOs and government has risen. Certainly those that are more

7 A project approach also was thought to more easily attract funding, rather than trying to sell
‘broad programmes with overhead costs". The decreases in financing built into project
agreements coincided with an internal assessment that programmes were not working very
effectively; after strategic planning exercises, the NGO began to ‘introduce cost recovery
mechanisms, “be more cautious about expenditure”, "use timesheets for projects’, and “find
effective project managers".
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professionalized and established more easily access funding internationally, suggesting
that donors help shape important transformations in the structure of civil society,

While the partnership may be formal, built out of a long history of exchange, or of recent
and temporary formation, determination of the length and form of mutual commitments is
a central dilemma. Some Southern partners are less than satisfied by their partnerships

with their Northern counterparts, as reflected in the following quote:

The relationship is just about sending reports and getting money. There is no
partnership. Most of our donors only visit once a year anyway, or even once
every two years.

For other respondents, acknowledging that reaching equivalence in partnerships may be
idealistic is paralleled by recognition of the positive relationships forged with some
donors. As one manager noted,

The concept of “partnerships” is a fairly artificial term. There isn’t equality, but
[some] donors are trying harder to create a spirit of partnership.

One ofthe ways in which greater equivalence and mutuality can be achieved is through
expanded participation of Southern partners in the decision-making for and governance
of the relationship. There are numerous examples from the case studies. In one
instance, the director of a large and established regional NGO meets twice a year with
his numerous donors to discuss changing policies, programmes, and development
challenges. He says that his various donors are eager to learn from each other and
welcome the opportunity to come together even though such an even entails
considerable time. They have jointly agreed on a single reporting format that his
organisation can use with all ofthem; and they have discussed the possibility of different
kinds of assessment exercise (including one of donor performance). In another case,
questions from a South African director have prompted donors to reconsider their
funding policies, and expand them to include new categories.

At the same time, representatives of the South African NGOs generally did not
participate in the governance of their UK partner NGOs; they did not sit on boards,
attend strategic planning exercises, negotiate with back donors on their own behalf, or
even necessarily have copies ofthe reports sentto such donors on their projects. Our
hypothesis is that equivalence and mutuality are assisted by simpler aid chains, or by
those in which back donors are either able to come to the table too or place few
restrictions on their intermediaries. Where there are intermediary NGOs accountable to
a fairly rigid back donor, fundamental renegotiation of power imbalances is made much
more difficult.

Yet even in cases where INGOs were bound into contractually defined relationships
around a project, an INGO project manager could create a relationship characterised by
trust and learning. As demonstrated in the Gender Works aid chain, presented above, a
more proactive relationship can be forged. Or institutional structures can develop, such
as with SA-Network (see also the PEOPLE aid chain in Chapter 5), that give on-going
rights and responsibilities to those in the partnership. Yet often, even in these
relationships, the power of Northern partners to tie financing to certain conditions, or to
end it, tilted the balance ofthe partnership away from Southern partners. For many
Southern partners, such actions come to the crux of the partnership: are both parties to
the relationship committed to each other? Are they clear on their mutual rights and
responsibilities? Do they understand the conditions under which the relationship will
end?
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Partnerships and communication

Communication is one of the key elements underlying successful partnerships. Yet
there is no formula for the form and content of such communication. Indeed, given that
these partnerships involve people with different cultural, national, and class
backgrounds, the challenges in effecting cross-cultural communication - in which
common understandings are conveyed - are considerable.

The specific difficulties can be experienced quite personally and profoundly.
Respondents from SA NGOs revealed deep levels of anxiety over their funding
relationships and quality of communication. To take the case of report-writing, SA
respondents’ statements that “I'm not good at writing” or “my English is bad” reflect their
concern thatthey do not measure up to the standards set by their donors. Project staff
in one organisation said that their initial experiences of report writing, at a personal level,
were stressful, 'like writing a letter to the school inspector'. Stafffelt that they might be
“‘judged”, that donors “might misunderstand me" and that they were not sure of donor
expectations vis-a-vis report writing. There is usually a great deal of worry over
communication, especially to either meet donor standards or to be convincing about
funding worthiness. Lack of confidence in mastery of English, or of required formats, or
current jargon, are real concerns. Also possible is that satisfying donor expectations is
difficult under any circumstances. Staff at another case study NGO noted the challenge
of “trying to communicate to someone six thousand miles away about the difference you
are making on a piece of paper.” Proposal and reporting formats may be complicated
and unclear, or may rely on measures that correspond poorly with staff members’
understanding of project accomplishments and difficulties (see Chapter 5).

Moreover, the power imbalance between funders and recipient NGOs means that when
a UK project manager communicates information or concern, or simply poses a
guestion, it may imply much more, interpreted as a request for example (Sogge, 2002).
The quote given in Box 4.3, that one would be foolish not to attend to a donor's request
of attendance, is indicative of the way funding recipients interpret the power behind
seemingly simple statements.

As a consequence South African partners may acquiesce to donors’ requests, even for
substantive shifts in organisational structure or programmatic focus. To make such
acquiescence into a more meaningful relationship, one SA NGO employee said:

Donors must try to make us understand their policy. A donor may want you to
shift your policy but there must be more effort to convince me and make me
understand why. They can't just impose change. Every organisation has its own
aims and vision.

However, donors often do not feel that they have to account for their decisions. The
Faith & Development aid chain above described the termination of funding with very little
advance warning. No mention was made of the funding cut in a field visit from the donor.
Instead the information was communicated via letter and as a done deal. In repeated
instances, South African respondents told us that they had little understanding of the
constraints and opportunities faced by the funders - many had trouble differentiating
practices among them - and our UK-based interviews confirmed that the INGO rarely
communicated such information. Lack of a sense of accountability downwards is one
component; personal discomfort with acknowledging organisational constraints,
conveying disappointing information, or communicating more generally also may
contribute.
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The examples of Faith & Development and its partners, like that of other aid chains
studied, additionally shows that a single INGO may forge very different relationships with
its partners in the South. In the case of Gender Works, we encountered a similar
dynamic: a new project director received sufficiently frequent communications from the
international project managerto feel “watched” and worried about the donor’s trust and
confidence in her abilities; other partners found this same manager’s collaborative,
facilitative and involved style non-intrusive. Box 4.5 examines how personal style and
comfort zones intersect with international partnerships.

Box 4.5 Donors and NGO leadership
By Annsilla Nyarand Lisa Bomstein

The rapid staffturnover and ‘brain drain’ oftop tier NGO staffinto government in the
mid-1990s left an uncomfortable and disempowering vacuum within organisations. More
recently, several ofthe organisations under study losttheir directors, seemingly because
directors and staff felt that the initial transition had been consolidated and that the
“mantle” needed to passto younger and in many cases, non-white, leaders.

This raises the important issue of relationship-building and trust between donors and
NGOs. Forexample, what happens after the departure of an influential and powerful
figurehead - the NGO director - who usually plays the key role in obtaining organisational
funding and has formed personal relationships with donors in the course of the
organisation’s history?

In one case, a SA NGO was plunged into a funding crisis after tie departure ofthe
Director because successive directors were unable to develop as much influence with
donors and could not access new funding. In two other cases, the arrival of a new
director prompted caution on the part of their international funders. Programme
managers were mere watchful, programmed more visits, called or sent e-mails more
frequently, and otherwise were fighter around deadlines and program milestones. At
least one new director felt that this close contact was an imposition, and one that
reflected lack oftrust and confidence, a relatively accurate reading of the situation.
However, as international programme managers observe, new leaders do have to prove
themselves, to donors as well as to the organisation and local stakeholders. Close
contact is, in the view of some, an appropriate response to a shift in leadership, carrying
with it the possibility effdeveloping greater knowledge, dialogue and, eventually perhaps
even trust.

A related and pertinent question is what kinds of leaders are donors seeking? In two
case study organisations, respondents stated that donors preferred to fund organisations
run by a particular kind of manager or director, thatis, lawyers, directors, white people*.
Another South African Director stated that "Donors want people who can relate to them
on the same intellectual level...they seem to like local people, but doners need to
understand that there's a real gap between people at a grassroots level aid getting
these people functioning at a management level.” Similarly, another director echoed the
sentimentthat donors prefer organisations led by people who can relate easily to the
donors (e.g. shared similar class and educational backgrounds), but also noted that
donors sought out organisation® with black leadership. One can attribute such a “desire"
for black-led partner organisation to values and supportfor the historically
disadvantaged or, more cynically, as a product of publicity and fund-raising concerns.

Changes in leadership - like other aspects ofthe funding and development process - are
thus imbued with the dynamics of the funding relationship, and with the egually important
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dynamics of personal relations, biases, preferences, and prejudice. Regardless of
intention, relations are interpreted in terms of trust, erfrace, gender and class (among
other factors), and of simple preferences for different individuals and their styles.

A crucial component in the emergence of working relationships between representatives
of international and South African organisations was the age and experience oftie
programme managers in the international organisations. Young and new slat, who
came ftJ erfideas and drectives, were viewed w ifi disdain and frustration by South
African staff, who frequently had many more years erfexperience in development, knew
the local context, and had gone through numerous prior managers. These newcomers,
“who lack the wisdom that comes with experience”, stood in contrastto managers and
intematfonai staff with a long history in the region, proven commtiment to anti-apartheid
efforts, and long-standing friendships. One director describes earlier managers as
bmging "greet wisdom to the organisation" and another as bringing “conceptual clarity;
she notes that "things have now changed" with “young and inexperienced" staff now "the
trend in the funding field."

Younger stafffaced difficulties within b oil international and the Smith African
organisations. Young, female, and urban staff recounted the multiple barriers they faced
in obtaining respect and carrying outtiteirwork. This was particularly true for staff of
local organisations working in rural areas, where a young, unmarried woman (or man)
had little status, despite her “education."

Respondents also mentioned as importantto the emerging relationships a common
political-economic understanding of development problems. Where INIGO and NGO
staff understood in similar ways constraints imposed by, for example, wider agricultural
trade policies or back donor procedures, relationships could proceed more easily, itwas
widely feltthat donors have a limited understanding ofthe broader political and socio-
economic South African environment.

Again the importance erffcommon languages and discourse, sufficientto permitlearning
and exchange, was underlined. Such afocus on common approaches carries with it the
risk that organisational relationships emerge only within established “comfort zones".
Such concerns become even more importantgiven the currenttrends towards more
frequentturnover and fewer field visits forthe IMGOs and the current process of

There are multiple implications arising from the simple observation of different
relationships emerging out of a single INGO. First, it suggests that the experience and
skill of INGO managers are crucial to understanding the quality of the relationships and
the projects that emerge (see Box 4). Inthese two organisations, the international
manager explained seeming heavy oversight or abrupt termination of funding as rooted
in concerns overthe competence, in the first case, or the probity, in the second, ofthe
project manager. While both such actions generated resentment on the part ofthe
recipients, such a reaction was rooted in real communication, albeit not expressly stated.
Second, it suggests that competence in Southern NGOs is, attimes, matched with trust
and exchange by dedicated INGO managers - such relationships are built overtime,
and can easily be undermined by a change in manager or policy focus at either end of
the aid chain. Third, however, such cases simultaneously show the limits to such
communication; would NGO B have been more capable offinding other sources of
funding and sustaining its programme had Faith & Development representatives given
some indication of concerns and shifting priorities during or immediately after the
evaluation mission? Could the second manager have managed to provide supportthat
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was less threatening and intrusive while still maintaining close watch on progress? Could
discussion of concerns assisted in the process of establishing more trustful, equal and
authentic relations?

Accountability

A standard definition of accountability is "the means by which individuals and
organisations report to a recognised authority, or authorities, and are held responsible
for their actions” (Edwards and Hulme, 1996: 9). As noted above, the funding
relationship may shift the focus of a NGO'’s accountability from beneficiaries to upstream
funders (Edwards et al, 1995 and 1996; Fowler, 1996; Fox, 1992; Sogge, 1995; Wallace
et al, 2004). A primary difficulty is that the relationship with donors is explicit and
contractual while that with beneficiaries is not. With the push towards rational
managementtools, NGOs know the targets against which funders will measure the
guality, effectiveness, and impact of NGO activities. In contrast, downstream
expectations may be vague, unrealistic or, reflecting the reality of divisions and multiple
interests in communities, quite diverse and fragmented. As Dorothea Hilhorst (2002:204)
observes, local communities may lack effective mechanisms of representation and there
may be no recourse if expectations are not met. Drawing on Hirschmann (1970), she
concludes that

For accountability to be effective, ‘authorities must have either a ‘voice’ (to enforce
change in the desired direction) or an exit (to sever the relationship). In practice,
beneficiaries often have neither. (Hilhorst, 2002:204)

Accountability may also be more functional in focus, examining for instance the honesty
and efficiency of implementation, or more strategic, looking at impact and effectiveness,
and be conducted through formal or informal mechanisms (Edwards and Hulme,
1996:9). Rarely, observers contend, do donors look at second and third-order impacts
(Uphoff, 1996), those that occur down the line (in time and personal relations) from the
funded project, a point made again by Alan Kaplan in Chapter 7. Measurement of either
performance or impact is also quite difficult; indicator systems generally presume direct
causal links (‘the project produced this effect’) while others argue that non-linear and
complex processes come togetherto produce effects, often in unpredictable ways
(Marsden et al, 1994; Fowler, 1996). Saltmarshe et al (2002), among others, further
contends that the use of rational management tools pushes accountability upwards and
towards a focus on outputs.

Some ofthe South African partnerships foundered on differing definitions of what was
needed, what should be accounted for. There are several concrete issues that case
study NGOs identify as problem areas within their donor relationships. For example,
there is a specific emphasis by donors on outcomes and impact, which does not always
make for a complementary ‘fit’ with the complex, uneven nature of developmental work.
The systems of reporting and monitoring often presume thatthe development process is
linear, predictable and can be planned, as opposed to views that see it as marked by
contingency, complexity and uncertainty. As one case study NGO employee states:

The problem is timeframes. Can one make a meaningful difference in project-
based timeframes?

The same respondent continues,

How do we translate the success stories in a language donors can understand
and that they can capture in their reports? This focus on outcomes means that
like it or not, you are pushed in a certain direction of where they are thinking.
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This NGO respondent acknowledges that to translate “success” into the language of
accountability sometimes means changing the way in which data are captured; also,
indicators that are easier to quantify are more likely to be employed.

Reporting is discussed in Chapter 5 however one additional point is directly relevantto
the dynamics of partnerships. Trust is undermined when local NGOs puttime into report-
writing, without any corresponding feedback on the work that they have done or even an
indication that their reports have been read. As one NGO states, “we feel that reporting
is just an administrative requirement. Because donors come asking the kinds of
guestions that they would know the answers to if they’'d read the reports.” It was further
stated “they manage to combine very demanding rigorous requirements for reporting, for
project proposals and budgeting with extraordinary inefficiency on their part. So they’re
expecting partners to be absolutely perfect in every respect while they themselves are
very very far from perfect.”

45. Conclusions

The research on partnerships incorporated a variety of organisational types, from small
project-oriented NGOs working at the grassroots level to larger established
organisations linked into multiple partnerships both within and outside of South Africa.
The forms of partnerships under study also varied greatly: some were around funds,
some excluded funding and focused on capacity building; some were built around formal
common agendas and others not. Our research suggests that there are factors that
assist the functioning of partnerships - clarity on the basis for the partnership (funds,
capacity), discussion rather than directives, face-to-face contact and project managers
who are willing to ieam. Yet even with attention to such dynamics the issue offinance is
problematic (see also chapter 7 on SCAPE).

The push for advocacy, networks and capacity-building, all of which are important, were
found to generate difficulties for recipient NGOs. The content of such programmes, and
the need for additional support in getting the structures in place to undertake such
agendas more effectively, require attention within the partnership.

There are also enduring difficulties with simple process of communication. As cited in
the chapter, numerous respondents commented on the difficulty of communicating their
experiences, concerns and successes, whether because of language, reporting formats,
time constraints or anxiety. Likewise, we found - by talking to multiple participants in a
single relationship - that people did not always “hear” what was being said; questions
were interpreted as demands, requests were not attended, feedback was not provided.

Partnerships may be a way to improve development practice. Certainly the types of
collaborative work described in programme documents and development texts sounds
attractive, and some respondents described extremely positive relationship with selected
funders (e.g. GenderWork) or positive experiences around particular aspects of the
relationship. They are not, however, a panacea. Greater attention to the ways in which
authority and trust are constructed within a partnership is crucial if they are to contribute
better more effective practice.
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Chapter 5. Rational management and participatory human

development
By Isaivani Hyman, Shelly Dill, Annsilla Nyarand Lisa Bomstein

5.1. Introduction

As discussed in earlier chapters of this report, the ever-mounting pressures for
accountability, cost-effectiveness and impact in the aid industry and development sector
have resulted in the emergence of management procedures and tools that prioritise the
measurable, and are tightly structured, neatly packaged and methodical. These
procedures include logical frameworks, associated monitoring and evaluation (M&E)
systems, strategic planning and strict reporting requirements. Our initial research (see
chapter 3) found that NGOs in South Africa were increasingly familiar with these
procedures and prompted to use them as conditions of obtaining funding.

Central questions for research into the use in South African NGOs of such rational
planning techniques are:

m To what extent has their use has been shaped by needs and priorities on the
ground and not simply donor agendas and practices?

m Does their use in managing organisational development and projects inhibit the
NGOs' ability to take on participatory, rights-based or other people-centred
approaches?

m  How and to what extent can their use be associated with improvements in the
guality of NGOs’ performance and impact?

The following discussion explores these questions through two detailed studies of
specific aid chains, our overall findings from the NGO research, and a deeper look at the
role of M&E.

5.2. Management Procedures

Many of the management procedures that were documented as emerging practice in the
UK NGOs (Wallace, 1997; Wallace and Chapman, 2004), and elsewhere (Gasper, 2001;
Coleman, 1992) are increasingly importantto and pervasive among NGOs in South
Africa. What follows is an analysis of some of these trends in the South African context.
Almost all of the NGOs in our research used some form ofthe tools in question. Only
one organisation said that it had not undertaken strategic planning; and only one did not
employ any type of project planning matrix or logical framework. All organisations had
M&E and reporting systems in place.

Logical Frameworks

The Logical Framework Approach (LFA) emerged in the 1970s, created by USAID to
facilitate project appraisals (Howes, 1992: 381). The approach has since become
common practice among project/programme planners and coordinators, as described by
Wallace (1997) and others.

As described in Bornstein (2001; 2003), the logical framework (also called a logframe,
project planning matrix, or LFA) is a simple tool, a matrix that summarises the key
elements of a project or programme (see Fig 5.1). A vertical logic links inputs to outputs,
to objectives - the project elements - in a series of 'if-then’ logical steps: if inputs ‘a’ are
done, then activities ‘b’ will be produced, if activities ‘b-d’ are done, then objective 'a' will
be produced, etc. For example, in a agricultural project the logic might be: if training in
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seed storage is done, facilities constructed and follow-up support given, then farmers will
reduce seed loss, contributing to increased agricultural output (among other benefits),
and ultimately greater food security.

A horizontal logic links the project elements to indicators of project success, information
(verification) sources, and assumptions; this logic frames a series of project
management tasks related to project control, steering, monitoring, information gathering,
and risk assessment. In the example just provided, information on the timing and
adequacy of provision of training, the construction of facilities, seed storage, agricultural
output and food security would be needed to monitor implementation and impacts. The
logframe as atool thus is designed to provide a concise overview of a project, its
intervention strategy, its expected outcomes, and its requirements for assessment and
information. The tool highlights areas of management responsibility and identifies both
potential contributions and risks that may arise from the wider project environment.

Figure 5.1 Components of a logical framework matrix (logframe or LFA)

Narrative Indicators Means of Assumptions
i summary (OVis) verification

wider aim / goal
project purpose

outputs / results
activities
inputs

Researchers have identified potential merits and problems with the approach (see Fig
5.2). Among the perceived advantage of LFAs is that they aid communication among
stakeholders because key elements of a project can be represented on one sheet of
paper. From this perspective, stakeholders, funders, and staff are more likely to be clear
on the aims of the project and the ways activities are linked to achievement ofthose
aims. Secondly, the LFA leads directly to impact evaluation; the specification of logical
links between indicators and means of verification is the primary feature that enables this
process. Lastly, by building into the logframe consideration of external factors that are
beyond the organisation’s control (assumptions), the LFA encourages both bounded
responsibility for outcomes and some assessment ofthe wider environment and
prevailing social dynamics.

On the other hand, the limitations ofthe approach are numerous. Howes (1992)
provides one ofthe earliest published critiques of LFAs and it is worthwhile to review his
observations. Howes contends that translating a framework that emerged from
corporate America into one that has utility for the developing world has been
fundamentally problematic. As Howes (1992: 383) notes, the framework does not have
poor people or addressing poverty as a central concern. None of the provisions
explicity demonstrate this. As well, the LFAs represent a type of “blueprint approach'in
which there may be little room for participation and worldviews of other stakeholders;
while some organisations have tried to detail more participatory approaches to project

Negotiating aid, page 64



matrix design as in the German ZOPP (objectives oriented planning), people may find
the language ofthe LFA and its linear structure difficult or incompatible with their cultural
frameworks or understanding of development.

Figure 5.2 Strengths and weakness of logical frameworks

Strengths Weaknesses
Key information in one document May be difficult and time-consuming to
Checks internal logic of plan construct
Ensures links between goals, objectives  Obliges simplification of complex ideas and
& strategies relationships
Project objectives explicit Unrealistic targets may lead to
Assumptions stated & factors critical to disappointment
success identified Problem analysis may be too negative
Encourages people to consider their Project managers may be too rigid in focus
expectations & how they can be on targets and indicators
achieved May be less suitable for small management
M&E is introduced early teams or projects
Quantitative assessment of progress
favoured

Logic is hierarchical & linear

Indeed, one ofthe important criticisms of the approach is that it reflects a worldview in
which development is mechanistic and characterised by linear causality. Progress in
this view is a question of achieving the specified steps. In contrast, in the world of
development much activity is process-oriented and outcomes are the product of multiple
forces. Thus, itis not so easy to attribute outputs to well-designed and methodical
inputs. Even if multiple causes are acknowledged, the logframe rests on a convergent
model of assessment, wherein the focus is on the intended effect (Brinkerhoff and
Tuthill, 1997). Left out of such mindsets is careful consideration, or measurement, of
unintended and secondary effects. The tightly structured frameworks with its
predetermined goals make it difficult to incorporate or adjust for any possibilities of
deviation (Howes, 1992: 391).

Finally, Howes (1992: 393) cautions that the uncritical and widespread adoption of a
blueprint or management tool type of approach such as the LFA may stifle innovation
and suppress local initiatives. Equally problematic will be the resultant trend away from
such long-term processes as institution and team building towards more short-term and
easily quantifiable type projects. Numerous other observers have echoed these
observations (cf. Appasamy, 1983; Baker, 2000; Bornstein, 2003; Brinkerhoff and Tuthill,
1987; Brinkerhoff, 2003; Coleman, 1992; Cracknell, 2000; Fowler, 1995; Gasper, 2000;
Howes, 1992; Kapoor, 2002; Wallace, 1997; Weiss, 1998; Wiggins and Shields, 1995;
World Bank, 2002) although some see the flaws arising out of the applications ofthe
tools rather than with any inherent biases in them.

Gasper's (2001) reflections on the ‘state of knowledge’ regarding logframes and their
effects is particularly useful. He argues that assessments of logframes must move
beyond simple ‘good/bad’ judgments of the tool - a form of essentialism in his view - to
consideration of how they work, and what tendencies they promote, in theory, in the
worlds of contemporary practice and in alternative development systems. While
logframes may be prone to misuse and abuse (Gasper, 2001:18-19), he argues that we
need to think carefully about how we assess them: which data, which comparisons,
which forms and styles of LFA, and with what style of assessment?
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Our approach here is two-fold. We first examine the range of ways in which logframes
have been introduced into South African NGOs and, relying on feedback from individuals
located at different levels ofthe NGOs, take a general learning approach to their use in
project design, project implementation, and M&E. Second, we take the examples oftwo
organisations that adopted radically different approaches to the logframe: one tried to
use it within a ‘business environment’ as a means to better communicate with funders
and obtain grants; the second tried to use it as an integral component within a bottom-up
participatory development approach.

5.3. Rational Management Tools in South African NGOs

All but one ofthe South African NGOs involved in our in-depth studies used some form
of a Logical Framework Approach or project planning matrix. Our analysis begins with
14 of the 22 NGOs; the aid chains studies in the second part ofthe chapter presentthe
experience of the remaining NGOs.

After describing how why different organisations use LFAs, discussion turns to how they
are used, they perceived impact on the organisation, staff, and their work on the ground,
and finally the perceived benefits and weaknesses of LFAs. SA NGO experiences and
staff understandings of M&E, reporting and strategic planning are similarly presented.
Attention then turns to the two aid chain studies. Subsequent analysis explores the
guestions posed at the beginning of this chapter.

How NGOs are working with logframes

Of the fourteen case study organisations, only one did not work directly with logframes.
Most of organisations used logframes because of their donors’ expectations. For
example, the EU and DFID, either as direct funders or through their intermediaries,
expect NGOs to use orthodox logical framework applications.

The one NGO that did not use a LFA was accountable to an INGO with back-funding
from an institutional donor in the UK. To satisfy this back donor, the INGO translated its
local aid relationship into a logframe for appraisal, monitoring and evaluation, in orderto
do this, the intermediary donor/NGO had to work very closely with the local NGO to
ensure that indicators were monitored and sufficient information was collected to report
on progress. Thus even though the local SA NGO did not use LFA in this case, a
logframe’s logic (held between the INGO and back donor) still guided elements of project
design, information gathering, and assessment.

In the majority of cases, there was an overall sense from staffthat NGOs were not
making constant reference to the logframes. Initially, considerable time and energy
would have been spent on drafting the frameworks, which would then be referred to
when necessary to compile the required update reports. Funding proposals that were
available for review usually did not have logframes attached. The assumption was that
these would be submitted upon requestfrom donors.

NGO staff members' familiarity with logframes varied greatly. While numerous
organisations had had special training in logframes during the mid-1990s, during the
period of our research such training was usually part of wider management and
organisational development exercises, or given because the NGO requested assistance,
and then usually with a wider participatory planning framework (as used by GTZ or
DANCED). Instead of widespread familiarity with the techniques, certain staff in the
organisation were given responsibility for proposal preparation, and reporting against
logframes (either the director or a specific individual), consultants were hired to draft or
fine-tune the planning matrix, or partners internationally would assist (again either
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together with the local partner or in a specialised division, sending drafts back to South
Africa for ‘consultation and approval’).

In another case, that of a NGO support organisation with staff proficient in logframe and
other project planning techniques, their funded projects are not now tied to logframes.
Yet staff described how the language of planning matrices has been useful:

“We don't use it ourselves but | think where we do use it is in our thinking. We use that

language, where we say we've got this idea for a programme, what are the development
goals, what is our immediate objective, who is our target group, what are we trying to get
them to do, what could our output be about.”

In using the terminology of objective, outcomes, and activities, or indicators and means
of verification, all present understand what is meant. Such examples show the complex
ways in which the approach has permeated development thinking.

Application of LFA at various levels ofthe organisation

Partly because of its complexity and because it is so difficult to translate and
communicate to field staff, many organisations have not fully integrated its use within the
entire organisation. In most instances, the framework is not used beyond the office or
management level as the following quotes demonstrate:

For us, as a development tool, logframes are not carried through to the field level.
For our staff it is quite confusing.

[We] modified the framework within training...LFAs were introduced but had to
simplified because it was too challenging.

[We] find itto be a useful tool, but it fails dismally atthe community level and only
works with office staff.

In many cases, organisations have set up systems where field staff plan and monitor
activities, according to workable or simplified indicators. Thereafter, Directors and
Programme Managers translate this information into logframes. Challenge arise,
however, where there are gaps in information; such was the case with one Director who
expressed frustration at “filling in the boxes” and fulfiling the donor “need” that the NGO
“puts down exactly what it is we do”.

Forthe most part, interviewees expressed ambivalence about LFAs. They
acknowledged the value of the approach in terms of organizing and thinking clearly, but
complained about its inflexibility, its tendency to be reductionist, and its complicated
nature. None of the interviewees regarded the framework as an indispensable part of
their work.

LFA and the whole idea of “planning tools" evoked extreme reactions from some of our
respondents. One director expressed outrage atthe notion of rationally planning
development to such an extent. On the other extreme was an organisation that had
unwittingly adopted such a framework. In this instance, the organisation’s Programme
Manager claimed no knowledge of it or of its use within the organisation. A
documentation scan revealed otherwise. Thus, LFAs have permeated the world of
NGOs in one way or another.

Negotiating the use oflogframes

Given staff ambivalence - or hostility - to logframes, we asked respondents to comment
on their ability to negotiate with donors around LFA requirements. Again, our findings
cover the entire spectrum from outright resistance to unwitting compliance.
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Some organisations claimed they were able to reject the imposition of LFA and resist
pressure from donors. As the Director of one ofthese organisations noted:

...We do not use tools! And no, donor requirements don't influence our work at
all...We refuse to use logframes. Logframes are an iniquitous, dangerous, reductive
trap...[S]Jome people don’t have a choice. LFA is a military planning tool.

A subsequent interview with the Director revealed that while the organisation had not
adopted an orthodox version ofthe tool, staff members were using it in some form or
another.

An interviewee from another training organisation noted that ‘W e hate the word ‘tools™
and indicated that they do not submit proposals in terms of LFA. However, as a training
organisation staff have directed significant energy to NGOs and donors requests for
training on the use of LFA. Itis no coincidence that organisations such as these, that are
aware of their choices and have opted to not use the framework, are relatively well-
resourced, aware of alternative development approaches and have a diversified funding
base.

On the other hand, the organisation that is using LFA and is unaware of it is an
organisation that has tended to be extremely donor-oriented and dependent on donor
funds and has been pulled in different directions by various donors because of this
vulnerability. Indeed the use of LFA has been imposed upon them. The organisation’s
Programme Manager who does all programme planning, the liaising, preparing of
proposals and reporting to donors indicated that his organisation did not use logframes.
However, a review of a programme plan and report to the donor revealed that the
organisation was employing an application of LFA. Forexample, the plan was organised
into a table with the following categories: “activity”, “expected outcomes”, “indicators”,
and “schedule”. Thus, the approach was adopted with a lack of awareness or training
about its purpose, use or implications. What is unclear is whetherthe LFA had effects:
was it a document setting out binding targets for which the organisation was accountable
orwas it a meaningless accompaniment, appended to satisfy requirements and nothing
more. In either case, the LFA was not benefiting project management.

One ofthe organisations interviewed was proactive in its response to donors’
expectations around LFA. The organisation observed a strong push amongst its various
donors to use forms of LFA as a basic planning method. To meet all its donors various
requirements and reshape proposals to these specific requirements was found to be a
difficult and cumbersome task. Itwas for this reason that the organisation approached a
training agency to assist them with developing a single proposal and accompanying
reporting format. The end result was that all of it donors were convinced to acceptthe
revised format, which turned outto be a "watered-down” logframe that the organisation
itself found acceptable to work within.

While some organisations use orthodox LFAs to reportto donors like DFID and the EU,
many of the organisations have adapted the frameworks to their particular needs. For
instance at one organisation, a staff member explained that proposals are not strict LFAs
but they “are in a results-based format” with “a work-plan which lists target groups,
objectives, inputs and outputs,” the “elements of logframes.” The comments reflect
familiarity with the logframe and how their proposals differ.

In another organisation, we were told that “Logframes are the basis for our plans,
although we adapt them.” And in still another case, “The [organisation] currently doesn't
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use logframes. [We] recognise the key elements such as monitoring and evaluation, key
objectives and implementation. These elements will be included in...our plans.”

There are several interpretations of non-orthodox preparation of project planning
documents, all of which had some support from our fieldwork. It may be that donors,
and INGOs, are beginning to be more flexible in the formats that they will accept for
projects from the South; interviews with donors, INGOs and SA NGOs indicated that
some donors are proceeding in this way. It may also be that donors remain committed
to their specified LFA formats and that INGOs are investing time in changing
documentation from their Southern partners to fit these requirements. Our interviews
provided evidence of this possibility as well. Several INGO representatives cited their
Southern partners' limited capacity for LFA preparation, the need to bring together
materials from several partners to report on a programme orjoint project (requiring re-
working of the initial drafts), or even fears that the LFAs would negatively affect their
partners, requiring energies better spent on projects themselves.

Perceived benefits of LFA

As already mentioned, most SA NGO respondents were ambivalent about the LFA. In
all but one case, even those who were strongly critical found some value in its use. Staff
cited them as useful for organizing, structuring, and summarizing project and for and
being rigorous about objectives as illustrated by the following quotes:

[LFA] has a lot of useful aspects to it that can assist one to become more
rigorous in one’s work and be clearer about objectives.

[We] used to work on the system of Management by Objectives. LFA is better,
the focus on outcome is important. Inthe past, planning was much too focussed
on activities....LFA puts the emphasis where it should be.

It [has] some useful elements, such as listing tasks to achieve along with stated
outputs.

Respondents thought that LFAs were patrticularly useful for donors. LFAs ease project
appraisal - "[L]Jog frames summarise the need and help donors understand the need
quickly.” Logframes concisely convey selected aspects of a proposed project, permitting
rapid initial review of proposal. Of course, numerous commentators have noted that
LFAs, as easily manipulated and restructured versions of the project, do not give a
complete portrayal of the project, often leave out essential pieces or impose a logic that
is not possible, and have not been shown to lead to better selection of projects to fund.8

While several South African NGO respondents found LFAs useful in later project
phases, there was no consensus on their benefits, as shown in the following quotes:

[LFAs] are useful monitoring tools. They are useful for clarity on project
objectives and are also convenientfor reporting to donors as they provide
information at a glance.

I think it is a great tool for designing and planning. Once you designed and
planned though, Ithink many things can happen. And it can be very difficult to
report against that format when things haven't gone according to plan.

8Donors could conduct a very interesting study by grouping funded projects appraised on the basis of
detailed requirements and project planning matrices against those funded on the basis of other criteria
(long-term trust or proven track-record, need ofthe intended beneficiaries, narrative proposals, etc.) and
comparing their “success”.
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LFA has been useful in that it promotes a rigorous and disciplined approach to
managing projects. However, not everything can go into a framework. While it is
useful for structuring and planning, a lot of qualitative stuff has to be captured
and reflected differently [in reporting].

As shown in the above comments, positive aspects of LFAs were described in the same
breath as negative ones. Wholehearted advocacy of the LFA was rare and confined to
managers of organisations with a strong commitmentto the techniques, such as those
described in the livelihoods aid chain later in this chapter.

Criticisms of LFA

Most respondents had an easier time articulating their reservations about the use of
logframes. As mentioned above, many organisations had to adapt and simplify these
frameworks. So, for example, some organisations just extract and work with elements of
the framework.

Respondents said they have found LFA a “complicated” and “cumbersome" tool. Staff at
a NGO support organisations said that training in LFA takes approximately five full days,
and even afterwards, as INGO managers noted, trainees may still not be capable of
working with donor requirements.

SA NGO respondents also complained that the logframe tended to reduce organisations
to projects, notably LFAs “didn't incorporate institutional complexity” and the “dimension
of qualitative progress was absent”. One interviewee observed that it has reduced the
number of people handling reporting as well. Whereas in the past, there may have been
two or three programme officers involved in evaluation, this has now been reduced and
centralised in the hands of one person who does the “number-crunching”. In other
cases, reporting has increased. Some organisations submit reports in terms ofthe
logframe, but staff also prepare a narrative report (regardless of whether it is required) to
capture qualitative developments.

Some organisations were critical of the lack of flexibility of the logframe. One
respondent said that when conditions shift and the nature ofthe programmes change, it
is difficult to make the changes in the framework. Indeed, the political context for many
of these NGOs is quite unstable and respondents said that it is not always possible to
reflect this or make the necessary adjustments in a logframe. Some of the organisations
felt that their work was too complex to translate into basic logframe indicators.

Another interesting finding about the logframes was that they tended to encourage
dishonesty, as is discussed extensively in the section on M&E. For example, some
people indicated that what they reported on did not necessarily reflect what was
happening in the field. Also, some felt the pressure of demonstrating change from report
to report whereas change on the ground was difficult to effect quickly. So they went
ahead with “doctoring the reports” despite what was experienced on the ground. One
NGO director admitted that when they sat down to prepare the logframe under time
pressures, they “didn't have the luxury of sitting down with stakeholders so they just
cooked up assumptions aboutthem”. Some have expressed that logframes are very
easy to manipulate. As one interviewee suggested,

[you] settargets lower than you can achieve...[this] makes your performance
look better and impresses funders.
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Monitoring and Evaluation in the South African NGOs

There has been a clear recognition of the need to monitc
ensure effectiveness at various stages of the project eye
and to market the implementing organisation to the don
planning and design, the introduction of rational manac
with particular M&E styles. Distinguishing simply two s
M&E derived from a project logframe or “blueprint” ap

a process and participatory approach (see Fig 5.3).

Figure 5.3: Monitoring and Evaluation in a Blueprint versus» >..

Blueprint Approach Process Approach

Scope Achievement of goals Institutional growth
Quantitative Qualitative

Purpose To determine results of project  To redefine objectives and
and lessons for the future improve implementation

Timing After completion During project

Done by Staff and outsiders Staff and participants

Done for Management plus funding Project management and
agency, planners participants

Source: Howes, M. (1992: 388)

In an approach in which M&E tightly follows the structure of the logframe, indicators
associated with implementation (activities and outcomes) are monitored and those
associated with achievement of goals and objectives are addressed in periodic and end-
of-project evaluations. The information systems needed for monitoring and evaluation
can largely be established at the outset of the project since the activities and effects to
be addressed are presumed known (they are those detailed in the project plan). The
process approach, a divergent one, takes a wider view, since it is assumed that the
project is situated on shifting sands; possibilities and constraints may change; so may
needs; there may be unintended effect and unexpected influences In such approaches,
the focus has shifted to ensuring that beneficiaries of service articulate their needs and
take ownership of projects. NGO personnel should facilitate rather than act as experts.
Beneficiaries may participate extensively in M&E in this process approach. While
Howes associates the process approach with community and staff involvement,
participatory M&E has also been introduced into projects working with logical
frameworks. An analysis of findings in the South African NGO experience reveals that
although there is a clear recognition ofthe need to ensure more participation, overall this
shift has been slow to effect.

All the organisations within this study had some form of monitoring and evaluation, in
some cases simple, in others quite sophisticated. Evaluations were conducted either
externally, internally or both. However, the majority of case study NGOs had their
evaluations conducted externally. This is illustrated in table 5.1 below:

In many instances (at least 43%), evaluations and impact assessments were done at the
request of donors. In one case, an NGO that had multiple funders pre-empted any
requests from donors for an evaluation by commissioning evaluations on a three-yearly
basis. A few organisations recognised the importance of having participatory monitoring
and evaluation systems and tried to institute such mechanisms.
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Table 5.1: Internal versus External Evaluations

Type of Evaluation No. of Organisations Percentage
Internal 7 50
External 9 64
Both 6 43
Unknown 4 29

We encountered examples of relatively successful participatory monitoring. In one case,
local people, including a board member, comprehensively evaluated a NGOs
programme over several months. One ofthe evaluators (who subsequently joined the
staff) described the participatory process and emphasised the importance of it in building
ownership of the recommendations:

We used the process to form a picture of the organisation along the way, building
peoples’ convictions and notjust us [the evaluators] coming up with
recommendations under sterile conditions. We presented findings, listened to
people, took into account the capacity of the organisation...because bodies and
minds in the organisation need to make something happen.

Although the researchers asked to review all relevant NGO documentation, including
evaluations, only one of the organisations was forthcoming with their evaluation reports
(see Chapter 6). This raises questions about transparency and the lack of trust within
the sector. NGOs do notwant to be viewed as vulnerable or perceived in a negative
light perhaps because competition for funding is an over-arching concern. Since access
to evaluation reports was limited, it is difficult to comment on the trends in this regard.
However, there were a few issues that emerged around monitoring and evaluation
systems.

The need to demonstrate impact is a primary concern for NGOs as it is an important
marketing tool and medium through which confidence in the organisation from donors
and clients can be boosted. As one Director noted:

We struggle to monitor impact. But it's ultimately the impact that we are able to
demonstrate that attracts us more work...so we are continuously looking to see
how we show impact.

The training or OD institutions reported several requests to assist organisations with
evaluations, most of which were donor-funded. The attitude towards monitoring and
evaluation varied amongst the organisations. Some merely just mechanically went
about it as something that needed to be done. Others wanted to really engage with the
process, and wanted to have input into who the evaluators were and how these
processes were conducted. As one Director noted:

We need to choose an evaluator who will understand our work - who will notjust
look at processes, the human organisational structures that have been created
and see these as achievements.

As expected, the organisations that were relatively well established and financed were
able to conduct regular external evaluations - usually once every few years or at the
request of donors. The internal monitoring and evaluation process within organisations
usually involved team or supervision meetings with reporting systems to monitor
progress.

Integrating monitoring and evaluation systems throughout the levels of the organisation
has not been problem free. For example, one NGO introduced a simple reporting tool to
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monitor progress at field level, intended to feed into a larger six monthly report to donors.
It was in the form of atimesheet and included sections for activities and outputs. The
NGO field staff experienced many difficulties with this report. Even those staff that had
education levels beyond high school had problems with it because they found it difficult
to reflect their experiences in such a manner. They needed training and ongoing
support to work with these forms, with unclear benefits for the quality of their work.

SA NGOs and Reporting

Reporting is a key obligation on the part of NGOs to their funders. It is the medium
through which they demonstrate accountability and update donors on the progress and
important developments surrounding the funded project. Considering that the head
offices of donor organisations are normally based overseas in developed countries and
project visits from donors are generally few and far between, reports are the primary
means of communication and feedback. Itis common practice for reporting guidelines,
procedures and periods to be outlined and agreed upon at the beginning of the funding
relationship and as part of the funding contract. As well, funding that is disbursed in
tranches is contingent upon reports being sent out on time before release ofthe next
tranche. Of ail the management procedures, the pressure to report comprehensively
and on time appears to have the strongest incentive and penalty.

Among South African NGOs, the pressure to report according to donor expectations was
felt throughout the organisational levels. The process of reporting and managing donors
was also found to require considerable stafftime and energy. Atthe field level, people
expressed lack of confidence about their reporting. They were concerned about either
communicating in English when it is their second language or about appropriately
expressing themselves for fear of being misjudged or misunderstood (see chapter 4). At
the office or management level, many respondents emphasised that reporting was
tedious and time-consuming. One organisation tracked the number of hours spent on
donor-related matters (whether reporting or attending workshops and meetings) and
found that it consumed 230 hours in less than a month. A project manager from another
organisation observed that reporting to donors now consumed 60% of his time while in
the past he had spent most of his time on programmes. Staff at both organisations felt
that they were in too vulnerable a position to express these concerns to donors.

Many NGO respondents expressed frustration at complying with different reporting
requirements from different donors. As mentioned earlier, one organisation managed to
take a proactive stance on negotiating a standard reporting format with their donors. This
system appeared to have worked well for the organisation in question. Another
organisation merely incorporated their donor reporting requirements into one big
package. Howeverthey noted that donors still asked for information already contained
in that package, evidence that they had not read it.

There was the perception and in some cases admission from donors, that the six-
monthly reports went largely unread. As such, there usually was no feedback from
donors. NGOs were frustrated about all the time and effort spent in compiling these
reports only to have them collect dust on a desk.

Some NGO managers explained that the complexity oftheir work made it very difficult to
report against donors’ indicators. This proved to be extremely frustrating for them. As
one interviewee noted:

Consultants seem to be the only ones benefitihng from complicated reporting and
application requirements...There needs to be a middle path between donors’
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interests and the NGOSs' interests... Building relationships and notjust systems is
key.

No doubt, the purpose of this type of reporting is questionable when donors do not read
them, and NGOs do them simply to comply with donor requirements and not necessarily
to reflect their work on the ground.

One ofthe observations about balancing reporting requirements with the actual situation
in the field was that there is a considerable pressure to demonstrate progress from
report to report. Considering that most reporting is done on a six-monthly basis, the type
of progress that donors may be looking for is difficult to achieve in such a short space of
time. Some ofthe organisations are able to re-negotiate with donors around timeframes
but then are faced with the additional problem of having unspent funds atthe end of a
funding period. Thus, NGOs not only face the pressure of fundraising but also that of
hanging onto the funds already disbursed.

South African NGOs and Strategic Planning

Strategic planning moves beyond the focus at project level to an overall concern with
organisation development (Wallace, 1997). The primary concern here is with relevance
to awider context and responsiveness to the dynamism of local stakeholder needs. As
with the other techniques, approaches to strategic planning vary from those that are
formulaic to those that are flexible.

Wallace (1997: 40-41) noted that NGOs have employed strategic planning in different
ways, something that is evident in the South African research as well. Some NGOs
have used atop-down approach in instituting plans while others have employed more
participatory approaches. Inthe former case, this been experienced as an imposition on
staff and in the latter case, strategic planning has become a time-consuming and
complex procedure. There has been recognition that strategic planning processes have
value in organisations as they contribute to team building, having clear direction, being
more focussed and making necessary changes. However, there have also been
concerns about having to deal with conflict and new tensions generated by the process.

Research in the South African context has shown that many NGOs have recognised the
value of strategic planning to organisation development and positioning themselves in
relation to donors and other stakeholders in the wider context. With the exception of one
organisation, most ofthe NGOs (93%) interviewed undertook a strategic planning
exercise. The organisation that was not undertaking such an exercise claimed that that
it was engaging in such a process on a yearly basis. However the interviews revealed
that this process was actually being confused with a yearly operational plan.
Respondents from one ofthe OD institutions observed that this confusion was a
common problem among the NGOs that they assisted with strategic planning.

According to many ofthe NGOs, the emergence of strategic planning processes could
be attributed to donor requirements. They resented that donors seemed eager for five-
year plans and long-term planning in general while many of the NGOs grappled with
immediate financial crises and the constant dynamism of organisational and beneficiary
needs. However, most office staff recognised that strategic planning exercises are
important for organisational development.

Attitudes about the benefits from strategic planning reveal a certain level of confusion
about its functions and potential benefits. At an organisation that was experiencing a
leadership and financial crisis, managers described the strategic planning exercise as
crucial in consolidating and re-establishing its mission and identity. Yet staff
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simultaneously said that they did not expect any major shifts in the values, mission or
identity of the organisation. Instead the process was about validating the organisations
previous orientation; opportunities for serious reflection and around team-building may
have emerged but they were not part ofthe manager’'s expectations.

Respondent NGOs varied in how they conducted their strategic processes. Many
organisations opted to use external consultants (South African and international) to lead
the process. In a couple cases staff members structured the exercises. For
organisations that were local affiliates of an international NGO, strategic planning was
led by the INGOs specialised staff or external consultants.

One ofthe OD organisations recognised the importance of building strategic thinking
throughout the organisation on a continual basis as opposed to relegating it to an event.
So although the actual strategic planning exercise occurred once in three years, the
strategic thinking was an on-going basis and was more formally structured to occur once
guarterly. There was a clear shiftto move the responsibility from a single leader out
laterally to other staff.

There were several other trends that emerged around the issue of strategic planning.
Firstly, there was the recognition among many ofthe NGOs that the process needed to
be more participatory than it was. People felt that it should not be confined to the
boardroom but taken to the field. The other observed trend was that much of the focus
of the strategic planning exercises was the issue of sustainability, cost-effectiveness and
attracting more donor funds. Third, the strategic planning process was viewed as
important in giving focus and direction in terms of the organisation’s work, as well team-
building. And finally, respondents acknowledged a diversity of approaches to strategic
planning rather than a single best practice.

Of all the tools and techniques investigated, strategic planning and related processes
appeared to be the least contentious or problematic. Staff seemed to find value in the
process and to be adapting it to the particular needs and requirements of the
organisations.

South African NGOs have embraced the new donor-inspired management practices,
whether happily so or not. The concern is at what cost. NGOs are now faced with
having to manage the tensions of complying with donor requirements, dealing with
threats to sustainability and being responsive to the needs of project participants.
Inevitably, some aspects will suffer. The most disturbing trend is that the commitment
and responsibility to project participants appears to be the one that is easily
compromised.

5.4. Rational management tools along the aid chain

Discussion now turns to two different case studies. The first case study examines efforts
to marry rational management with a participatory and human-centred development
approach. The study details the way the merged approach is understood by staff at
different organisational points along the aid chain and in practice at the community-level.
The authors point out that even the rational management approach is meantto serve
two distinct functions: assisting in the design of projects that are feasible and oriented
towards the intended impacts; and assisting in management of the resulting projects
(such thattimely adjustments are made to assure implementation, participating actors
are held responsible for producing the specified actions, etc.). Examining these two
management functions, and their interaction with participatory practices, allows analysis
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of the contradictions emerging from an innovative effort to bring together the strengths of
the different development approaches.

The second case study examines the experience of one NGO with rational
management. During an isolated period the organisation, which had emerged out of a
strong commitment to work for poor communities, had a new director who relied heavily
on a ‘business’ model of management. This case study, though focused more at the
level of the SA NGO, allows consideration of the use of a range of rational management
tools.

Aid chain 4: PEOPLE, participation and management techniques
By Shelly Dill

This case study examines the formulation and spread of a particular development
approach, here entitled livelihood programming (LP), from the headquarter level in the
North to country offices in South Africa and partner organisations. The aid chain is
complex: DFID funding, UK NGOs, international NGOs based outside the UK, INGOs
based in South Africa and South African NGOs and CBOs (see Fig 5.4). The
involvement of international NGOs based outside the UK is somewhat atypical of the
organisations studied.

Empirical research for this case study was carried out by Shelly Dill, with analysis and
write-up by Shelly Dill and Lisa Bornstein. Following a three-month internship with the
livelihood unit in the organisation’s headquarters, Shelly Dill conducted field research
with the organisation’s regional and South Africa offices, and with various partner
organisations throughout South Africa. Personal work experience, key informant
interviews, surveys and on-site observation were sources of information. At each site,
core and field staff were interviewed or surveyed. Intotal, 16 personal interviews and 24
surveys were carried out during 2001.
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PEOPLE and livelihood programming

During the last decade PEOPLE introduced a new model to development that attempted
to marry rational management and planning techniques with a people-centred approach
to household security. Although there was initial disagreement within PEOPLE over the
LP framework, during the early 1990s staff at headquarters refined the LP approach and
by the mid-1990s, the organisation had officially adopted LP as its programming
framework. The implementation of LP brought about a re-vamping of PEOPLE
headquarters in the north and a heavy push on country offices in the south to
incorporate or even superimpose LP in their programs. PEOPLE is thus an excellent
organisation in which to study the transfer of development concepts and procedures.
PEOPLE'S LP approach draws on and expands the entittement approaches to
household food security formulated by Amartya Sen and others. Secure households are
those able to acquire adequate food, health, shelter, minimal levels of income, basic
education and community participation. According to those in PEOPLE’S international
offices, such afocus has the potential to dramatically reform and improve past
approaches by the organisation.

The LP framework is PEOPLE'S attempt to address the pitfalls of past development
projects. The objectives of PEOPLE'S LP model are numerous. LP is based on a
people centred development approach, which attempts to involve the community and its
stakeholders. Operationally, the approach is to discern community needs and desires
prior to project design. The community is to take an active role in the design process. A
holistic, integrated and flexible framework rather than a preset sector focus is meantto
encourage NGOs to respond to the pressing needs of beneficiaries, and to avoid
focusing only on those sectors where they have the most expertise. Participation,
empowerment and partnership are principles integral to the approach.

A stated goal ofthe LP approach is to improve the organisation’s ability to target the
poorest and most vulnerable households in a community. Senior respondents in the
organisation explained that by examining a community and a household’s overall
livelihood, a program can be more comprehensive in scope. Additionally, they hoped
that with the use of LP and by working with partners they could better coordinate
projects in similar geographic areas and avoid repetition. Finally, the respondents and
program documents suggested that the use of LP throughout the project cycle would
lead to increased levels of monitoring and evaluation, which would in turn allow PEOPLE
to successfully demonstrate its results in the field and increase the efficiency level of its
programs.

However, while the promise of LP is clear, and the principles and aims laudatory,
research in South Africa suggests many ofthe past pitfalls still plague current project
operations. Moreover, there are new problems emerging that an LP approach, at least
as currently employed, is unlikely to resolve. Some of these difficulties could be
remedied, or at least moderated, if greater attention was paid to the dynamics of LP
diffusion and implementation. Other problems, as the evidence below suggests, will
require a more fundamental reassessment of the existing aid system and the unequal
‘partnerships’ fostered therein.

Livelihood programming: A singlejewel or a faceted surface?

Our analysis ofthe LP framework started with the recognition that although LP was
presented as an integrated approach, in practice there are three distinct ways in which
the framework is used and understood. LP can be understood as a participatory
methodology, a management strategy, a project cycle tool, or as a combination of these.
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Analysing LP in several contexts exposes the myth that LP is simply an integrated
‘programmatic framework’. Additionally, it helps to address one of the major questions
of this research: whether rational management techniques and people centred
approaches can be merged successfully in practice.

LP is used by NGOs as a framework to combine flexible learning approaches with
management based tools. Understanding LP as a participatory methodology links it to a
people-centred approach whereas viewing LP as a management strategy or a project
cycle tool aligns the framework with a management-based philosophy. Therefore, it is
necessary to probe the ways LP is used and how each way is received and understood
in the field. By doing this systematically, both the ‘success’ of PEOPLE'SLP
programming and the tension inherent in merging people centred development
approaches with management-based strategies can be observed.

Additionally, examining LP in relation to donors and partner implementation reveals how
the framework is transferred from organisation to organisation, the rationale behind the
transfer and whether or not the transfer of programming ideology is successful.
Ultimately, the different ways LP is understood, used and transferred is bound within the
dynamics of the aid chain. Therefore, the overarching goal is to examine the aid chain
system using PEOPLE’S LP programming framework from a headquarter level in the
north to its use in South Africa.

Livelihood programming as a participatory methodology

LP is a programming framework not a methodology. LP uses different methodologies to
gather information needed for design of a project. However, the field research shows
that some South African program and field staff understand LP only as a package of
participatory techniques. Overall, employees make little distinction between LP as a
framework for understanding households and their livelihoods, and as a set of tools for
collecting information from the community. These misunderstandings of LP mean that
what the staff actually understands and engages in is participatory rapid appraisal (PRA)
under the guise of LP.

One reason for this confusion is that while most staff received some type of training on
LP, they describe this training as making LP more perplexing. Competent LP training
takes a commitment oftime and expertise that many senior stafffind difficult to provide.
The deepest understanding of LP seems to come from the regional office and one or two
top members of the country office. Most national employees lack understanding of
PEOPLE’S overall LP initiative; there are thus few individuals who can act as trainers
and even then, the limited time dedicated to training is not accompanied by any follow-
up. Stafftrained in LP find it used only for limited purposes or not at all. Initial
community assessments, easily equated with PRA, were seemingly the major learning
outcome of the training and the only element of the participatory framework used
consistently. Additionally, while PRA is a valuable set of techniques, it also represents
the reduction of a broad framework for community involvement in all aspects of the
project’'s conception, implementation, outcomes and assessment to a much more
circumscribed and mechanistic approach to participatory inputs and human
development. There is an over-riding assumption that by using the prescribed
methodologies typical problems associated with conducting problems at the local level
will be eliminated, or at least reduced; however, as described in Box 5.1, such
methodologies do not eliminate the politics of development processes.
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Box 5.1 Local constraints to livelihood programming
By Shelly Dili

Livelihood programming aims to intimately involve local communities in the process of
designing and implementing locally relevant projects. Much research focuses on the
level of project design and NGO offices in preventing or promoting participatory
practices. Fieldworker inputis usually examined in terms of levels of training with
participatory techniques; personal attitudes and organisational incentives may be as
important as training and techniques. Local staff are often ambivalent about working
with extensive participatory approaches. Pragmatically they describe community leaders
as a potential problem because of attempts of traditional leaders acting as gatekeepers
(a comment repeated in other case study organisations). There are also fears that the
process is too extractive from communities, demanding inputs oftime, energy and
resources without sufficient pay-back. Additionally, local partner organisation stafffeel
threatened by LP because it may expose that they do not understand the communities in
which they work. For example, an LP assessment conducted by PEOPLE SA and a
local CBO uncovered a rift within the community over the work in which the CBO had
been involved; the community chief asked both PEOPLE and CBO staffto leave the
area as a consequence, in another case, the assessment uncovered that there were
two CBOs working in the area; PEOPLE'S partner CBO had no knowledge of the other
organisation, an active one, despite working in the community for three years.
Additionally, respondents explained thatthe LP assessment could result in definition of
an important local need in a sector in which the parther CBO had no expertise,
generating concern among local staff that the CBO could easily discredit itself. Local
staff also fear raising community expectations upon the CBO if they identified important
needs within the area without the means to address them.

Livelihood programming as a Management Strategy

LP can also be understood as a management strategy, a way of encouraging coherence
across the dispersed offices, projects and partners linked to PEOPLE and its funding.
Adoption of LP as the international programming approach to be introduced in all country
offices and with all partners implies a unified vision of an organisation that may not be
echoed or understood in country offices, partner organisations or recipient communities.
There are dangers inherent in any major overhaul of management initiated from
headquarters, even while such reforms have the potential to greatly improve
effectiveness and efficiency. One danger is that, as Goldsmith (1996:1431) writes, “The
methods of strategic management are supposed to encourage creative problem-solving,
but the methods can also become ends in themselves, to the disregard of what they are
supposed to accomplish". There is also the danger that in the absence of substantive
inputs from country, field and project level staff, new management approaches will be
perceived as an effort by Northern development experts to transmit their own vision of
development to the south (c.f. Moseley-Williams,1994: 78).

In the case of PEOPLE, by advocating for LP, headquarters can encourage inclusion of
key elements within programs and maintain greater control over their country office
activities. Acceptance for the LP approach may have been mixed for this reason. The
field research revealed that in general, employees feel thatthe LP framework has been
a top down process. Original purveyors of LP argue that LP was developed in the field,
even in Southern Africa, and was then negotiated to the top. However, regardless of the
origin of LP within PEOPLE, the sentiment of country office staff affects the way LP is
implemented. Only a small number of staff said they personally feel ownership over LP.
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While there are those within PEOPLE that truly believe in the approach, there are others
who do not support the LP framework.

Ofthose that are critical of LP, many believe the framework is inflexible, ineffective and
fails to reach the poorest. Some staff members commented that LP appears to be
operational in theory but in the field it is often unable to deliver upon its claims of
improvement. They cite the lack of finances, time, community commitment and adequate
staff capacity as key constraints at different sites. They also have mixed feelings
regarding LP because they have yetto be able to see concrete results due to the lengthy
process and lack of examples within the region. In this regard, one respondent said, our
international partner “assumed people would hook into LP sooner and they have not.”

On the other hand, some organisations have embraced the use of LP and adapted it to
fit their own needs. These organisations claim that using the LP framework helps them
to plan projects that are effective, promotes better targeting, and provides accurate
information about the needs of the community. To their credit, these organisations
appear committed to truly learning about the communities they are working in. They
also appearto have enough funding and staff capacity to engage in this type of
programming.

To some, LP is a programming framework that headquarters can put on paperto discuss
how it has improved its programming. However, the success in the field is less than
clear.

LP as a Project Cycle Tool

Finally, LP can be viewed as a project cycle tool. Breaking LP down into elements, as in
the program or project cycle, is common in PEOPLE rhetoric. The LP approach, while
incorporating participatory perspectives and attention to multiple determinants of
household security, relies heavily on project cycles management techniques and
objectives- or result-based programming. Once a potential project concept is identified it
should be formulated in a way in which there is direct coherence between inputs and
outcomes, with clear stages, milestones and targets that can be monitored and
assessed.

Employees are introduced to LP as an approach that you can and should use throughout
the project. However, the research found that in many programs, LP is used in the field
for an initial assessment and then is neglected. Staff at PEOPLE’S South African
country office involved in training in partner organisations found this to be a repeated
problem, a challenge also acknowledged in several internal assessments and training
materials. One such document states that while some attempts to superimpose a
livelihoods approach over existing programs were successful “in many other cases this
resulted in extensive information gathering and analytical exercises which overwhelmed
staff with data, but resulted in little real change in actual project implementation” (source
kept anonymous).

Likewise, although theoretically there should be little difficulty in introducing LP into an
on-going project- and many senior and field staff advocate for such a practice - the
research found that this is rarely done. LP claims to have improved monitoring and
evaluating within the project cycle are similarly not fully supported by the field research;
monitoring did not consistently cover specified elements of the projects and problems
within the project were not always addressed in a timely manner. (Such findings
suggest that there are problems with expectations of comprehensive coverage, the on-
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going relevance of all project elements, and the possibility of intervening quickly and
solving all emerging problems.)

Some PEOPLE employees identify the linear service delivery approach ofthe project
cycle as an impediment to adoption of the framework. Howes (1992: 381) explains that
in this automatic process, “the proper management of inputs then sets in motion a linear
sequence of causes and effects, which leads automatically to the intended impacts”.
Understanding LP in rigid project cycle terms sets the framework at odds with its claims
of flexibility, community-involvement and a learning-oriented approach.

As the introduction of LP at the beginning of a project is both time-consuming and costly,
ideally there should be (a) integration of the new approach throughout the program,
which is not occurring, and/or (b) distinct benefits from those initial inputs. Looking at the
former option, we can ask, why isn’'t LP used after the initial community assessment,
pre-design phase? Looking atthe latter option, we can ask: How effective is LP when it
is only used in initial phases ofthe project cycle?

By analysing different interpretations of LP, a clear tension emerges. These varied ways
of understanding LP send mixed messages to staff. Individuals become confused about
LP’s purpose and meaning, and therefore unwilling to adopt LP. LP, as currently
designed, fails to achieve all it claims because the ideologies and tools within the
framework counteract one another. Regarding the experimentation of using rational
management tools in the context of participatory and learning approaches, PEOPLE’'S
experience with the LP programmatic framework shows that this fused process has led
to confusion, and to restricted implementation of the approach in the field.

Aid Chain 5. Kapa Housing Projecf
By Isaivani Hyman and Terence Smith; additional research by Lisa Bomstein and Annsilla Nyar

The Kapa Housing Project (KHP) is an example of an organisation that has been able to
attract multiple funders through its membership in a network. The organisation has been
in existence for over twenty years and has been a strong advocate for housing needs for
the poor. It has a diverse funding base. Apart from key donors such as the European
Union, Oxfam Canada, CIDA, DFID, HIVOS, Interfund, USAID, and CAFOD, KHP raises
funds though hiring out staff services, local donors and the state housing subsidy (see
Fig. 5.5).

According to one respondent, KHP has proven to be a “highly sustainable” organisation
with the caveat of “as far as NGO sustainability goes, which is always a relatively
insecure situation”. In its close to twenty years of operation, the organisation has never
retrenched staff. He acknowledged though that the organisation could always be more
secure with greater levels of reserve or access to endowments that would support
recurring costs. He believes that donors perceive the organisation as a reliable partner.

Recently the organisation passed through a crisis in leadership as first one director and
then the replacement resigned. The first director, a founding one, had worked closely
with staff over many years to improve physical conditions in poor neighbourhoods. The
dominant vision was one of working for the poor, and using employees’ valuable
expertise to make that possible. Professional staff- many of whom were trained
architects and engineers who could demand higher salaries in the private sector - felt
positive about their contributions to social change and equity. However, as time passed,
leadership and staff recognised the need for more patrticipatory approaches and a9

9Pseudonym
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broader approach to the built environment. The NGO began to experiment with more
community-based approaches, including participatory assessments, implementation and
feedback, and work with local leadership and decision-making structures.

Meanwhile, in conjunction with grants from international funds, donors placed new
requirements on KHP. One donor urged formation of an umbrella organisation for NGOs
nationwide working in the sector; the resulting entity acted as a conduitfor proposals
and funds, an intermediary between KHP and certain donors. As a result, KHP does not
have a direct relationship with many of its donors. The intermediary organisation liaises
with donors. However, donors do make project visits and outline their requirements.
Managers of projects funded through the network submit their reports to the umbrella
organisations for compilation with those of other partner NGOs and eventual submission.
KHP also generates funds by directly approaching from other international funders and
by implementing government projects.

When the founding director left, the board decided on a new director with substantial
experience in the private sector. The director was accustomed to working with business
plans, keeping an idea on productivity and the bottom line, and actively seeking out new
clients. Our research team spoke with the director and with other staff before, during,
and after the period ofthe new director’s tenure. Office documents, including proposals,
reports, logframes, and assessments, were available to the research team; a researcher
also accompanied KHP to “the field”.

Rational management, local realities and learning

Logical frameworks, associated M&E and reporting, and donor-compatible accounting
systems were used extensively at KHP. One ofthe roles ofthe umbrella organisation
was to assure that all reporting (financial and programme) was in the appropriate format
to comply with donor requirements. If reports were submitted in alternative formats, staff
atthe umbrella organisation would request additional information from KHP. The
benefits ofthese systems were not easily apparent.

Looking at relationships to one donor, for instance the European Union (EU), staff
observed thatthe EU's reporting requirements were complex and demanding. The EU
required quarterly financial reports and reports measuring project progress against
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specific indicators. They also required six monthly narrative reports. The quarterly

progress reports involved providing data on a substantial number of indicators, and the
reporting timeframes were very strict. The reports were quite broad covering habitable
environments, governance, and sustainable livelihoods/ economic development activity.

Reports related to the EU contract would go through the intermediary umbrella
organisation. Each individual member of the organisation would send a report to a head
office where it would be compiled into one comprehensive report that would be
submitted to the EU every six months. This task was a demanding one as it involved
synthesizing a large number of indicators from members' reports. All members were
required to use the same reporting format and found it challenging to get reports done
properly and on time. The umbrella office would often complain that the quality of
members' reports was inadequate. They felt that members did not understand the donor
expectations of the umbrella office. Donors had pushed for the creation ofthe
intermediary umbrella organisation because, as the new director recounted, it eased
their transaction costs to deal with just one funding recipient and sector-wide impacts
could be more easily assessed.

Although the joint reports had certain benefits, they did not replace direct donor
oversight of KHP or ease reporting for local NGOs. USAID also had very rigorous
reporting requirements. As part of the funding relationship, USAID would send auditors
to KHP to assess capacity for financial management. The project coordinator at KHP
was required to submit six-monthly reports to USAID, a narrative one that outlines the
successes of the project and a financial report. She observed that while these
requirements were not cumbersome and demanding at the project level, she expected
that they would be when the umbrella office has to compile its consolidated report.
Interestingly, Interfund, a local funder, was identified as having the strictest reporting
requirements of KHP's donors. The donor required six-monthly audited financial reports
(this may reflect local concern over the high-profile cases of corruption and financial
irregularities in SA NGOs in 1998).

Where possible, KHP would use the reporting formats and indicators of one donor to
report to others. Staff acknowledged that it is difficult and expensive to adapt donor
requirements into learning for KHP. They received little feedback on the content of the
reports from their funders, and the intermediary organisation’s feedback revolved around
satisfying requirements of format rather than the quality of work. Staff also admitted that
sometimes reporting does not reflect what actually happens on the ground. In light of
the complexity of KHP's work, they contend that it is not always possible to encapsulate
their activities, achievements and context using donors’ indicators. They emphasised
that one important way forward is that donors need more contact with partners and that
annual donor visits were not enough. Membership in an umbrella organisation made the
links to donors even more tenuous, and added an additional level of potential mis-
representation into the process.

The new director, though familiar with business approaches, was divided in her support
for the rigid rational management tools. She pushed for more quantifiable indicators
from the staff to meet donor requirements and show impact. But she also acknowledged
that managers had to translate the progress reports and comments from local people
into the formats required. In her view, expecting community members to think in the
categories of the reports was unrealistic and inappropriate. The director also described
the use of logical frameworks and related reporting formats as 'good business practice’,
satisfying the ‘client’ regardless ofthe ultimate usefulness. Indeed, she had a clear
preference for business plans, with their detailed activities, timeframes, and individual
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responsibilities, to the less practical logframes, though she thought that they were
complementary tools.

Reporting to the EU was thus not very useful to KHP. Based on the EU's reporting
indicators, for instance, it was not possible to show what had or had not been achieved,
as some ofthem were inappropriate; KHP was in the midst of trying to refine those
indicators again. Reporting took skilled staff from their real responsibilities to those at
which they were not necessarily very good. In response, and based on internal
assessment oftime use, the director opted to centralise responsibility for dealing with
donors, assigning a single person to handle proposal writing, reporting and donor
relations. That too, had negative repercussions, removing the responsibility for
representing achievements and difficulties from those intimately involved in
implementation. There was limited learning from the monitoring and reports, and
problems translating local realities into the formats of the reports.

Strategic processes and organisational change

In the view of many KHP staff, the appointment of the last director proved to be a
“disastrous experiment”’. The director attempted to install a new vision for the
organisation that, according to staff, fell more into a private-sector delivery agency
paradigm as opposed to a people-centred one. As part ofthis paradigm shift, the
director had encouraged a much stronger focus on outputs and quantitative data. The
decision to appoint this particular director was costly, creating instability and conflict
within the organisation; several staff members decided to leave the organisation. Staff
felt that this transition in the organisation did more harm than good and that the
experiment with more rigid output orientation was a “futile diversion.”

The experience did allow staff, and our research team, to reflect on the balance between
external and internal pressures on NGOs, and the role of strategic planning. According
to a KHP manager, one of the main lessons from the experience was the KHP’s board
lack of a vision for the organisation, highlighted by their choosing, and backing, a
director with a vision that was a drastic departure from the original one. It also
demonstrated a need for further development of the board. The manager suggested
that in light ofthese developments, “support from donors in terms of improved
governance would be a useful intervention”. Whatever strategic processes had occurred
prior to the appointment of the director had not provided enough direction and clarity to
keep organisational coherence around the core values of a people-centred, delivery and
equity orientation,

Other respondents felt, in retrospect, that though a diversion from their work, the
experience had forced the organisation to go back to basics, to re-establish and clarify
values, principles and a development paradigm. They needed to go through the
exercise of verifying whether the old vision was still the correctvision. At the time, the
organisation had placed an advertisement in the Mail & Guardian for an external
facilitator to assist with “change management” and a strategic planning process. This
process was expected to take between six to nine months. Staff did not envisage a
dramatic departure from the original vision and values.

An expectation of continuity is at odds with the realities on the ground described by
managers, the shifting wider terrain, and an orientation towards organisational growth.
The choice of the second director reflected an effortto achieve balance between
responding to donor requirements and those ofthe communities they serve. Forthe
organisation the choice was too much oriented towards donors and business
rationalities. Staff say that their ultimate commitment is to communities: "we won't be
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dictated to by donors." At the same time, the organisation encounters numerous
constraints rooted in donor’s funding practices and priorities. For example, managers
noted that donors’ funding categories do not cover some community needs, such as
surveys, needs assessments and baseline studies that are valuable to their work. As
well, KHP has had very little access to money for research because donors are sceptical
of funding studies. They also find it difficult to access money for pilot projects. KHP has
observed that most donors now do not like funding small projects since they think they
require too much effort and high administration costs.

Another source of frustration is that donors tend to want KHP to plan years in advance.
KHP staff find long-term planning very difficult to do within the context of a rapidly
changing local policy environment and complex community factors. Also, “working
properly with communities takes time”, which respondents thought was not well
accommodated in some donors' requirements and expectations for delivery. Despite
demands for forward planning, KHP finds it difficult to get multi-year funding from
donors.

As is typical of many NGOs, the organisation has recently been in and out of financial
crises. ltis currently surviving financially through its professional staff fees. There is an
agreement with professional staff that they will be paid salaries below professional rates
and they will use the difference from the professional fees charged to government to
cover costs donors do not finance, such as overheads, research, and legal fees to
support evicted communities. There is also a fair amount of contract-based work that
includes partnerships with local government in relation to housing and municipal
services.

One ofthe managers interviewed observed that the contract work is an area that has to
be evaluated more closely. He believes that the organisation may rely too heavily on
this avenue. It may also constrain the organisation’s ability to exercise an independent
voice. Many NGOs are faced with this dilemma of having to find alternative means of
raising funds - often through contracting outto government or the private sector -
without comprising their values and identity.10

These examples suggest that even while staff expressed their commitment to the “past
vision” and orientation of the organisation there are both new constraints and
opportunities are likely to require consideration in strategically thinking about the future.
In this case, the need for strategic planning is an outcome of an organisational crisis of
local construction, though greatly influenced by pressures from different directions.

Donors and organisational change

The case study of SA-Network in chapter 4 highlighted the risks and benefits associated
with a NGO relationship to a single funder. KHP’s experience shows some
consequences of relationships with multiple funders and intermediaries. The
organisation, through its diversified revenue streams and staggered funding cycles, has
been able to sustain itself relatively well. The organisation has combined a set of
professional skills with a social vision and commitment that has resulted in both on-going
demand for its contributions and innovative programming. Well-educated staff,
allocation of a single staff person to “donor management” functions (e.g. proposal and

101n another organisation studied, efforts to combine consulting with grassroots advocacy proved
problematic when staff found themselves responsible for implementing policy that they were publicly
pressuring to change. Moreover, the organisation’s vocal stance on certain government policies led to
official mistrust in the organisation and the end of consulting contracts.
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report writing), and effective programming has allowed for continued access to
international and national funds. The organisation has been able to cover the costs of
many “un-fundable” activities through professional service fees and, though difficult, has
obtained funding for innovative pilot programs. Yetthe number of organisations involved
means that considerable time and effort is dedicated to donors in the form of reports,
training sessions, meetings, and other communications. Multiple reporting frameworks
were costly, contributed little to learning, and poorly reflected activities, progress and
difficulties on the ground. Likewise, donor requirements related to the umbrella
organisations - discussed elsewhere in the report- added a level of organisational
complexity for local organisations that was not matched, according to respondents, by
additional effectiveness in synergies or learning.

While the addition of the umbrella organisation and the formation ofthe sector-based
network implied major organisational change at the behest of donor, these were events
of the past. Contemporary organisational change and crisis were only indirectly linked to
donor actions. Choices by board members, staff and leadership, could have been quite
different, reflecting greater responsiveness to community-level or internal stakeholders
than to upstream donors.

5.5. Discussion

Participation is central of all NGO these days, though there is great variation in the depth
of commitment to participatory processes, and the ability to move from general principles
to participatory practice. The new ethos within the development field proposes a people-
centred approach where the target group or recipients of service are involved in all
stages of a project, from needs assessment to design, planning, implementation, and
evaluation. The idea is to give local people voice by incorporating their knowledge and
values. Another vital aspect of participatory approaches is that they facilitate monitoring
of projects. By keeping feedback channels open, especially from the bottom upwards
through the organisation, projects may be adjusted and adapted and hopefully rendered
more effective overall (Mikkelsen, 1995).

Participation can take many forms and be defined in various ways depending on its
objective. Mikkelsen (1995: 63) distinguishes between instrumental participation and
transformational participation; others similarly divide approaches between those focused
on participation as a means (efficiency) and end (equity and empowerment) (see
Cleaver, 2002). In the former situation, participation is encouraged with a view to
attaining predetermined objectives. Project participants are contributors to the project
and not key actors or beneficiaries. Transformational participation, on the other hand,
refers to situations where patrticipation itself is an objective and is viewed as key to such
intangible and immeasurable results as interdependence or self-reliance. An important
observation by Mikkelsen (1995) is that while transformation participation predominates
on paper and in development discourse, it is instrumental participation that predominates
in practice.

Power dynamics are central to how participation is enacted. White (1996: 6) raises the
important point that, “Sharing through participation does not necessarily mean sharing in
power”. So while local people tend to be engaged in an instrumental participation, this
generally does not extend beyond the level of implementation. To be truly participatory,
project participants have to be involved at decision-making and management level as
well, a point made repeatedly in the vast planning and development literature. Too
often, this is merely given lip service. For example, while structures and processes may
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appear to involve local people in decision-making, the reality is that their contributions
end up being marginalised, ignored or manipulated.

Even when there are good intentions and a genuine will to institute a participatory
paradigm, problems and tensions may be encountered (Mayoux, 1995: 241). Firstly, the
need for consensus among participants around needs and aims may prove to be an
insurmountable barrier in view of the many competing interests and divides within the
‘community.” Secondly, participatory processes are costly in terms of time and
resources. Finally, the power differential between donor and recipient or service-
provider and client is a fundamental barrier to full participation and an on-going source of
tension.

Craig and Porter (1997: 229) suggest that participation and effective management are
“deeply contradictory”. While the goal of the former is to share power and decision-
making, the latter is premised on centralised control and predetermined objectives.
Furthermore, the authority and expression of local people’s interests will be limited. Only
those interests that are relevant to the project will carry weight. In addition, Craig and
Porter (1997:231) note that:

People who are best at expressing themselves within the high moral and
technical frame of the project will thus have greater influence. This is why
educated elites and males tend to expect and get a greater portion of the
project’s resources to flow in their direction.

In such aview, the growing influence of rational management procedures and tools such
as the logical frameworks mean that management is becoming more technical,
centralised into fewer hands, and seemingly inflexible.

Rational Management Procedures and Participatory Practice among South Africa NGOs

Participation has emerged as an important buzzword in the South African case study
research. All the organisations involved in the research acknowledged the importance of
participation whether in interviews or NGO documentation. The research revealed
several examples of how the new management practices and donor-orientation of NGOs
have interacted with participatory processes.

The PEOPLE aid chain above suggests that organisations trying to use rational
management procedures within a people-centred participatory orientation may
encounter enormous difficulties. In that case, the multiple functions and attributes of a
particular 'integrated” approach to development proved to be insufficiently integrated,
and management, project design and participatory practices were used in discrete, and
therefore not ideal, ways. Inadequacies in the implementation of the approach and
resistance to its use at many levels compounded the problems.

In the KHP case, logframe based systems of monitoring meant that reporting was
abstracted from the real experiences and needs of the communities where KHP worked.
Communities were insulated from the process, with participatory practices pursued at
the community level and rationally managed ones at the office. Managers were caught
between these two systems, with fundamental tensions emerging around orientation,
learning and the meaning of their work.

Neither case, however, proves that rational systems are antithetical to participatory
ones, instead suggesting that the two seem to work in parallel. A summary of our
findings on participatory development in the other South African NGOs under study
further illustrates the difficulty of making a decisive link. Our incertitude comes from our
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research material - which suggest that rational management tools are among many
factors that impede participation - and from our limited work at the community level.1l
We divide the discussion into tensions around specific management tools, donor
interactions with partners, levels of organisational commitment to participation, and
project design and packaging.

Donorrequirements impede participatory processes

Similar to the KHP case, donor priorities and imperatives were observed to hinder
participatory processes in several organisations. Local staff perceived donor agendas
as impinging on the room for transformational participation. One respondent summarised
the tension in the following question: “how can we be people-centred, when we are
pushed [by donors] to be output and delivery-oriented?” Another respondent observed
that the “strong focus on delivery...meant that those NGOs which are not delivery-
focussed are not counted as performing”.

Respondents expressed frustration at how donor practices cause them to lose credibility
and trust among their project participants. They cited as particularly problematic the way
in which their commitmentto respond to the needs of their beneficiaries is the
undermined by strict restrictions on project content. Local people participate in initial
project phases and determine their project requests. However, in practice, the priorities
of local people are translated into proposals, and are “chopped and changed by donors"
according to their own funding priorities. Respondents explained that “project staff are
left with the daunting task of having to explain why members needs weren'’t given

priority.”

Field-level respondents were aware that accountability was a pressing concern and
donors’ requirements were getting stricter though none spoke explicitly of rational
management procedures. Fieldworkers described how each field visit involved an
exchange of written reports accounting for field activities from field staff and volunteers
to the visiting office staff member. Field staff described the training in which they had to
participate in order to perform their reporting and administration duties. Some clearly
were not confident about whether they were meeting the standards. As one respondent
noted:

The responsibility for reporting was...borne by the volunteer representative (often
a secretary or treasurer) of the local group project. The highly formalised

11 The research project was limited in its reach to the community level. Our primary contacts in
the SA NGOs were staff at management level. These staff members were the usual point of
entry to the organisation and tended to control the researchers’ access (whether intentionally or
because the researcher would rely on the particular staff member for such guidance). Although
field visits and informal discussions with local project participants were undertaken, these
opportunities were scarce because of time constraints and logistics. Contact with these
participants was usually short and superficial, and staff members were generally present, possibly
creating a barrier to open discussion. Also, unless the researcher is immersed in the organisation
overtime, it is difficult to get a sense of how communication systems work and to confirm whether
what actually happened on the ground is reflected in reports and vice-versa. This type of
ethnographic study was not possible within the framework of this project, although the PEOPLE
(this chapter) and GLP (chapter 6) aid chain studies come closest. Another concern is that
project participants tended to be highly sensitized to visits from donors, consultants and
researchers. Visits were generally undertaken to field sites that were in closest proximity to the
head office suggesting that other outsiders would most likely be taken to these sites as well. As
such, there was little opportunity for eliciting spontaneous responses and observing situations
that were not “performed” for visitors.
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meeting procedures were also evidence of the growing standardisation,
professionalism and influence of management procedures. Even in the most
rural of areas, there would be a chair presiding over a meeting according to a
prepared agenda, with a secretary taking minutes and a treasurer who would
account for the finances.

The management and reporting requirements advocated by donors have been criticised
for being overly time-consuming. These functions alone have been found to divert
valuable time away from work on the field. One of the interviewees was “saddened” that
fulfilling donor reporting requirements consumed so much of his time that his role in
developing programmes and working closely with project participants had diminished.
Fieldworkers also complained ofthe daunting and time-consuming nature of
administrative requirements. In many of the case study NGOs, people at all levels were
conscience of the need to attract funding and impress donors; knowledge about
operational aspects of the organisation was less apparent through the ranks. Thus, it
almost seems that NGOs spend considerable time and energy to raise funds to sustain
themselves and then spend more time trying to fulfil the requirements to keep the
funding flowing. The preoccupation with funding and sustainability overshadows the
needs and priorities of project participants.

A further difficulty for human-centred development approaches arises out of the linearity
and rationality associated with the logical frameworks and associated tools. There is a
tendency for international managers to want “tangible” results, those that can be seen
and measured. Such a bias is built into the structure of the logical frameworks’ M&E
approach, with its emphasis on detailed and ‘objectively verifiable’ indicators. A
participatory approach to development may mean that some objectives are not set prior
to commencing, and that there are qualitative and interpretative assessments that are of
crucial importance. One respondent explained the dilemma as follows; “The quantitative
orientation of it gets in the way...[since] programmes are really process-driven. If you
don't include quantity, you are failing the donor, but quality is the missing element
there... Not everybody is logical or left-brained.”

Donors are not participatory in their interactions with local partners

Another criticism of donors is that they seemed to preferto relate more to staff and
particularly at management level. So while donors strongly push for participation and
expect that this be demonstrated at all levels of the organisation they tend to keep their
distance from the grassroots. As one interviewee pointed out:

“lwould say donors do appear to want people who can relate to them on an
equal intellectual level. This obviously sounds really arrogant but there is an
advantage to that in that while funders like local people, locals often can't place
the local in the broader context. The picture gets distorted. It's difficult to ‘get
both’. Donors have to understand thatthere’s a real gap between people at a
grassroots level and getting those people functioning at a management level.”

Respondents at the office and field level described funders’ perceived preference for
contact with senior office staff, or unwillingness to visit field sites, as indications of
disinterest in participation. They interpreted a lack of inclusive discussion with staff at all
levels ofthe organisation as a sign that participation was not taken seriously. They
mentioned donors who rarely visited the recipient NGO and cases of ‘project visits’
where the donor showed no interest in going to the field to interact with the local people
involved. Respondents thought that more frequent field visits, and visits that took donor
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representatives away from sites located in close proximity to the largest cities, were
important.

Lack of consultation around elements of project design, funding difficulties or project
expectations was also interpreted by some respondents as inadequate commitment to
participatory principles. Since consultation - and inclusive decision-making ideally - are
central to participatory ethos the lack of equality around funding made some directors
and managers uncomfortable. This was particularly true where the organisations had
strong formal statements of partnership and participation yet difficulties in
communication or personal linkages.

Organisations may lack commitment or capabilities to be participatory

Weak organisational commitmentto participation, at all points in the aid chain, may
preclude participatory practice. In some cases, local NGOs experience donor’'s
participatory principles as rhetoric and “buzzwords”, with either little support for or
pressure on the NGO to engage in such practices. Likewise, SA NGOs attimes
package their projects within the “participatory” framework even when they are not.

Donors have been criticised for not prioritizing the needs of project participants enough.
The ethical responsibility of donors has been called into question by one ofthe case
study NGOs. This particular organisation initiated literacy classes for senior citizens that
were deprived of an education during the apartheid era. Yet interactions between the
INGO and SA NGO around the project suggest that donor priorities related to
management, strategic orientation, and impact were placed before those of the
beneficiaries (see Box 5.2).

Box 5.2. Beneficiary or organisational priorities

By Isaivani Hyman

Literacy classes for senior citizens who were deprived erfan education during the
apartheid era were seen as a novel idea, interesting research opportunity and suitable
pilot project in the 1990s. Three years of funding, secured via an intermediary
organisation from a back donor, provided for approximately 80 learners, ail over 50
years of age. There was a great deal ef media attention and interest; the project was an
example of a successful partnership among a donor, a higher learning institution and a
community-based project However, once the three year funding cycle ended, there
were no local alternative sources of funding. The donor moved on to support other
emerging NGOs, in line with its strategic priorities. The literacy project had to shutdown.

This case study raises questions about the extent of responsibility borne by donors.
Literacy was well funded in the apartheid era when education was viewed as a political
struggle. However, in the democratic era, donors abandoned the sector and
government has not given it priority. Initial interestin the project emerged, perhaps,
because as a pilot it served 3% sn important case study for the international donor.
However, a respondent posed the following questions: “it is all very nice for donors to
fund projects. Butit.,.becomes a question of ethics. Was it nice to startin the first place
or not? What happens to the 75 year old and even 80 year old learner who for the first
time is holding a pen in his hand or for the firsttime is able to go and vote? Literacy
training is a tong process. Itis more than the mechanics of reading and writing. There
are emotional effects.*
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Indeed anguish is apparentin one 78 year old learner's observation: “the main thing I'm
worried about is the dosing of dasses. Ifthey stop it, where can we learn? W ell just
die blind!”

Overall, despite feeling abandoned aid desperate to continue their dasses, the learners
were still grateful to the donor for starting such a project in the first place. They dearly
felt that the progress made was worthwhile and would not have happened were it not for
the donor funds.

Some SA NGOs, meanwhile, appeared so heavily oriented towards donors that the
development of the local people associated with the organisation had been stifled. In
one case, although the NGO claimed to have patrticipatory structures and processes, its
commitment to properly instituting participatory development was not apparent. A
review of the donor documentation and the recipient organisation’s proposals and
profiles showed that participation was a key objective and feature of the funding
relationship and of the organisations themselves.

A key funding criteria of the donor was that:

Projects should encourage and enable the full participation of poor people in both
the project itself and in wider social and political processes

The donor also affirmed in a policy document that it

... will continue to influence and achieve demonstrable changes in the unjust and
unequal power relationships and systems, structures and processes that
discriminate against the poor...

The NGO also highlighted its commitment to participation on paper. In its annual report
the organisation described its “participatory and community-driven approaches”. One of
the key strategies highlighted in the document was “community-driven programme
design, implementation and monitoring”. Also, in its funding proposal the organisation
described its philosophy and approach, including the following provision:

Participatory capacity and capability development enhances informed direction
and realistic rural empowerment

Despite the documentation, commitment to participatory development was weak. Staff
members held tightly onto many of the activities and responsibilities that volunteers
could easily have fulfilled, and the management had no will to change it. So for
example, with an HIV/AIDS education programme, staff members were sent for training
while the volunteer network was completely excluded. One ofthe community project
visits was mosttelling. A staff memberworking closely with project participants over
time observed that they had not made much progress in their twenty years of association
with the organisation. Although funding had been spent and accounted for, peoples’
lives had not changed much. The respondentwas hard pressed to say with certainty
that they had benefited from contact with the NGO in any way, no matter how small or
intangible.

Similar dynamics were observed in other cases. In one field visit a project that looked
excellent on paperwas found to have a handful of participants, all women linked to a
local leader, who retained a key decision-making role in the project. Some NGOs seem
to foster the dependency amongst their project participants in order to justify their jobs
and existence. Equally problematic is the tendency for much of the funding from donors
to get drained by overhead costs and salaries.
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Within the sample involved in this research project, there were also examples of
organisations that empowered their beneficiaries. For instance, one NGO moved from a
centralised structure to a more patrticipatory one. initially, this organisation’s head office
handled management, operations and finances for the community organisations based
in rural areas. Later, the organisation decided to train the volunteer management teams
to run the local projects while the head office served as a funding conduit and organised
capacity-building workshops and ongoing support.

These positive and negative examples should not be taken to dismiss the participatory
work done by many of the organisations (including the ones just described). Rather,
these examples suggest that the documentation - either of front-end principles or post-
facto reports - may differ greatly from practice. Equally important is that donor
influences or not, NGO commitment to participatory development is problematic.

Project design and packaging

Donor practices seem to have had a significant influence on the size or scale of projects.
In their funding proposals, organisations outline large-scale projects that gloss over local
specific contexts and needs. Inthe case of one NGO, the local projects were envisaged
with different elements because they were located in vastly different regions; but these
were all packaged into a single HIV/AIDS funding proposal because that was the funding
priority of the donor at the time. As noted in the KHP study, donors generally do not
prioritise assisting organisations with research, needs assessment, and small projects.

As noted in chapter 4, the project and project cycle focus pushed by donors is often “out
of sync” with the reality on the ground. One interviewee observed that projects in
themselves are not developmental. The time constraints of project funding, normally
three or five year cycles, and the linearity of frameworks were found to be completely
unworkable on the ground. Although it has eluded the donorworld, in the NGO world
there is a common understanding that development takes time and never proceeds
smoothly. All of the fieldworkers interviewed described situations where getting people to
meet at a specified time is difficult enough, let alone ensuring that project objectives are
achieved. Meetings normally compete with other priorities such as pension or grant
payment days, family needs, and taking refuge from inclement weather.

An additional dynamic documented in the research is that the donor or funding-
orientation of NGOs tends to exclude rather than promote participation of beneficiary
communities. For example, although some projects or community groups serviced by
the NGOs may be worthy, they may notfall under funding criteria of donors and
therefore receive less attention. As one interviewee pointed out,

"...there’s a saying that each NGO has their ‘blue chip’ communities...you keep
going back to that community because you know you will be successful, which
will mean you will continue to attract funds...”

5.6. Conclusion

An objective of the research project was to assess the impact of rational management
procedures on participation and practice, and also to determine whether and how such
procedures are integrated throughout the levels ofthe organisation. The material
presented in this chapter represents our findings related to the three questions posed at
the beginning of the chapter, namely,

m  To what extent has the use of rational managementtools been shaped by needs
and priorities on the ground and not simply donor agendas and practices?

Negotiating aid, page 92



m  Does their use in managing organisational development and projects inhibit the
NGOs’ ability to take on participatory, rights-based or other people-centred
approaches?

m  How and to what extent can their use be associated with improvements in the
quality of NGOs’ performance and impact?

Our findings are not conclusive. Certainly donor requirements are the most important
factor motivating SA NGOs to use logical frameworks and tightly associated M&E and
reporting systems. While numerous managers and directors mentioned certain benefits
associated with their use, only one respondent suggested that the logframe was a
particularly good tool. Instead, respondents saw it as flawed tool, and one among many.

More interesting perhaps is the ways in which organisations were working to adapt the
rational tools, using the language of logframes without the matrix, including participatory
elements, or attaching narrative reports to the quantitative indicators. While some
organisations tried to contain the rational approaches to those specialised staff,
directors, and select managers responsible for contact with donor, we also encountered
efforts to use it extensively within participatory approaches. There was no one
explanation for the strategy taken: in one case it was the attitude of leadership, in
another the approach taken by the international partners; and in still others a process of
adapting the tools through trial-and-error. Again, we can conclude that ultimately the
tools are shaped by needs and priorities of the organisation, as they interact with those
of beneficiaries and donors, of course within a complex setting of unequal power and
negotiating capacity.

With respect to the impacts of rational management techniques on participatory, rights-
based or other people-centred approaches, our finding suggest that there are element of
the techniques that tend to complicate such orientations. A project structure and outputs
orientation is difficult to combine with a learning or ‘bottom-up’ approach. Monitoring and
reporting formats did not capture the realities of the development process on the ground,
and were generally too complicated for use by field staff and recipient communities. At
the same time, stafffelt they risked penalties for not reaching milestones and targets.
The tools thus failed to reveal problems or contribute to learning, and presumably
contributed little to the kinds of mid-stream adjustments that they meant to assist.

In sum, when we take a step backwards and assess rational management tools in
downstream organisations, there is no clear and decisive advantages associated with
their use. No distinctive improvements in development practice can be associated with
their use. Our findings suggest that logframes can be useful in getting NGO staff- and
stakeholders - to think about cause- and effect relationships assumed in a project’s
design, and in considering information requirements early on. In later phases, and in
application to M&E, the many disadvantages encountered with logframes suggest
caution in their use, and the need to consider alternative approaches. Strategic planning
as employed in the case study NGOs varied from one organisation to the next, though
most respondents found it useful; again, such diversity in practices suggests that donor
requirements that NGOs conduct such exercise assure nothing in terms of future
planning, strategic positioning, or sustainability. International partners would do better to
discuss and negotiate the types of organisational development most needed in the NGO
- orinthe partnership - and work from there.
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Chapter 6. Gender and aid: Power and negotiation in gender

mainstreaming
By Vicci Tallis

Editor’s introduction: The previous two chapters explored partnership and participation, and
related themes, with illustrations from our aid chains and in-depth NGO research. This chapter
uses the material from one aid chain to tease out the way power is negotiated and key
development concepts understood by different actors in the aid relationship. Like the People aid
chain presented in Chapter 5, this case study examines the numerous links in a complex aid
chain, looking both vertically and horizontally. However unlike the PEOPLE case, where lack of
adherence to a new approach stemmed principally from perhaps its packaging, orpresentation to
local partners and communities, or inherent weaknesses in the approach, in the chapter here
power and conditions are negotiated much more openly. The material in this chapter thus allows
us to interrogate the ways in which at least one set of aid organisations worked with a complex,
politically-rooted concept, both at the level of ideas, procedures and practices.

6.1. Introduction

This case study explores the influence of a donor organisation operating in South Africa
on understandings of, and action around, gender inequality and its role in increasing
vulnerability to HIV and AIDS. There are many international donors funding HIV and
AIDS in South Africa; this case study focuses on the aid chain associated with the HIV
and AIDS Gender Link Programme (GLP) [pseudonym], which aims, amongst other
things, to support the integration of gender into the work of partner organisations. The
programme was selected because of the reputation of the organisations involved, their
history with gender programming, and the personal experiences of the researcher, which
resulted in a particular understanding ofthe agencies that make up the aid chain to
which GLP is linked, in-depth knowledge of the gender processes adopted and
facilitated by GLP, and a willingness by those interviewed to be open and transparent in
their reflections.

The background and structure of the GLP is presented to highlight the seven levels of
the aid chain. The role of donors is explored with a focus on who is pushing the
gendered agenda. Finally GLP’s approach to integrating gender - "gender
mainstreaming” - is discussed in relation to two key challenges: the use and meaning of
the terms “gender” and “mainstream” and whether organisations have the capacity to
integrate gender in the technical way that is required by donors.

The aid chain

The GLP started as an initiative of several international NGOs with a common concern
to contribute to reducing the impact of HIV and AIDS and promoting tolerance and
respect for those living with and affected by HIV and AIDS. Creative, dynamic, relevant
and appropriate measures were sought, and the approach adopted was to be
multisectoral (not health based), rights-based, and attentive to gender integration in all
interventions. Civil society, especially community based and non-governmental
organisations, were key targets for capacity enhancement.

GLP funded a dozen organisations involved in HIV and AIDS work. These NGOs and
CBOs were selected to match with GLPs’ own priorities regarding strategic priorities,
geographic location, and sectoral strengths (e.g. capacity building, service delivery and
advocacy). GLP provided for backstopping (backup support) and training to NGO and
CBO staff around programme management skills and HIV and AIDS mainstreaming,
skills seen as gaps in the South African civil society response that formed a barrier to
effective prevention and care.
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A second phase of the project envisioned an expanded number of “partners” in a wider
geographic area and a shift in the conceptual framework to highlight the organisation’s
strategic themes: strategic areas related to prevention of HIV and sexually transmitted
diseases, integrated community-base care, and promotion of the rights of those affected
directly by HIV and AIDS. Funded organisations are “assigned" to one of the strategic
themes, although many organisations have activities spanning more than one theme.
While gender is still seen as a cross-cutting issue, it is only explicitly mentioned in one
strategic area, which could imply that it is not equally important to the other thematic
areas.

The GLP aid chain can be represented seven levels, depicted below (see Figure 6.1):
Figure 6.1. Levels in the GLP aid chain

Level one: Back donors (e.g. DFID, CIDA) in different countries, including governments, who fund
the different tINGOs. The South African office and partners do not often interface with the back
donors.

Level two: The tNGOs, each of which contributes a different amount to GLP, although this does
not appearto affect the decision making powers. There arei INGO*s in Me programme.

Level three; The international Programme Committee, made up of one representative from each
of Me contributing INGOs, informs Me programme in terms of overall strategy and direction as
weil as reviewing progress and contributing to problem solving. Local staff, level four below,
attend programme committee meetings to provide information but not necessarily to make
decisions.

Levelfour An Advisory Board comprised of South African experts was set up at the beginning of
the programme to ensure local participation in overall strategic direction ofthe programme. The
structure is made up of local experts with experience in human rights, gender and HIV and AIDS
as well as women living with HIV and AIDS. An evaluation of GLP suggested thatthe local
expertise on the Committee was under-utilised and should be more involved in shaping the
programme.

Levelfive; The GLP South African office employs a small number of local people (1-6) to oversee
and manage the programme. The 3 coordinators of the South African office have varying
degrees of experience and skills.

Levelsix: At present there are over 15 partners, some working nationally and others in the
targeted geographical areas. Most are involved in service delivery, with a few others involved in
capacity building or advocacy work.

Level 7: GLP partners work with both functional and geographical communities. Geographical
communtties include women, men and children in cffies, townships, villages and rural areas.
Functional communities, include sectors such as yeuffe, women, men in soccer. Some partners
work directly with other NGO's and CBO's aid others with policy and decision makers.
Research conducted for this case study entailed interviews with people at levels 2-6,
review of internal and external evaluations, vision, policy and planning documents,
reports and partner-produced documentation, and participant-observation at GLP
meetings.

6.2. Defining the role of donors

The primary role of a donor is to provide money for specific activities or programmes.
GLP has, relatively speaking, small amounts of money to give to partners. However,
funds were initially committed to partners for a three year period, renewable annually,
and most organisations have been taken into the second three-year phase of funding.
The funding climate has changed radically, with continued funding contingent on
demonstration of progress and impact. This change is explained by those who drive the
agenda as increasing accountability and the need for evidence that expected results are
achieved. In the funding environment, ‘lack of capacitylhas been identified as the key
barrier to effectiveness, impact, and development. Deeper structural causes for the
failure of development are seldom articulated.
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Likewise, the INGOs recognize that long-term sustainable impacts are unlikely if funding
is directed only to small independent projects; an emphasis on advocacy is seen as one
way to promote long-term change and impact. The placement of money thus is seldom
the only role for donors. Two key additional roles are in the areas of capacity-building
and advocacy programs, as discussed below.
For many donors a critical role is providing ‘technical assistance’ or capacity building.
The role of donors in capacity building is a contentious issue debated in the literature
and increasingly in civil society. As noted by Seekings (2001) the issue of capacity
building has been atthe core of donor supportfor CBO’s for a long time. Capacity
building is articulated by donors as an investment in helping achieve long-term goals.
Unclear, however, is whose long term goals the capacity building serves. According to
Seekings (2001:5) the key objective of capacity building is to focus on building the
organization, and not only the individual, to develop “new forms of action on a sustained
and sustainable basis”; capacity building is a “profoundly political activity”. Key
questions include who develops the capacity building agenda, who determines who
builds capacity and how capacity is built.
Capacity building needs are often defined by the donor, and frequently centre on
enabling organisations to fit into the management and reporting approaches proposed
by the donor. International donors may use their own staff- often from the North - to
provide capacity building support or sometimes local consultants, again often identified
by the donor, provide the ‘technical support”. According to one such consultant, even
though the capacity builder is a local consultant, the donor is their client and it is the
donor needs, specifications and terms of reference that shapes the agenda. In cases
where donors encourage their partners to identify and articulate their own capacity
building needs, they usually do not cede control over either decision-making or the
actual capacity building process to the partner.
GLP have a strong, stated emphasis on capacity building. In the first phase, the aim was
to enable local organisations to, in a short space of time, drive their own agendas and
work in ways that would impact most effectively HIV and AIDS. This strategy was
implemented via the funding of capacity building organisations to provide support to
other local organisations. For example, GLP initiated an 18 month capacity building
process led by a partnership of local consultants. Three training foci were set, based on
an in-house situational analysis and the South African National AIDS Review. However,
the consultants had space to, and did, deviate substantially from the original plan.
Furthermore, GLP funded specialist organisations dedicated to enhancing the capacity
of NGOs and CBOs to address gender and HIV and AIDS.
By the second phase, this approach changed to a directly implemented, technical and
externally led process as noted in the GLP strategic plan:
Programme strategies will produce a number of outputs in order to achieve the
stated objectives. These will include: partners having the technical and
organisational capacities they need to work effectively; a curriculum on Rights-
Based Approaches to HIV and AIDS; at least two Community Learning Sites; two
Good Practice Guides and skills building workshops based on the lessons
learned under each objective; and GLP external relations and advocacy
initiatives.
The thrust of the programme has been shortterm contracts with consultants, both local
and international, to do specific pieces of capacity building; it is not as a coherent
process with room for change. The result has been a series of capacity building
workshops and the use of partner platforms as spaces to address the donor identified
themes.
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Similar dynamics are apparent in the area of advocacy. In South Africa, priorto
democracy, international civil society donors provided funds to South African
organisations as a sign of solidarity with them in their struggles for equality and freedom.
The international organisations lobbied globally for the goals of their South African
partners to be advanced. This relationship constituted a crucial ancillary and non-
financial role for international civil society donors: advocacy and activism on behalf of
and in solidarity with the agendas, struggles, of local people and their organisations.
Advocacy continues as a key function for INGOs linked to GLP. Advocacy tends to take
three forms: direct advocacy work by the INGOs themselves in their country of origin and
in their international office; indirect advocacy via the funding of “overseas" partners
involved in advocacy; and direct influence on the agendas of partners, for example, to
change organisations’ approaches, such as raising gender consciousness or shifting the
range of issues addressed. This last form of infuence may be stated or un-stated.
These advocacy strategies may be intertwined. GLP funds two local organisations
involved in advocacy around human rights. One organisation specifically addresses
gender issues, while the other has attempted to integrate gender into their various
advocacy campaigns. GLP have, from the outset, promoted gender as a critical
component of any HIV and AIDS programme, and have directly encouraged partners to
address gender inequality, as is elaborated in the following sub-section.

Power and partnerships

The relationship between donor and funded organisation is essentially one of power. As
Kabeer (1994) notes, all institutions are relations of power. However, more careful
analysis, based on specific organisational relationships, is needed to understand how
power is deployed and with what consequences. Control over human bodies, physical
and financial resources, and, important, rule-setting ideology confers power (Batilwala,
noted in Kabeer 1994) all of which may enter into the funding relationship.

Donor organisations can, and do, wield power over those organisations they fund, in
respect to what the organisation does, how it does it and how success is measured.
Power is also evident in the “ownership” of ideas, materials and programmes that are
developed. Often copyright rests with the donor and not the partner, or donors claim the
success and learning of a particular project or organisation as their own. The ultimate
power lies in the fact that the donor can pull the plug on the funding.

Hypothetically donor and funded NGOs can work together more as equals. Such a
relationship would require an upfront negotiation of power, acknowledgement of the
different contributions each party brings to the process, methods to make the
relationship less hierarchical and a built in, neutral accountability mechanism.

GLP view their relationships with funded organisations as “partnerships”. According to
Fowler (2001:6) a partnership should “help set a consensus framework within which
different parties and their interests can be negotiated". As such, a partnership could
imply mutuality, interdependence, power-balance, and fairness. Given the nature ofthe
relationship between funder and recipient, it is critical to acknowledge and then discuss
the issue of power and to analyse whether such relationships can be “equal” and
whether they can be viewed as a partnership.

Crucial to such a discussion is to debate what is valued in the partnership. During the
research a senior GLP staff member questioned whether the partnership can be an
equal relationship when one partner has the money. The funded NGO'’s expertise,
understanding of and relationship with communities and ability to deliver, the very
reasons why the organisation received funding in the first place] were not - in the
respondent’s mind - given equal value to the monetary input. Similar findings were
noted in interviews with other organisations (see chapter 4 on partnerships and Smith
and Bornstein (2001)).
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So while the donor articulates the relationship as a partnership, the possibility of an
equal partnership is ruled out. This is illustrated in the following example. In 2002, GLP
organised a two-day capacity building workshop to build skills in monitoring and
evaluation using as an example the Logical Framework Analysis (LFA) as a possible
tool. In early 2003, at a forum bringing together GLP staff and partners, LFA was again
presented; South African partners began to realise that this was a management
requirement of GLP, rather than an option as they had assumed. One partner
organisation argued that: the LFA was not the only tool for planning; based on their
experience of using it they had problems with its linear nature and rigidity; and they
already had plans to use alternative, more qualitative frameworks. This was turned
down by GLP on the grounds that use of the LFA had become a management
requirement and that in attending the capacity building workshop, partners had endorsed
the plan. An intense debate ensued between the one organisation and the donor, with
the facilitator, a GLP consultant, interjecting and accusing the organisation of “not being
fair” to the donor by insisting on using an alternative method for monitoring and
evaluation. This was challenged by the partner organisation, drawing on an earlier
discussion about power in the partnership. The organisation stated that their
understanding of partnership workshop, with the designated time for discussions and
debates, gave the impression that GLP was opening up space in which the relationship
between donor and partners could be developed through open and honest dialogue; this
could include disagreeing with each other. After a “cooling off period” GLP finally
agreed to allow the organisation to use an alternative planning, monitoring and
evaluation framework.

It is importantto note that though this particular organisation was able to challenge the
donor, not all are so able. The interpretation of the silence of most of the partners is that
many organisations are not comfortable with disagreeing with donors for fear of losing
support, not “biting the hand that feeds”. In this instance, other organisations did not
take part in the discussions partly because, as was later explained, they view GLP as a
“good donor”, did notwant to appear “ungrateful”, did not want to incur the wrath ofthe
facilitator and were unfamiliar with alternative approaches to monitoring and evaluation.
These, this last dynamics are an outcome of an exclusive focus on LFA and derivative
M&E approaches at the capacity-building workshop.

Individuals within the organisation under discussion had a history of challenging donors
in general and GLP in particular, and had previous internal debates about role and
influence of donors. Although the debate in the meeting was tense and unpleasant, the
organisation’s representatives did not fear that GLP would stop funding them.
Subsequently, other NGOs approached GLP to use similar qualitative methods but were
told they where unable to do so.

Whose agenda is gender?

There has been extensive debate and discussion around who pushes the gender
agenda. For example, some writers acknowledge that gender has been heavily
promoted in international development circles by gender policy advocates, who
represent a relatively small group of bilateral agencies, such as CIDA and SIDA,
sometimes leading to accusations of a donor driven agenda. However Himmelstrand
(1997) notes that with the absence of guiding policies produced by governments at
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country level, donors have been “forced” to write their own WID/GAD strategies.12Such
strategies are limited in scope, often not based on the context into which they will be
implemented. They are products ofthe donors' biases and planned programmes.
Jackson (1998) questions who can express women'’s gender interests and how
legitimate it is for “outsiders”, such as development agencies, to impose concepts such
as the separate interests of gender and the subordination of women in the face of
apparent disregard of local contexts and cultures.

In exploring the relationship between donor and funded organisations, in this case GLP
and their partners, it emerges that donors influence the local development agenda, and
that of their partners through their funding strategy, management requirements,
advocacy strategies to change issues and through capacity building, using donor
conceptualised frameworks, ideologies and approaches. This is clearly not a neutral,
apolitical process or relationship. This section provides a deeper analysis of the
influence that donors in general and GLP in particular, have on funded organizations,
especially in relation to addressing gender. We look at how donors push for specific
approaches to gender and, secondly, the mechanisms by which they effect that
influence.

Money and resources allows donors power over partners, and donors have subtle and
not so subtle ways of directing the aid process (Macdonald, 1994; Hulme and

Edwards, 1997). Donors will want to influence change on the basis of their own
ideological position. For example, the international organisations in this case study have
a long history of working for genderjustice and this is explicit in their approach to HIV
and AIDS; addressing gender is critical to effective programming.

Given that the influence of donors is a reality it is vital to examine how they influence
partners - both the process of influencing and the mechanisms used to effect their
influence. Interms ofthe process of influencing gender integration some key issues are:
whether the intention to influence is stated or unstated, is it top down, negotiated or
participatory, and is funding dependant on addressing gender. Ifthe donor approaches
gender in a feminist way the reality of power will be recognised and negotiated. The
fundamental question is whether organisations wantto integrate gender. In other
words, do funded NGOs have a choice? Is it acceptable to “force” gender mainstreaming
or should it be a more organic process?

According to Geisler, et al (1999), insisting on gender may result in a “ritualistic and
meaningless insertion of gender paragraphs which have no consequence on actual
project performance”. Similarly, Wallace (1998) notes that donor promoted approaches
to gender often risk treating highly political processes as ones that can be produced on
demand, as a simple consequence of adding up inputs.13

In such cases, questions arise about the appropriate role for donors in the capacity
building of their partners. Macdonald (1994) notes that even if the donor organisation
has established credibility, whether donors should create spaces for dialogue is still
open to question. Who influences the pace and direction ofthe dialogue? What is the
most appropriate role of the donor in support and capacity building?

A critical part of the research was to understand the role that both staff (international and
local) and partners felt GLP played or should play in influencing gender integration. A

12 Organisations were expected to outline there own approach to promoting gender equality, whether within
a Women in Development (WID) or Gender and Development (GAD) perspective, two ofthe dominant
international approaches [Moser 1993],

BEditor’s note: Other case studies in this report reflect both ofthese dynamics, oftreating highly political
processes in mechanistic ways and of including project elements as essential components of a development
practice in a ritualistic, and non-meaningfiil way.
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staff member at one of the international funding organisations in the GLP aid chain noted
that gender mainstreaming, or the integration of gender as a donor driven process,
“cannot be escaped but can be done sensitively”. According to her, their approach is
transparent and negotiates power from the outset of the relationship, long before funding
is received. Partners know that they are expected to address gender inequality; the
donor has a set of guidelines, which are shared with partners. While the organisation
does not “do capacity building”, they facilitate dialogue between partners by bringing
them together to discuss gender.

Down the aid chain, GLP’s approach is somewhat different. For example, in September
2003, GLP held a “Gender Mainstreaming" workshop. A gender “expert” from one of the
INGO partner organisations facilitated the programme. Local organisations were listed
in the programme documents, and a local partner organisation was asked to co-
facilitate. However, local participation was requested once the programme had already
been drafted, and thus seemed, according to one partner NGO respondent, like “window
dressing”. During the workshop two donor driven themes were identified as critical:
“community resilience" and greater involvement of people living with HIV and AIDS. The
assumption was that organisations were not aware of and were not already involving
people with HIV. Moreover, partners were not given an opportunity to define for
themselves the issues that they thought were critical.

Partners' responses to GLPs role in influencing their work on gender were mixed. One
person interviewed noted that they know that GLP is “gender sensitive but that they do
not push the line”. Another respondent noted that GLP did not push the gender agenda
hard enough and that there was something lacking in their approach. Generally GLP
were seen as “good funders” who are flexible and prepared to fund broadly. While they
do “insist” that partners look at gender, this is acceptable to most of the partners.

The research interviews reflected on GLP’s strategies to mainstream gender by asking
partners and staff how GLP address the issue of gender. Specifically, respondents were
asked about the following:

> Proposal procedures that included specific gender questions or a gender
checklistthat has to be completed when applying for funds

> NGO staff attendance at partner platforms or workshops addressing gender
issues

> Site visits by funders or their representatives for monitoring and support where
specific questions around gender are asked

> Funding of specific organisations that deal with gender and HIV and AIDS
> Use of gender sensitive indicators in monitoring and evaluation.
> Outcomes ofthe genderfocus that were seen as positive

Responses to the various questions were generally that gender elements had been
included at various stages of the grant-making process. Specific questions in the
funding proposal process addressed gender, SA NGO staff were expected to attend a
two day training workshop, and site visits by funders - or evaluators - explicitly looked at
gender issues.

Evaluations ofthe GLP have examined partnership, management/leadership, and
governance. According to the resulting documents, GLP was a pioneer in linking gender
to HIV and AIDS in South Africa, and enabled partners to develop strong sensitivity to
the subject. For example, following a partner platform on gender, one participant
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remarked, “l thought good gender practice involves putting women in executive
positions. Now | know that it is about a lot more than that.” Partners were positive about
GLP's strong guidance in relation to gender. The external evaluation found that gender
issues were integrated into GLP’s monitoring visits and capacity building workshops, and
into partners’ indicators of success.

The evaluations also identified measures to improve gender mainstreaming, which were
subsequently incorporated into strategic plans and programmes. Such measures
included: requiring potential partners to include a gender analysis in the problem
description of their project proposal; requiring partners to develop gender-sensitive
strategies and indicators that reflect a gender analysis for their project; enabling partners
to acquire the knowledge, skills and resources that they need in order to mainstream
gender into their work; focusing on gender issues, in both partners’ projects and
organisations, in quarterly monitoring visits and reporting mechanisms, and internal and
external evaluations; and monitoring and evaluating GLPs own performance in achieving
gender equity.

These objectives demonstrate a clear plan to highlight gender. Atthe same time, they
are mechanistic and focus more on the technical and less on the political. Such an
approach requires that partners and GLP have specific gender expertise. The research
shows that this expertise largely does not exist. As one example, although partners
should have indicators that reflect a gender analysis for their project, GLP have no clear
indicators of “successful” gender mainstreaming. While indicators may not be the best
way to measure success, there are clear indicators for all other objectives of the
programme; the lack of gendered indicators is thus telling.

Indeed, gendered indicators are also not apparent in most of the partner organisations.
Organisations are addressing gender issues often because ofthe demands of the
epidemic and not because the organisation uses a gender discourse and lens. Indicators
are quantitative not qualitative, poorly adapted to the specifics of programmes and their
dimensions, and limited to immediate observable impacts, as opposed to the longer term
structural and strategic changes associated with fundamental shifts in power relations.
For example, a partner organisation has three GLP funded programmes: a peer
educator project, home-based care and a youth programme. The peer educator
programme targets single, low-income women, many of whom are sex-workers, and
addresses women'’s practical interests. However, an analysis of the indicators show that
gender power relations and the realities of women’s lives are not taken into account. In
fact, the indicators are the same as those for the youth programme. The organisation
disaggregates indicators that are used to monitor success by gender, however the
indicators include quantifiable measures that in no way address the realities of women’s
lives.

Understanding of gender as a social construction involving both men and women, and
programming for both, is also contentious. In one case, a SA NGO had a home based
care program in multiple communities, none of which had any men involved; according
to a respondent, the programme thus did not challenge the societal role of women as
“carers”. In another case, GLP funded a consultant to assist in the development of an
organisational policy that included gender. Respondents from the organisation see the
resulting policy as a qualified success: “The role of GLP was to introduce gender issues,
although the target was women. Now we feel we need to include men to stop feelings of
resentment”. This statement highlights that while staff appreciates GLP’s support,
gender (or the perceived focus on women) remains a donor driven process, with the
organisation having to deal with the consequences - in this case the feelings of male
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resentment. The experience clearly illustrates that when gender mainstreaming is seen
as atechnical process, and does not address personal and political elements the results
may not benefit the organisation or community. Gender mainstreaming is addressed
more fully in the following section.

Other gender projects initiated by GLP were perceived as fully successful. Respondents
mentioned funding of a publication looking at women and HIV and AIDS, one-day
workshops on the issue, and consultation around key gender issues. Agreement among
the various organisations involved that there was need for a more enduring structure to
permit discussion of different approaches to HIV and AIDS led to the emergence of a
collective forum, which has persisted for more than 5 years.

6.3. Challenges ofgender mainstreaming

A look at how gender mainstreaming, as the approach GLP, and many donors, have
used to promote a gendered approach in funded organisations, is addressed by various
organisations in the aid chain highlights both issues of power and of impact. Differing
understandings of “gender”, “mainstream”, and “capacity” are the focus of discussion.

Definitions of “gender" and the “mainstream”

The meaning of gender is contested and thus the interpretation of how to address
gender issues varies across discourses. Common to most definitions is a focus on
gender as socially constructed roles and responsibilities that are assigned to men and
women. The feminist interpretation of gender sees as central an understanding of the
unequal power relationships between men and women. Thus, in the “non-feminist”
definitions and approaches, gender is descriptive, focusing on the different roles and
responsibilities of women and men, but does not challenge the power imbalance (Razavi
and Miller quoted in Baden and Goetz 1998). In contrast, in feminist approaches the
key concern is power dynamics that oppress women and add to their vulnerability. A
feminist approach to gender sees gender as a political issue that is about power,
seeking to bring the private into the public arena of debate and action. High priority is
given to helping women transform the prevailing power dynamics. (Helzner and
Shepard, 1997:175). Obstacles that inhibit the full implementation of a feminist
perspective as opposed to simply a gendered one include bureaucracies, religion,
ideological differences and the complex personal politics of gender (Goetz 1997, Standt
1997, 1998, Kabeer 1997). Helzner and Shepard (1997:175) argue that “attempts to
change the status quo with regard to gender relations are fraught with political difficulties
because the consciousness of unjust gender dynamics and the commitment to change
them are simply not widespread."

Such observations suggest that a focus on gender in programmes is often not sufficient.
Even where gender discourse has been introduced, gender has been redefined to
conform to institutional imperatives (Goetz, 1997; Wallace, 1998). Watered down
programming has included using gender to side-step a focus on women and the radical
policy implications of overcoming women'’s lack of privilege (Razavi and Miller in Baden
and Goetz 1998:21). Baden and Goetz (1998) similarly caution that in some policy
applications gender has lost its feminist political content. The key then, as Goetz (1997)
notes, is a concern with gender justice as a core value when analysing institutions and
organisations and making proposals for change.

The integration of gender into policies and programmes is referred to as mainstreaming.
The term mainstreaming was popularised with the adoption of the Beijing Platform of
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Action in 1995, a call for significant changes over and above adding programmes for
women. Gender equality was the overall goal. Two levels of mainstreaming have been
identified. Internal mainstreaming ensures gender equality policies and programmes are
put in place within the organisation. Policy addresses the extent to which gender equity
is enshrined in the principles, philosophy, institutional arrangements of the organisation.
Training and capacity building are important policy issues. External mainstreaming
focuses on the integration of gender into the core purpose ofthe organisation. In the
GLP aid chain, this is done through the identification of key issues that impact on gender
and HIV and AIDS. These issues are then addressed through service delivery, including
projects and programmes implemented by the GLP.

All organisations consist of culture, rules and outcomes. In a patriarchal society this
means that organisations are more than likely modelled on male values and attitudes,
and that this represents the mainstream. Thin (1995) thus cautions against the term
“mainstreaming”. He states that it is important not to take the mainstream either as
desirable or at face value for in many instances the mainstream is patriarchal in nature.
Despite this caution, the concept of mainstreaming - as an effort to bring marginalised
voices into the mainstream - provides a framework to systematically challenge this
status quo.

Mainstreaming gender entails both technical and political processes, and requires shifts
in institutional structures, organisational culture, ways of thinking, and resource
allocations. For mainstreaming to lead to change, conscientisation at a personal level is
also required (Cavanagh 2001). However, in many instances, “gender mainstreaming”
as a concept has been diminished from its original meaning. This “watering down” is
linked to the emphasis increasingly placed on the technical aspects of gender
mainstreaming, using frameworks and tools that can detract from the political dimension
ofthe process and its outcomes. For example, gender audits focus on quantifying the
number of women and men in a given position, or reached by a particular programme.
Less attention is placed on women's actual meaningful participation.

A key challenge to the GLP programme is the integration of gender at all levels of the aid
chain. While one donor may be committed to gender mainstreaming, another may not
be as committed. The same may go for back-donors, who also have different interests
and strategic issues. By the time money is placed with partners, the interpretation of
gender and what it means to “integrate or mainstream” has gone through five levels. A
further possible barrier to the success of gender programmes is that the partners
themselves may not have either the skills to mainstream gender within the organisation,
or the inclination and will to do so.

Indeed, we must ask, as does Geister et al (1999): what is the benefit of gender
mainstreaming for target populations? Does mainstreaming actually change the way
target groups and stakeholders are dealt with atthe project level? The research
confirmed observations made by other researchers, that often gender mainstreaming is
made into the goal itself, ratherthan being a means to the goal of gender equity (Jahan
1997). Success of programmes and progress in gender mainstreaming can only be
measured atthe field level. Although deep ethnographic studies of beneficiary
communities and projects were not conducted for GLP, there are qualitative indications
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of limited success, as illustrated by the concern of one respondent that “the gender
framework of the programme has not always been strongly maintained in practice.”}4

Several of the donors in the GLP aid chain use the Women in Development
(WID)/Gender and development (GAD) terminology to articulate their understanding of
gender. For example, organisations funded by some of the donors were encouraged to
address both the strategic interests of women and their practical needs, following on
Moser's (1991) distinction. However, given that different interpretations of gender and
the mainstream are evident at various levels ofthe aid chain, results and expectations
may be different, as described below.

One ofthe level one donors, a back donor (see figure 6.1), has had a Gender and
Development Policy since 1997, when the organisation shifted from exclusively
addressing women’s needs to a broader gender approach that considers roles, needs
and opportunities available to women and men. This gender perspective is to be
integrated throughout the aid policy; they will fund organisations that fulfil certain criteria
and hold those recipient organisations accountable should they, in turn, fund others.

Practical gender needs may, however, overshadow attention to strategic interests, as
noted in an evaluation of programmes funded by the level one donor. The evaluation
found that in over half of the activities evaluated women'’s practical needs had been
addressed. Information sufficient to assess impact on strategic concerns, such as
participation in decision-making, was lacking.15

A level two donor’s (INGOs) understanding of gender is located within a GAD framework
that also acknowledges cultural diversity. The framework, formalised in a policy
document, emerged out of a consultative process within the organisation (not with
partners). The aim ofthe policy is to apply an understanding of gender relations in both
development theory and practice, to ensure thatwomen, as well as men, control their
own lives and achieve basic rights within sustainable environment. An awareness of
gender relations in grant-making means thatthe donor will encourage partners’ efforts to
change practices which are considered to be harmful or discriminatory. Likewise,
projects will not be funded if they will have a serious negative impact on women.
However, the notion of serious negative impact is not fully articulated in the policy and
there are no guidelines. Therefore decisions regarding funding are left up to the field
staffto determine. Their responses will obviously be based on their own understanding
of gender, which may not be as complete as those who drew up the policy.

The organisation seeks to develop its capacity for gender analysis as an integral part of
their methodology in design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of projects and
programmes, both in the “field" and in home offices. Mainstreaming gender is an
important policy objective and is outlined as ensuring that gender analysis and planning
informs all of an agency’s actions, including “policy formulation, agenda setting,

14 Editorial note: See also Goetz, 2001 for a fascinating study of field workers and gender in India. Several
other case studies in South Africa entailed interviewing and observing fieldworkers; some of the difficulties
with working with gender are presented in Chapter 5 above. {LB}

13Editorial note: There are multiple explanations for such an absence of information: insufficient attention
to strategic needs - the rational provided in the evaluation document (and also noted by Hunt, 2000); the
difficulty in measuring such changes generally and specifically within the timeframe of projects; and
finally the logic of programming to make sure that evaluations are positive, whereby indicators of project
implementation are selected that can be measured and show success, and programming then follows
suit.{LB}
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planning, human resource management, programme management, information
management and resource allocation”.

International staff acknowledged thatthe process of moving from policy to programme
has been a slow. Analysing the definitions of gender and gender mainstreaming, it is
obvious that the mainstreaming process is technical and not a political process. This
policy was only shared by partners atthe end of 2003, atthe Gender Mainstreaming
workshop, and it is unclear as to how it is to be interpreted by GLP and partners.

At a second INGO, internal policy states that projects focusing on women will be singled
out for funding. Organisations should attemptto address both the strategic interests of
women and their practical needs. However, evaluation documents again highlight that in
many cases organisations are unable to proceed beyond practical needs, which as the
INGO acknowledges, do not really challenge the status quo. The INGO has thus chosen
to work proactively with partners to share lessons learned by more successful partners.

Within South Africa there is little evidence of local benefits from the policy development
processes of donors and INGOs. The GLP South African office has not taken part in the
policy discussions of the first INGO and the vast experience ofthe second INGO has
also not been absorbed. Local staff noted difficulties in gender mainstreaming internally
and it appears that no one person is really pushing a gendered agenda beyond the need
for partners to acknowledge the link between gender and HIV and AIDS and to provide
gender disaggregated data. Local staff members’ understanding and experience of
working on gender issues has differed overtime and this difference in expertise was
reflected in partners’ experience ofthe help provided to them by GLP staff. GLP
addresses gender in terms of difference and does not - in policy or programme
documents - discuss gender inequality using power discourse.

Many partners have a similar understanding of genderto GLP of addressing difference
and not fundamental power relations. This is not necessarily an example of GLP’s
influence as partners may have got to this point themselves. For many organisations
addressing gender is done because of women'’s increased vulnerability to HIV and AIDS.
Some partners noted that GLP must be more explicit about why they need to include
gender issues in orderto make the issues more real. A general trend in HIV and AIDS
work has been that highlighting gender inequality as a fundamental cause of rising HIV
has allowed a shift in focus from women, to women and men, with the shift finally back to
men. This is certainly true of some ofthe partner organisations. There is also an
assumption that working with men constitutes a gendered response without thinking
through the content and process of such programmes and whether they address power
and inequality.

GLP Involvementin capacity building

Understandings of the organisational capacity and staff capabilities needed to implement
gendered approaches also vary among and within the various organisations in the GLP
aid chain. As a general framework, UNDP (2000) identifies the following knowledge,
skills and attitudes as central to gender mainstreaming capacity:

> Conceptual clarity on mainstreaming in general and gender mainstreaming in
particular

> Socio-economic and policy analysis

> Organisational and project cycle entry points for gender mainstreaming, i.e.
creating and seizing opportunities
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> Process management and advocacy skills
> Strategic planning and strategy development
> Information management and communication

While many individuals and organisations are committed to mainstreaming gender at a
policy, programme and project level, they may lack the necessary planning skills and
tools. Another school of thought questions the need for tools and guidelines, toolkits and
manuals. Forthe tools to be successful they must be “conceptualised together with
users and must be sector specific" (Razavi and Miller quoted in Jackson 1997:175).
According to Jackson “the procedures of gender mainstreaming - gender guidelines,
gender training programme and gender toolkits cannot be relied upon to deliver
WID/gender objectives: nor should the pressure for institutional change be
conceptualised as deriving entirely from organised external pressure groups such as
donors” (1997:175).

At a minimum, capacity to apply a technical approach to mainstreaming is needed by
both GLP staff and partners. Key objectives of the level 2 and level 3 INGO
organisations are to explore gender issues with all staff and counterparts and be
responsible for adequate support including, where appropriate, assisting with strategies,
recommendations and appropriate training. The strategy, in theory, includes a
comprehensive programme of training in practical skills, especially in relation to doing a
gender analysis for home office and field staff.

The research suggests, however, that GLP staff have not tapped into the resources and
experiences from local organisations, the head office or other INGOs involved in the
programme. There is a clear need to build GLP staff capacity. One GLP staff member,
for example, recounted that his work with GLP was the first time | viewed gender as a
serious issue.” Likewise, at the partner platform in 2003, GLP staff stated that there is
little expertise in GLP to forward the gendered agenda. Interestingly, there was no
acknowledgement that perhaps the expertise exists in some ofthe partners!

Instead the focus has been on building capacity of the level 6 partners, be they capacity
building, advocacy or service delivery organisations. GLP has made efforts to build
capacity in partners in the following ways:

> The use of external consultants, for example to offer training to partners orto
assist in the drawing up of policy.

> Site visits at which questions around gender aim to prompt reflection on gender
issues. According to partners, this has been less effective in recent years than
previously.

> Partner platforms, which bring partners together to share learning and provide
capacity building around selected issues

Funding to support the creation of a new organisation involved in capacity building
around gender and HIV and AIDS is clearly seen as an important strategy by GLP.
During the first three years of funding the resulting organization, now a GLP partner,
produced training materials, conducted mainstreaming training, produced newsletters
and held forums dedicated to specific gender and AIDS issues. According to
respondents, the organisations aims to adopt a more critical position, moving away from
mainstreaming and towards plans to focus on consciousness-raising and to harness
energy to advocacy issues, giving a voice to gender issues and challenging the lack of
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progress made." Atthe centre ofthe emerging analysis is and understanding and re-
definition of power.

Most of the other partners interviewed expressed lack of confidence in their capacity to
address properly gender issues and highlighted the need for support, which the new
GLP funded organisation, for example, could offer. For example, at the Gender
Mainstreaming workshop, in one small group discussion, NGO representatives were
unable to articulate any success they had in addressing gender: in fact, some said they
had done “nothing” about gender. However, when a participant from a partner
organisation probed further, people were able to articulate some successes, which
indicated that the participants were in some way intimidated or did not properly
understand what was asked of them.

Over and above the “technicalllchallenges of gender mainstreaming, partners noted
specific challenges in addressing gender in the context of HIV. This included difficulties
in dealing with the link between gender and culture, especially in addressing the
contradictions between them. This is a common issue and was also noted by the
respondents in the Smith and Bornstein (2001) study. Challenging gender oppression is
often in direct opposition to cultural practices which may be patriarchal including, for
example, wife inheritance, women'’s lack of property and inheritance rights, and virginity
testing.

The powerlessness of women was also viewed as a challenge difficult to overcome.
Organisations viewed the economic empowerment of women as one solution. One ofthe
GLP partners has power and well-being as central to its gender and diversity programme
and is involved in promoting a different approach. This may be a model that others could
adopt in the future; GLP could play a role in offering opportunities to share innovative
gendered approaches to dealing with HIV and AIDS.

6.4. Conclusion

Donor behaviour is profoundly political, with both the role and relationship reflecting the
power dynamics between the funder and the funded. International NGO donor agencies
are becoming more mindful of the power issues, however they are increasingly bound by
the demands of back donors that, also increasingly, are linked to so called evidence
based interventions and specific notions of what constitutes ‘success’ and ‘impact’. The
increasing pressure for this kind of outcome is shifted onto the partner, with donors
introducing stricter management requirements and increasingly, more technocratic
approaches to measure success. GLP was no exception, introducing more
management requirements and a much tighter capacity building programme based on
their own conceptual frameworks, assumptions and language, thereby progressively
constricting the space that partners have for setting their own agendas.

Hulme and Edwards (1997) suggest that the relationship of power and influence is not
one sided. They suggest that current debates in donor agencies around good
governance and participation provide a platform for questioning the nature of
participation and politics from a feminist perspective. Negotiating power with the donor
may not be easy but it is possible. Organisations being funded need greater
consciousness about the power they do have, an increase in the level of dialogue on a
one-to-one basis between partner organisation and donor, and collective action by an
organised civil society, especially the NGO sector. Only through such changes can
greater discussion of potential donor domination emerge, be challenged and
renegotiated.
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Aside from documenting influence and variations in organisational agendas within the
GLP aid chain and addressing the donor role in capacity, the research showed that GLP
had successes in promoting a technical gendered approach to HIV and AIDS in the last
5years. Successes, as outlined by representatives of level 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6
organisations, include:

> Thinking about, discussing, debating and analysing the interface between gender
and AIDS. This was at a time when there was much rhetoric about the interface
but few examples of organisations that were actually getting to grips with how to
work on it.

> Supporting the establishment of a new organisation, which is involved in bringing
AIDS and gender organisations together to debate the issues and design
appropriate responses.

> Capacity building for partner organisations interested in working more effectively
on gender and HIV and AIDS. For example, providing checklists to integrate
gender into organisational and programmatic processes, and helping put
together funding proposals and implement monitoring systems.

The stated aim of GLP is to improve the response to HIV and AIDS in the country while
addressing gender. GLP initially led the way in this regard and has attempted to keep
gender on their agenda in more recent years, but essentially, have lost momentum and
are at risk of losing the gains they have made. The GLP response has been to
increasingly build a technocratic approach to gender - at least in the policy. Gender
training in mainstreaming tools must be seen as both a political and a technical process.
This calls for process work at a personal and collective level to raise consciousness and
build solidarity for gender justice work as well as build practical, technical skills. Over-
reliance on traditional gender mainstreaming tools and frameworks, and/or hastily
conceptualised and short term activities and events constitutes a mechanistic approach
which may yield cosmetic results, and little depth.

The critical challenges for donors which are promoting a gendered rights-based
approach to HIV and AIDS are:

> Dealing with the lived realities of women, men and children

> Ensuring full participation of women, especially women on the margins

> Gender transformation as a goal

> Power as central to the analysis and response

> Working at a personal level to facilitate consciousness raising

> Defining a gendered response

> A coordinated response that is multi-levelled, multi-faceted and multi-sectoral
> Institutionalising both gender and HIV and AIDS (Tallis 2002)

GLP, its partners, and donors to South Africa, especially those international NGOs that
articulate their commitment to working in solidarity with local organisations, are faced
with the challenge of making these elements an integral part of their value systems,
thinking and approach and consequently, their strategy. The rhetoric as well as the
genuine intention to “do something” about gender is apparent, but the research suggests
that more could be done, and importantly what is being done could be more effective
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with more meaningful partnership and a mix oftechnical and political elements to
gendering.
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Chapter 7. Negotiation, learning and differentiation in South
African NGOs

By Lisa Bomstein with contributions from Isaivani Hyman and Allan Kaplan; research by
Lisa Bomstein, Isaivani Hyman and Annsilla Nyar

7.1. Introduction

This chapter explores the characteristics of organisations that have been better able to
negotiate power with donors. This is done in three ways. First, distinctive aspects of the
South African development context are highlighted as they relate to filtering of
development ideas and approaches. Second, the section reports on research
conducted with organisations involved in building the capacity of SA NGOs to undertake
organisational development, strategic processes, programme planning and project
management. The concern is to understand how development management practices
are filtered up and down the aid chain and the role of specialist training organisations in
that process of knowledge construction and consolidation. Third, the influence of foreign
and government funding is linked to increasing differentiation within the NGO sector; a
brief outline of four types of organisations is present.

South African development practitioners are unusual in that, looking across the sector,
there is a tremendous knowledge at many different levels. While many developing
countries have local development practitioners whose expertise is rooted in extensive
practice and familiarity with local dynamics and conditions, or alternatively those trained
and working within dominant frameworks, South Africa has a particularly deep and broad
knowledge base. The legacies of the struggle (including the experience of returning
exiles), the country’s relative wealth (which has allowed for excellent schooling for some,
access to local resources, etc.), and a national governmentthat is committed publicly to
tackling poverty and inequality all contribute to a distinctive environment for development
practice. (The absence of debt and the lack of explicit conditionalities on official
development assistance may also play a role.)

South African development practitioners include those who have international
connections, national political influence (for funds and policy), and familiarity with a
range of development approaches, concepts and theoretical groundings. Of course
there are also those whose primary strengths rest in their commitment to change, and
their dedication to the people with whom they work. The combination is a rich one, in
which there are tremendous opportunities for learning, experimentation and reflection.

, A few key aspects of this environment are listed below:

1. There are a number of locally-driven bodies that bring together NGOs and other
organisations for participation in national and local governance (e.g. the South
African national NGO Coalition (SANGOCO), South African Local Grantmakers
Association (SALGA)). In addition to other activities, such organisations have
formulated Codes of Ethics and Practice to which non-profits and grantmakers
are expected to adhere (cf. Interfund, 1998).

2. There are research and advocacy bodies, both in and outside of universities,
that focus on the non-profit sector (e.g. IDASA/CORE16 CCS) and many others
than for years have looked at development policies and local institutions (e.g.

16 The Institute for Democracy in South Africa (IDASA), The Co-operative for research and Education
(CORE),
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CPS, CSDS). Current initiatives seek to strengthen research capacity within
non-profits through linkages with universities and other research centres.

3. Many funding organisations - national and international - support the exchange
of information on NGOs, funders and development practice with publications,
seminars, roundtables, conferences, and research initiatives (e.g. Interfund and
Development Update)

4. There are numerous South African trainers and support organisations available
to work with NGOs located within the country, in addition to the many initiatives
and resources available from abroad. Several ofthe South African support
organisations, both within and outside of university setting, also create
possibilities for sector-wide learning through retreats, special seminars, and
diverse publications. In addition, there is a long list of locally-based consultants
available to work with NGOs.

5. The post-apartheid transition and continued developmental challenges, together
with the many positive features of governance and society in South Africa
(standard of living, stable government, etc.), constitute an attractive
environment for international organisations interested in effecting change.

While many NGOs experienced difficulties accessing funds (especially as
compared to the struggle period), considerable funds are flowing into South
Africa for both standard and alternative development initiatives.

6. Activist and grassroots initiatives are important arenas for public involvement
and debate. Unions are strong, public debate spans a wide range of political
perspectives, and local activism has brought important changes - even in
recent years - to government policy and international relations (e.g. around
HIV/AIDs and pricing and availability of anti-retrovirals and other drug regimes).

Knowledge generated within this environment can in no way be described a simple
transmission of expertise constructed in the "North.” Many practitioners think seriously
about the ways in which development practice is changing and the ways it can be
improved. Funders also enter into these discussions, and while there are organisations
governed by the home office policies, there are also individuals and organisations willing
to back less familiar practices and exchanges. This chapter looks atthe distinctive
contributions of NGO support and training organisations to knowledge, practice, and
organisational structures emerging in South Africa. The focus is on three organisations,
CDRA, OLIVE, and Sedibeng, and one project involving three additional organisations,
SCAPE.

7.2. Specialist OD and training organisations

Many depictions ofthe aid chain presume that ideas are passed in tandem with funding
in a linear fashion, from donors, through intermediaries, to the ultimate beneficiaries at
the community level. Moreover, the managementtools mentioned above are said to be
particularly prone to application in a linear top-down manner. Their use and spread are
argued to constrain possibilities for trust as the basis of the funding relationship,
participation as the root of programme elements, and empowerment as a central
development aim (Wallace et al, 1997; Gasper, 2000; Chambers 1994).

While these are powerful critiques, both ofthe aid industry as currently structured and of
the specific effects of management approaches on non-profit organisations in developing
countries, little is actually known about how these techniques have spread, how they are
employed, and with what effects. For example, while funding chains are a powerful
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source of influence, contradictions between upwards and downwards accountabilities,
between management control and participatory tendencies, and between internal needs
and external pressures are experienced in most NGOs (Edwards 1999; Bornstein 2001).
Such contradictions can be felt at many points (directors, head offices, project
managers, field staff), may be resolved (or not) in different ways, and have uncertain
implications for NGOs, all points made elsewhere in the report. These are the types of
debates that this research report has examined in detail.

This section examines the ways in which specialist training and organisational
development (OD) organisations in South Africa influence the transfer of management
knowledge and, ultimately, the practice and impacts of development. Specialist
organisations vary greatly, from those that are home-grown, those linked into
progressive development networks worldwide, and those that are more dependent on
the aid industry itself. All the specialist agencies modify the training information
received, filtering and reframing it to local realities as understood by the trainers. Some
training organisations develop their own materials, using a range of materials and
examples; other organisations rely heavily on training materials developed and provided
by major institutional donors (USAID, GTZ, DFID) or large charities and non-profits
(Oxfam-GB, Save the Children, CARE); other specialist trainers sit within the
organisational structure of larger donors (GTZ's gender department and project cycle
management divisions). Some trainers clearly frame material and approaches within the
norms and values of specific donors, while others actively contest ways in which the aid
relationships can dictate more managerial or more subordinate roles for local
development NGOs.

Not all countries have specialist training and OD organisations. Others have so many
such organisations that their influence cannot be determined. South Africa has only a
handful of training and OD organisations that serve the NGO sector, are not based
within universities, and are acknowledged as dominating the field (key informants
mention only 4-6 such organisations). Some ofthese organisations have been conduits
for the spread of specific management techniques and all have acted as nodes for the
discussion and consolidation of NGO approaches towards development. Their role, at
both theoretical and empirical levels, throws into question any simple depiction of global
domination and imposition of management approaches. Instead we must explore what
ideas of “good practice” are promoted by these organisations, the genealogies of those
ideas, the modifications made to them by “trainers” and “trainees”, and their use in
development practice.

These are ambitious tasks, at which this section ofthe report makes an initial foray. In
studying the four organisations, our focus was both descriptive (outlining their aims,
organisational structure, activities, training materials, assessment procedures, and
modifications) and interpretative (how do staff describe their aims, interprettheir impact,
and assess what works). The methodology borrows on skills used in corporate
interviewing, organisational development and training assessments, and but also breaks
ground in trying to develop ways of tracking the use and modifications made to such
management tools as logframes, M&E systems, gender matrices, and impact
assessments. The breath of our coverage, and the disdain that some respondents
showed for all such tools, made difficult comparable depth of analysis for each
organisation, an acknowledged limitation ofthe data at this point in time. Moreover, no
attempt was made to assess the impact or effectiveness of the various training and OD
support approaches; our attention is on the range or approaches present in the sector,
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and the introduction of techniques, tools, and perspectives into dialogue and practice
among development practitioners.

Even with these caveats, the research findings are powerful: specialist management
organisations in South Africa have played a crucial role in modifying existing
management approaches - those promoted by aid agencies, international NGOs, and
foundations - to include more locally relevant approaches and more local knowledge
and expertise. Some ofthe organisations have placed themselves at the forefront of
management practice globally by defining alternatives to the dominant development
management approaches of the aid industry and promoting these alternatives
internationally. Other organisations, though acting primarily as vehicles for the transfer
of international practice, have participated sufficiently in the South African debates over
development management to negotiate and adopt radically different elements of the
standard approaches.

Material to support our findings is contained in a separate paper and case study write-
ups; only key findings are presented here. Inthe lastten pages of this section, an
interview with Alan Kaplan, the founding director of CDRA, one of the OD organisations
under study, is presented in which he outlines some of the distinctive features of the
organisation and its influence on development thinking.

7.3. Four training and OD entities in South Africa

Four OD and NGO support organisations/entities were willing to engage with our
research project. Sedibeng is a newer organisation that emerged out of a USAID
initiative to build NGO capacity. Based in Johannesburg, it has links to Witswatersrand
University (granting certificates) and provides OD and training services to government
and civil society. The second example, SCAPE, recently emerged out of an international
initiative, this one prompted by a US-based NGO, CARE International. Its self-defined
mission is to assist local NGOs with capacity-building around sustainable development,
participation, and project/program management. Though a “project” bringing together
three NGOs, SCAPE has many features of an organisation onto itself, and is largely
treated as such within our discussion. Olive, based in Durban, and CDRA, based in
Cape Town are organisations with established reputations in the field of OD. Both
organisations are seen as reflecting seriously on their own work and their role in the
wider NGO sector. All four training and support entities concentrate their activities in
South Africa and consult elsewhere in Africa; two organisations also consultto European
NGOs and donors.

Sedibeng Centre for Organisational Effectiveness (Sedibeng)

Sedibeng emerged out of a US AID sponsored initiative, PACT-SA, to build the capacity
of South African non-profit organisations through training and consultation programmes.
PACT (Private Agencies Collaborating Together) has been operating since the 1980s
and has set up offices in over seventeen countries. In South Africa, PACT built upon its
international experience in designing training programmes in financial and project
management, and in formulating its work with NGO consortia. Sedibeng portrays
PACT/Sedibeng as having significant influence on the non-profit sector. Sedibeng’s
website describes PACT-SA's role in establishing SANGOCO, for example, as “a
pioneering” one, with provision of “substantial technical and financial support” to many of
its provincial structures in their initial phases. Likewise, those people listed as past
trainees include members of parliament, OD consultants, and heads of leading non-
governmental and governmental bodies associated with NGOs.
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In 1997, PACT-SA transferred its activities to a South African entity, Sedibeng, the
transfer itself an indication of the local capacity that had been built. Sedibeng now offers
short-courses in fundraising, financial management, organisational governance (Board
development), project management, strategic planning, labour relations and facilitation
skills (training for trainers). Staff also conduct consultation with client NGOs around
organisational and board development. In describing Sedibeng’s strengths, the director,
Reuben Mogano, mentioned that as a black-run local organisation Sedibeng “speaks the
language" of and is particularly able to connectto the community of NGOs that it serves.

Perhaps because of its origins, Sedibeng is much more oriented towards a business
approach to OD and training than the other three entities discussed here. Sedibeng
staff is therefore relatively comfortable with rational management approaches, if not
satisfied with specific tools. The director explained, for example, that one of the
problems with current approaches used by NGOs is that they rely on OD models and
management techniques, including logframes, that the private sector found flawed years
ago. He pointed to emerging trends in business - corporate governance and social
accountability - as directions that NGOs should explore.

There was a strong concern with impact assessment at the time of our research. The
director described Sedibeng’s organisational aim as contributing to the elimination of
poverty reduction through its capacity-building activities. An assessment of the
organisation’s impact was underway when the research team did a second round of
interviews at Sedibeng. The assessment had emerged as a priority following
Sedibeng’s participation in focus group meetings with other OD and capacity building
organisations. As described in a concept paper, there was no "explicit vision about how
discreet projects or interventions contributed towards the progressive realisation of the
over-aching purpose of poverty eradication.” The document continues, “The lack of
collective and shared vision around "capacity building" was a sad reflection of the
relative absence of dialogue amongst the ‘OD sector organisations’ and
compartmentalised approach towards addressing the human resources development
needs of the non-profit sector broadly.” Sedibeng Centre took the initiative in
conducting an assessment that could serve as a platform for a sector-wide conceptual
and implementation framework for capacity-building towards poverty eradication.

The director was struggling with how that assessment could be done. He said, “We
have reconciled ourselves to the beliefthat development activities aren’'t imnmediately
measurable, and only have long-term impacts, but we need to have a way to measure
performance.” Using social accounting approaches, and communicating with
organisations that had been trained, the director though that they “be able to
demonstrate something that is objectively verifiable”. One year into the process, staff
found that social accounting process was demanding more time and resources than they
had anticipated and were wondering whether their expectations of benefits from
assessment had been inflated (Mathabela, 2002). Atthe same time, they thought that
keeping the organisation’s focus on the ultimate ends of the work was of crucial
importance.

Sedibeng’s strategic approach was also quite distinctfrom the other support entities
studied. Sedibeng’s clients come from government as well as NGOs/CBOs. Sedibeng
has an agreementwith the University of Witwatersrand and offers accredited training
towards a university certificates in OD & strategic management and in management
development, which also draws in the general public. Still, the majority of Sedibeng’s
courses are “needs-driven”, responding to specific clients’ requests. Tensions
sometimes arise over who determines the content, length and target-groups for capacity
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building or consultations. Donors may set the overall parameters for course content but
trainers emphasised that course participants were the ones whose needs had to be
satisfied. Problems arose, however, when funders or NGOs allocated insufficient time
for a course or a consultative process.

The training approach draws on “bits and pieces of everything, from everywhere, based
on similar values with nothing uniquely European, American, Africa”. While our analysis
of Sedibeng’s work is limited (we conducted only three interviews with staff and attended
none of the training sessions), we were able to review training materials and discuss
approaches. Sedibeng has a core of 7 staff and additional consultant trainers. In
speaking with one ofthe trainers, she emphasised that course content and techniques
are quite flexible. They teach how to work with logframes, for example, but might do so
drawing on facilitation techniques that get participants to reflect on who they are in an
organisation. They have resource materials buttrainers are given leeway on how they
organise their courses. They might introduce colourwork, or storytelling, techniques
used by Olive. Likewise, staff drew on their own professional development and training
experience for examples, and worked with course participants around their own
situations. Importantly, the trainers, though of varied backgrounds, had contact with
other OD organisations; they attended courses run by CDRA for practitioners and
conducted joint work, attimes, with other support organisations. Exchange among the
OD and NGO support organisations came through other conduits as well including the
focus groups mentioned above, membership in common NGO consortia, and use ofthe
same consultants for their own internal processes of change and development.

Staff expected that participants could masterthe material, though there were
observations that language made their use more difficult; differentiating between goals
and objectives, for instance, is difficult in English and even more so for those whose first
language is not English or when the material is translated into local languages. Rather
than the emphasis on precise definitions ofterminology, one trainer highlighted the
importance of making connections and assuring that communication was flowing both
ways. In atelling comment on her own learning and skills, she observed that “her
expanding repertoire of metaphors” was the most important development in her ability to
work with others.

Sedibeng is a fascinating example of an organisation that is working largely with
dominant paradigms of development and development management. Even so, there are
adjustments made to dominant practices to make them more accessible and relevant to
those trained.

SCAPE (Strengthening Capacities for Transforming Relationships and Exercising
Rights Program)

SCAPE is ajoint initiative bringing together three partners, CARE-South Africa (the
country office of CARE International), Tlhavhama Training Initiative (TTI) and the
Eastern Cape NGO Coalition (ECNGOC). Although SCAPE does not have the
established reputation of the other three organisations discussed, partnerships with
NGO consortia have heightened its visibility and likely access to NGOs.

ECNGOC is the provincial affiliate of SANGOCO, with more than 300 members
throughout the Eastern Cape. Tlhavhama Training Initiative is also a membership
organisation, based in the Northern Province, and provides training, OD and other
capacity building support to its more than 60 member NGOs. Both membership
organisations had been working in partnership with Olive. Partnership with CARE
offered an opportunity to work with NGOs around livelihoods and rights, an area in which
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TTIl was already working. For CARE, the partnership facilitated access to a large
network of NGOs based in particularly poor regions of the country. All three
organisations found that it was easier to get funding as a partnership than individually.
The resulting program is funded by DFID and has finished its three-year pilot stage and
begun full programming.

SCAPE is an interesting example of an organisation that is working with participatory
approaches, organisational development, and rational management tools. While not
enough time has passed to assess well how SCAPE’s capacity-building is affecting the
organisations with which it works, the use of rational management tools and experience
of partnership illustrate important tensions in development and training relationships.

SCAPE works from a self-declared household livelihood and rights based approach.
The overall concept is that SCAPE, through its three partners, will work with local
organisations to better address livelihood concerns. The approach can entail work
around better understanding of and relations with beneficiary communities and/or better
organisational capacity (OD, sustainability, fundraising, programming, etc.) of local civil
society organisations (CSQO). Later improvements in capacity revolve around engaging
with government and other civil society.

Rational management tools

SCAPE, as a programme, engages with rational management tools in three important
ways. First, there is the programme itself, which uses rational management approaches
to structure and present the component elements of SCAPE. Second, specific ‘outputs’
and activities entail training local organisations in the use of logical frameworks and
related project managementtools. Third, local organisations may also work with SCAPE
around OD, using strategic planning and adapted LFAs in monitoring. Each ofthese is
discussed briefly.

The descriptions, publicly available on the SCAPE website, immediately reveal the
influences of a LFA approach to project planning. SCAPE itself is formulated in a logical
framework and project planning format. There is a vision and a statement of principles
and values, which are followed by a supergoal, goal, purpose, and six outputs. For
example, the supergoal is “improved household livelihood security for poor people in
South Africa”, with the purpose “to demonstrate improved capacities of SA civil society,
engaging effectively with government, to support communities in exercising their rights
and addressing livelihood priorities”. The six outputs for South African civil society
organisations (CSOs) that follow are divided into, in our words, effective management;
effective livelihood and right-based programmes; productive civil society networks;
productive CSO-govemment partnerships; successful replication of SCAPE strategies;
and, more generally, learning from SCAPE for pro-poor programmes elsewhere in South
Africa.

For an NGO or other civil society organisation (CSO) seeking support or involvement
there are six steps to be followed, with an emphasis on either organisational or
programme development. In the case of an organisational focus, initial steps include
assessment, a change strategy, and progress towards that strategy, corresponding to
the first two outputs in the matrix. Even the summary document on SCAPE, in its six
pages, mentions that the definition of a longer term strategy for change should be
accompanied by a “clear set of outputs to be achieved over a two to three year period,
with a set of key periodic benchmarks”. Progress towards change, i.e. implementation of
the plan, should be monitored and reviewed. Implied as well is that all CSOs should
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have - and therefore be able to examine - a vision, mission, structure and function
clearly delineated

The programme focus, output two, is “likely to involve a participatory livelihood
assessment exercise that allows an organisation to evaluate its existing programming
activities and/or look at the potential for new activities with communities.” The livelihood
assessment, SCAPE'S chosen assessment methodology, relies on some techniques
derived from PRA and others developed locally by the three lead partners. While further
activities are not detailed beyond the need for baselines and participatory design
exercise for pilot activities, plans will need to be formulated and monitored in subsequent
steps. Throughout, the documents there is a tension between the linear progression
through steps and the recognition of developmental needs shown in caveats (‘not all
organisations will reach this step’), acknowledgement of differing needs (e.g. choice
between an institutional and a programmatic focus) and emphasis on participation.

In conversations with Sarah Hugow, the director of ECNGOC, and Penny Ward, the
programme director at CARE, SCAPE’'Sreliance on LFA, as a tool to “guide the
programme", was made clear. However, LFA was not fully workable. In training of
community organisations, trainers modified the framework, explaining that they were
trying “to assist people to identify purpose and objectives that inform programme, not
just counting things to show impact.” In the end, although LFAs were introduced, “they
had to be simplified because it was too challenging”. SCAPE now uses a community
based project management approach adapted from the LFA so that communities can
understand it and a Meta-plan technique that, while similar to LFA, is also simpler.
SCAPE leadership strongly support the modified approach as is apparent in the
following comment by the ECNGOC director:

LFA has been useful in that it promotes a rigorous and disciplined approach to
managing projects. However, not everything can go into a framework. While it is
useful for structuring and planning, a lot of qualitative stuff has to be captured
and reflected differently. The SCAPE LFA is the best example of a log frame that
works at both levels.

SCAPE monitors the progress of CSOs that have reached step 2 against logframe
indicators for its own reporting to DFID. SCAPE uses a Clyde tracking system,
monitoring progress against plans, which CSOs are supposed to manage once they
reach a specified step (4). To impart flexibility and better assure thatthe CSOs are
capable of their undertakings, SCAPE relies on a principle o f‘equity of effort’. The
principle is “designed to make sure that the project only moves as fast as organisation is
prepared to move." Only once a participating organisation is past step 3- meaning that
it has a change plan - can it apply for limited funding to pilot activities that are related to
plan. Grants are not for operational expenses and only for the planned activities. At the
time of the interviews, SCAPE had two grantees, on working on a community-based
savings scheme and the other on a maintenance system. This means that, to this point,
there are few organisations monitoring their own change plans.

Training reflects this merging of rational management and participatory approaches.
The partner NGOs receive many requests from local organisations for training in project
management, especially logframes and project planning matrices. There are also
requests for assistance with strategic planning, fundraising, and advocacy. And SCAPE
works with the CSOs around institutional assessments, change plans and project
management. Much of the content, then, of training relates to rational management
tools.
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The philosophy of training and learning draws more on participatory and OD-informed
approaches. CARE's programme director described the working principles for training
as “participatory” and reliant on “mutual accountability” in which “people are responsible
for their own learning”. Understanding the purpose ofthe training - at individual and
organisational levels - is a key element as reflected in the following comment: “When
organisations are applying to go to leadership training or monitoring & evaluation or
conflict management workshop, they need to demonstrate where that need came from,
whether that be assessments or livelihoods framework. They need to indicate who is
going to attend and why.”

Training is linked to the step model and seen as iterative and on-going. Training is often
split into modules; practical work based on the situation in the CSO in conducted
between modules, atactic used in many training programmes in South Africa. As in the
other organisations discussed in this chapter, local CSOs were urged to send
participants “in pairs or threes ... to ensure that there is support and that organisational
work (putting organisational pairs together)” is possible. CARE’s programme director
explained that “it is a way of ensuring that learning gets embedded in the organisation, it
helps to do shorter technical inputs and then longer term practical stuff or having
opportunity to test that out back in the organisation.” To aid learning and accountability,
SCAPE also encourages junior and senior staff from the CSO to attend the same
workshop.

The content and techniques of the training are customised to the needs of the particular
group. Trainers are to assure that the OD and programme material are integrated, and
that there is adequate facilitation and group support. However the basic principle is
“identify the group first and then design training thereafter.” OLIVE facilitated the first
SCAPE Leadership Development Programme and many of the techniques employed
later drew on OLIVE'S approaches. These techniques draw on facilitation and adult
learning techniques from around the world, but, as ECNGOC's director believes,
“adapted and made appropriate for the local context.” Respondents mentioned the use
of talking partners (a “buddy” with whom you can discuss material or problems), colour
work (for individual reflection), visioning and storytelling (allowing visualisation of a
situation), appreciative techniques (examining organisational and individual strengths),
SPIRALS and ‘theatre ofthe oppressed’ techniques (to address past trauma), and
physical expression (to communicate emotions and internal concepts), all facilitation,
conflict resolution and OD approaches used by Olive.

According to SCAPE leadership, participants generally are receptive to the techniques:

The facilitator has awareness and respect for where people are. Nothing is

compulsory. If people don't wantto participate, they can play other roles like
observe and feedback. Most people are open to giving it a go at least once.
They find it enjoyable.

Sometimes initial responses to a technigque were negative even though facilitators found
it useful, as is evident in the following comments relating to colour work:

Initially participants hate that approach. |often had early messages about not
being able to draw. This could be regarded as an indicator of peoples’
confidence and inability to synthesise information. If you monitor the difference
in colour work from say Module 1 as compared to Module 4, you see the
difference in people’s...ability to synthesise information. It is often about
practice; it is not always verbal.
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As with UK-based workshops, training is recorded on flipcharts. However, the diversity
of techniques employed, and their use over the extended training of a development
project is not typical of UK based project planning or management training, or even, for
the most part, organisation development exercises.

Partnership & DFID

Tensions around UK-based approaches to development and those constructed locally
also emerge around the concept of the partnership. The partnership in this case was an
effort at a more equivalent relationship where the various NGOs each brought
complementary and distinctive gualities to the joint effort. CARE did not wantto be lead
partner and opted to exclude a donor-grantee relationship from the partnership. CARE
is not a donor, and no funds flow through CARE to the other partners. CARE-UK and
CARE-SA do have more financial reporting responsibilities to DFID then the other
organisations, and this has proved a pivotal issue.

A brief history of the partnership is as follows. CARE was experimenting with livelihoods
approaches in the region and Tlhavama participated in a pilot project. Based on
recognition of common values, the two organisations began to work on the details of the
SCAPE programme, a process that took three years. Tlhavama was also working in
partnership with Olive and ECNGOC, and ECNGOC also became involved in the
planning for SCAPE. CARE then approached DFID for funding, and the partnership
CARE, Tlhavama, and ECNGOC were awarded an accountable grant, one apart from
the existing programmes. However, relations with DFID have not been easy for
numerous reasons.

According to CARE respondents, “DFID finds the structure of CARE confusing.” CARE
has a decentralised structure, which means there is no one person who “knows
everything and can make all decisions.” CARE’S programme director concludes that
DFID would prefer a simpler, more standard relationship but SCAPE instead complicates
the funding relationship, and ultimately this generates problems forthe SCAPE
partnership. The director explained that DFID treated CARE as the senior partner
because CARE had signed the contract. That CARE had approached DFID initially and
was an international organisation while the other partners were local probably
heightened DFID’s differentiation ofthe partners. DFID “often requested meetings in the
absence ofthe partners” saying that “they don’t want a huge team present at their
meetings.” Not surprisingly this generated tensions in the partnership and led SCAPE
members to conclude that “DFID didn’t really understand partnership or the nature ofthis
partnership.”

The ECNGOC director echoes these observations. In herwords, The relationship with
DFID has been problematic. DFID’s focus has been on CARE as the fiduciary partner.
It has been a struggle for the partners to get DFID to respectthe partnership and the
equality of partners. They regard CARE as the true partner and the others as
implemented.”

The director’s response to the problem illustrates the ways in which the organisation
incorporates a sense of efficacy. She sees positive aspects of DFID's stance, noting
that the donor is ‘critically engaged”. Moreover, “their questions have been helpful in
helping us explain and justify what we do”, and SCAPE has been forced to be “on their
toes” and “more focused and rigorous”. The three partners, meanwhile, work well
together. External evaluations reported that the South African partners thought they
“were very valued by CARE” and that they “had equal say” even though CARE had the
contract.
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From the die of DFID, concerns to identify a senior and ultimately responsible partner
are institutionally rooted. DFID itself is a complex, fluid and inaccessible organisation.
Depending on the advisor, programmes can receive stronger or weaker support, and be
better or less understood. The programme manager for SCAPE is “quite ajunior
person”, perhaps lacking in some of the skills needed to manage a complex and
innovatively structured programme. The social development advisor in DFID SA is the
main link for SCAPE. CARE is working with the advisor to try to “reach an
agreement...about the most efficient way of doing things." SCAPE leadership explain
that shifts within DFID over the course of developing SCAPE have further complicated
relations since the programme, “designed under different priorities”, finds it difficult to
address all the emerging ones. For example, as a civil society strengthening
programme, SCAPE has been pressured to expand its work with government, the focus
of most DFID programmes. SCAPE takes civil society organisations as the entry point
and finds it “difficult to negotiate where the boundaries are within the programme.”
SCAPE has also been forced to package its programme into a logframe format to meet
DFID’s proposal requirement (which may help explain why a participatory and
developmental programme is being meshed with a rational one).

SCAPE is poised at the edge of many different developmental divides. SCAPE is
attempting to work with rational project managementtools in a wider participatory right-
based framework. International tools and techniques are being employed, in adapted
fashion, and directed to the local level, often to very small organisations and junior staff.
SCAPE attempts to build a partnership based on equivalence and mutuality while
receiving funding from an international organisation with clear guidelines on programme
priorities and established ways of working with INGO and local counterparts. In taking
on these challenges, SCAPE may encounter entrenched practices, rigid tools, and
unbendable institutions. Atthe same time, SCAPE also may require rethinking our
accepted notions of what can work.

Olive (Organisation Development and Training)
By Isaivani Hyman and Lisa Bomstein

In 1993, when Olive was established, the NGO sector was facing the radical shift in
orientation from resistance to the apartheid state towards working with a new democratic
government in a developmental role. Although there was a need for organisational
development during South Africa’s transition to democracy, and for specific assistance
around leadership skills, effective management and participation, there were relatively
few organisations and consultants doing such work in the country. As the founding
director Davine Thaw observed, Olive, “the organisation that is needed”, helped to fill the
gap.

Olive’s history is summarised in Seven Years On, a recently published document that
traces Olive's development and activities from 1993. Organised around an iterative
action learning cycle, a model used with clients and participants in Olive’s learning
programmes, Seven Years On analyses the organisation according to phases in a spiral:
“pioneer”, “rational-creative”, “flirting with integration” and, not covered in the history, a
recent “transformation" phase. This structure reflects important shifts both in the internal
structure of Olive and in its interactions with the external worlds of donors, “clients”, and
other NGOs.

In its first seven years of existence, OLIVE worked with 210 clients. Interventions
undertaken with NGOs included: OD processes; organisation evaluations and other
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assessment processes; on-going and long term change processes; strategic work;
facilitation of planning processes; ZOPP/LFA training; other training workshops (e.g.
human resources, management); and individual consultations and mentoring.

As with Olive’s own maturation, Olive's work with NGOs can be categorised according to
distinct phases. In the period 1993 to 1995, much of the work focused on capacity-
building within NGOs to help them meet the challenges of a transition to democracy.
The period 1996 t01998 saw many organisations facing sustainability issues;
management training, development of policies and systems, LFAs and project planning
became important areas for Olive interventions, as described further below. Requests
from the trade unions increased. OLIVE engaged, as well, with organisations calling for
longer term and intensive whole systems OD processes. From 1998 onwards, Olive
began working with the new generation of NGOs (and NGO work) focused on rights
rather than needs, addressing, for example, the HIV/AIDS crisis, abuse of women and
children, the environment, children’s rights, gay rights and conflict resolution.

There were three broad trends that emerged in Olive’'s work over the 1990s. First,
regional and international work increased, from 1995 onwards in Southern Africa
(including Malawi, Tanzania, Kenya, Namibia and Swaziland) and then, from 1998,
overseas (including Poland, Kazakhstan, Germany, Denmark, Malaysia, Thailand and
Brazil). These interventions ranged from training in project planning and facilitation to
consulting on a simulation game for NGO financing, evaluations and OD processes.
The second trend was that OLIVE began to favour longer-term interventions with clients.
The focus shifted to developing relationships and making a sustained impact. From
working with each client an average of once per year in 1994, in 1999 each client was
worked with on an average of two occasions. Lastly, the number of clients increased
significantly over time. In its first year OLIVE undertook 26 interventions and by the year
2000, this increased to 106 interventions. As the OD team changed in numbers and
composition over the years, the capacity and depth of Olive's work with clients has also
changed.

With these broad phases and trends as a backdrop, discussion now turns to Olive’s
approach to development practice, rational management approaches, and learning. The
information is derived from interviews and discussions with seven people who had
worked or were working with OLIVE, review of public and internal documentation, and
attendance at one training session. The amount of material available to us, and quality
of our respondents’ insights, far exceeds what we can capture in these brief pages.

Ideas ofgood practice

Olive, like some practitioners at CDRA, works from an action learning perspective.
Unlike CDRA, Olive has worked more closely with established and internationally
advocated project managementtools.

One staff member described Olive’s role as helping an organisation to become “better
able to work with the challenges it confronts”. In undertaking this process, Olive does
not rely on any single set of techniques or skills. As an OD practitioner explained, Olive
tries to provide “unique responses to unique situations.” Olive works with individuals and
groups of people in organisations in processes that help them to think through their own
guestions and to find their own answers. Ratherthan arely on a “package”, the process
is to “sit with [NGO clients] and try to hear what their own questions are about their own
situations and, being together, try to design a process that will meet those needs.” Staff
describe themselves as facilitators and practitioners, not as experts or professionals.
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Interestingly, in all of the responses around development work and organisational
mission, Olive staff emphasised the interplay between the individual and the
organisation. Unlike many ofthe NGOs and literature discussed in this report, the
discussion emerging out of Olive treated organisations as made up of individuals, with
organisational change reliant on people moving from their established habits and
attitudes (a point also relevant to the discussion of CDRA).

Rational tools and training

Olive has afascinating and complex engagement with managementtools such as the
logframe and strategic planning. Olive, from very early on, became involved in training
organisations in the use of project planning tools such as the logframe. Importantly,
perhaps, Olive's approach to logframes came from a more participatory and project
cycle approach, informed by the German ZOPP, than that typically employed in the UK.
Strategic planning exercises have also been a regular event, and are seen as important
and useful to the maturation of the organisation. Olive’'s experience thus provides us
with chance to assess how ‘tools’ taught and used in practice differ from those
advocated by UK donors and to explore some of their effects.

From very early on in its history, Olive has offered training and facilitation in the Logical
Framework Approach (LFA). Davine Thaw was part of a small group that, with the
assistance of Interfund, attended a ZOPP (objectives oriented project planning) course
in Zimbabwe in mid-1994, run by the German development agency. With Davine
bringing the new skills and information back to Durban, Olive ran its first training course
on project planning later that year. Participants included representatives from NGOs in
and around Durban. Within a short period of time, two further courses took place,
supported by Interfund, that introduced NGOs in the education and human rights field to
project planning and a series of courses were run around the country for adult education
NGOs supported by the World University Service - South Africa.

Olive found itself as one of the few organisations that provided training in project
planning in South Africa, and this precisely when more and more donors began to
introduce LFA to local NGOs as a requirement for funding. Donors were intensifying
their demand for accountability from NGOs, particularly in the wake of the discovery of
corruption in afew NGOs. There was a new need to “logframe everything” for particular
donors. Many NGOs interpreted this call for accountability as a desire for greater
“professionalism” and began to go about the work of “professionalizing”.

Olive responded to an increase in requests for human resources work with clients in the
form of managementtraining and the development of policies and systems. The
organisation ran many Logical Framework workshops and facilitated a number of
planning processes. Much technical work (systems, planning, etc.) was done during this
time, as organisations attempted to get up to speed with the ways of working required by
their donors and the continuously shifting environment. OLIVE was also still being called
upon to facilitate a number of strategic processes and assist organisations to determine
their future direction. Through their donor partner initiative, OLIVE supported many
organisations to assess options for their future sustainability.

Olive learned from working with Durban-based NGOs from 1995, and with an
international audience from 1997 onwards. While there were debates over the meaning
and usefulness of the logframe, both among Olive staff and between Olive and other
NGOs, Olive’s position was that the project planning should be done flexibly, adapting
tools, formats, and procedures to the needs and capacities of the local context.
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In 1998, Olive published the Project Planning for Development Handbook, which may be
the only English-language ZOPP/LFA manual written by and for NGOs. In addition to
explaining seven steps in project planning, the manual provides examples of various
tools (e.g. a stakeholder matrix, problem or objectives tree, or project planning matrix)
completed on the basis of local examples. Participatory approaches were atthe core of
the process. Olive’'s ZOPP practice shifted over the years as the development context
evolved, client needs changed and new people joined the Olive’s training and facilitation
team.

According to Michael Randel (ex-Olive practitioner and leader around Olive’s LFA work
for over 3-4 years), the introduction of ZOPP into Olive turned outto be a surprising
catalyst. It allowed Olive to develop a service for the many NGOs who were expressing
a need for information and skills to develop project plans. He writes,

It helped us to sharpen our thinking about planning, about projects, and about
interventions, which has carried over into other work in Olive. It provided an
opportunity to learn and work with NGO professionals and consultants from
around the country, expanding Olive’s associate programme. We learned a lot
about managing training courses and learning experiences taking place on a
modular basis in distant places, lessons we have frequently been able to apply
since thattime. And the ZOPP courses provided a way to start training in
facilitation skills...

Randel reflected that perhaps they were fortunate that early attempts to regulate their
training in ZOPP by offering public courses nevertook off, as it gave Olive the
opportunity to work inside many local NGOs, tailoring the training to address their
particular needs. From learning enough about ZOPP in orderto write a proposal, NGOs
began asking for assistance in developing an organisation-wide approach to planning.
And from planning to implementation...and to the questions thatworking with projects
and more rigorous reporting requirements raised for the organisation as a whole.

Randel acknowledges the role of donors, but never describes their ideas as
circumscribing Olive's approach or practices. In his descriptions he notes their
willingness to finance Olive and not their influence on the thinking and practice of Olive.
Other staff drew our attention to the way in which Davine Thaw engaged with donors, as
an equal, ready to learn and share learning. Donors would stop by to converse with her
as an opportunity to explore changes in the wider environment or NGO strategies, and
not simply about an Olive project they were funding.

International donors also created opportunities for Olive to work with international
colleagues and a space for ongoing learning around LFA training for new members of
the Olive staff. Peter Lukey of DANCED provided his views on Olive as facilitator of
ZOPP training. DANCED wanted its South African partners trained in ZOPP to
overcome problems associated with poor planning, and to ensure that ownership ofthe
project rested with project implemented and beneficiaries. In South Africa, as
elsewhere on the continent, the Danes were experimenting with the twinning of local and
Danish service providers; the joint work was though to ensure a common approach. The
ideal South African service provider, from the Danish perspective, was one like Olive,
with a working knowledge of LFA and also practically involved in other civil society
empowerment support. According to Lukey, the impacts of this training, although
“difficult to measure”, have included, on the DANCED side, increased staff
understanding of the methodology and sensitivity as to why ‘DANCED supported
projects take so long to develop’. Meanwhile, for the partner organisations, the training
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seemed to result in: clearer project logic and an obvious understanding of this logic; an
obvious use of consultants as consultants and not gurus; clearer progress reporting; and
far more heated defense of the draft Project Documents by the project implementers.

Olive continues to offer courses and training on LFA (however this is not the focus of
most of their interventions). Staff feel the training is effective in transmitting the
techniques: “Organisations understand what it is once they’ve been through our training
programme. We've had very good feedback.” However, Olive practitioners also
recognise the limitations of the approach even when used in a participatory way,
highlighting the investment of a week-long training workshop, and the ways events are
blocked out in projects despite knowledge that “development doesn't just take three
years." To address these limitations, trainers work with material that participants bring
from their own projects and try to use the training as “an opportunity for people to reflect
on their development practice”. As with other NGO support activities at Olive, there is a
strong preference for an on-going relationship, in which Olive can work with the
organisation as it and its needs evolve.

In sum, LFA/ZOPP training has been an important component of Olive’s activities,
though the methodologies have been clarified and adjusted based on experience with
ZOPP, with DANCED, and training and training participants. While the ideas may have
originated in the North, they did not remain unchanged. To the contrary, Olive staff went
on to run courses elsewhere in world, and to partner up with original donors, thereby
transmitting in turn some of the learning generated in South Africa. Olive ran the original
course for SCAPE in the Eastern Cape, and worked closely with two of the three SCAPE
partners, again providing a “local” version ofthe techniques when an international one
could have been used. Continued training in these techniques does not been that
critical perspective and debate has been suspended; stafffind, for example, that the
project format of LFA/ZOPP is non-developmental, and that the LFA is difficult to use for
reporting when implementation does not proceed as planned. While the use of a
participatory approach to logframe construction can result in better projects, Olive - as
an OD provider - focuses on” what else needs to be changed in order to realise what
want to achieve.”

Strategic planning and positioning

Strategic planning has been extremely important to Olive though it has not been the type
of strategic planning described by Tina Wallace in 1997, or by any of the strategic
planning gurus. Strategic thinking is, according to Olive staff, simply needed to
responding to the organisation’s evolution and change. Atthe same time, staff share an
understanding of what constitutes as strategic plan and its importance to thinking about
the positioning ofthe NGO. One of our respondents noted, for example, that “Having
three year strategic plans are necessary to look at things like sustainability” and that
NGOs often confuse a yearly operational plan with a strategic one.

Examining the ways in which strategic planning tools have been adapted and used by
Olive, internally and in training, shows reliance on many of the techniques used
worldwide. Olive has published a manual on strategic processes - a tool box of sorts -
in which stakeholder analysis, organisational scans and the like are described. As with
the project planning manual, Olive’s approach is that NGOs will need to assess which
tools are likely to be of use and try them out, adapting them if needed.

In contrast to the SCAPE programme, in which organisational assessments and longer-
term strategic plans are a required and integral step, the OD practitioners at Olive
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emphasised how assessments will depend on the agenda for change. The process was
explained as follows:

If we do have an evaluation we try to make it as participatory as possible where
we really try to understand with that organisation....you could say to an
organisation, ‘what new ideas have you got that you want to test, let's design
evaluations around that. Let's see if you had to implement this particular idea
what would you need to change inside your organisation.1 We try to go very
much on a self-facilitated assessment approach.

Olive staff seem to have an aversion to technicist language; "We hate the word ‘tools’!"
said a current director. She indicated that they work with frameworks like phases of
organisation development and what happens at each stage. They also work with the
living systems model - how to understand an organisation, impact, outputs, inputs - and
work with a technical, conceptual and social model. She continued,

Our key deep model that we hope permeates inside the organisation and the
work we do is action learning and following from that, adult learning. Any
process that you participated in that OLIVE has facilitated will hopefully increase
your awareness about how you learn as a person, having a deeper
consciousness of having an experience, how to reflect on it and then to pull the
lessons on it and then to plan to do something differently.

It is unclear how such an approach meshes with donors’ expectation of NGOs. Donors
in South Africa seemed more concerned that funded NGOs had undergone some kind of
strategic planning than that they had gone through a specific set of steps or exercises.
Yet they also asked NGOs to document a mission, a statement of values, a long-term
strategy for sustainability, and an analysis of stakeholder buy-in, all specific products
albeit possible to produce in range ofways. Thus while certain conditions rest on
strategic thinking and planning, it is much more difficult to draw a direct line between
donor requirements and specific ways of working strategically.

The case cited above, of Olive contributing to SCAPE’S initial training raises interesting
guestions that, unfortunately, we cannot answer at this time. SCAPE’S project
documentation emphasises participation, the need to work within an NGO or CBO'’s
capacity and timeframe, and the importance of setting milestones for strategic change
(measurable) and monitoring progress towards them. How has Olive, through its
training and past work with TTI and ECNGOC, affected the balance among these facets
ofthe approach? Does the SCAPE material reveal how the project partners have
understood Olive’s input? Or as posited above, does it more reflect CARE'S or DFID’s
perspective?

In its internal strategic processes, Olive conducts regular exercises and has tried to build
strategic thinking into day-to-day operations. There is an internal strategic planning
process approximately once in three years. During the year, there are regular quarterly
reviews to help staff build strategic thinking throughout the year. With recent
reorganisation within Olive, following the founding director’'s departure, there are now
three strategic leadership teams that cover the three main areas of an organisation’s life:
resources, learning and relationships. Each team "is not a doing team, it is rather an
informing team and think-thank team”. In the past, the OD team led by Davine Thaw did
much ofthe strategic thinking. In the new team approach, membership is not on
functional lines. So, for example, the physical/financial resources team includes the
Office Manager, the OD Manager, another OD practitioner, the Finance Manager, and
Finance Assistant. Each person expressed his/her interest in participating and the
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mandate was accepted. In both the regularly scheduled exercises and the more frequent
team work, OD practitioners can have an opportunity to reflect on their positions within
the organisation and the strategic implications of their work.

Learning

Strategic thinking is one component of a wider emphasis on learning and reflection at
Olive. Lost in the discussion of techniques and tools are the energy that is present at
Olive and the level of discussion, debate and creativity in which staff engage. The
emphasis on learning - and the type of responsibility and risk-taking that has fostered
are worth exploring.

There was an early emphasis on learning within the organisation, and the form and
structure of learning evolved overtime. Initially, as a new organisation in an emerging
field, OD work was “diverse and eclectic” and the OD practitioners were engaged with
learning along with clients and creating new methods as they went along. An internship
programme to bring in black practitioners was introduced. By 1995, when the
organisation began to divide management responsibilities around functional areas,
learning was given recognition in the form of a manager for learning programmes. This
position was meant to insure that internal learning needs were given attention. This was
done on two levels: individual learning objectives/mentoring and organizing the whole
organisation/team learning opportunities (“At Homes”). Olive staff could choose to meet
with a mentor or learning partner and set learning and/or work objectives. The
formalised internship programme was done away with in recognition that OD
practitioners, given the nature of their work, had to learn continuously.

Olive’s “At Home” periods, two days per month, were dedicated to organisation-wide and
team opportunities for learning. In addition, 3 to 4 weekends away were organised for
personal and organisational development work. In many cases, facilitators were brought
in from outside the organisation to conduct training. Some of the topics included anti-
bias work, personal biographies, storytelling and writing, working with integrity,
organisational culture, support work, conflict resolution, strategic life management,
mentoring, meditation, spirituality at the workplace, human resources practice,
globalisation and membership-based organisations. The Ford Foundation committed a
great deal of support at this time to Olive’s internal learning.

Olive thus moved from internships (targeting historically disadvantaged or novices), to
generalised learning in the form of mentoring and group-work (‘at home’). In the process
space was created to work seriously with learning. Feedback from peers, donors and
trainees fed into the process, as did individual reflection. Olive began to experiment with
new forms of management such as “mandated leadership” in which individuals propose
to take responsibility for some initiative and receive feedback from their team members
about whether they believe in and would support the offer to do the work. The volunteer
can then decide, or not, to take on ownership and responsibility for the mandated work.
In such an approach, leadership is taken on the basis of individual will and interest,
supported by the team with which the new leaderworks.

Olive staff have had to deal with difficult issues around the organisation’s own dynamics
that are present in ail organisation but not always addressed or worked on with intent to
transform. Olive staff began to grapple more directly with issues of leadership,
hierarchy, power and relationships, including race and gender tensions. Divisions and
tensions between the OD and support teams were acknowledged; teams attempted
“cross-learning” to understand each other’s roles and functions within the organisation.
In essence,
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Staff moved beyond the illusion of the ‘happy-family-all-together’ that often
persists long after the pioneer phase is past. They are facing each other with
more honesty and integrity and all are getting better at stating where they are,
what they need, and what they are able to offer the organisation. Thus, all
contribute to Olive’s journey towards maturity.

Another key element of the emphasis on learning is an effortto use publishing to open
up spaces to think seriously about OD. Olive operates from the beliefthat the strategic
value of publishing is in its contribution to the building of a discourse around organisation
development (OD). The publications seek to build a set of concepts, patterns and
theories that represent OD as a serious and valued practice. Publications enable this
message to reach a wider audience than Olive’s client base. OLIVE produces editions
of its magazine/journal ODdebate, book-length publications (Project Planning for
Development and Planning for Implementation), practically-oriented Ideas for Change,
and two series of Working Papers: AVOCADO (A Very Open Collection About
Developing Organisations) and MULBERRY (Much Unread Literature Bearing
Extraordinarily Rich and Relevant Yields). It also serves as a distributor for the Human
Awareness Programme (now defunct), Liberty Life Foundation and Interfund
publications, as well as Ideas for a Change. Subscriptions average at around 160-190
and publications generate an income of roughly R80 000 to R100 000 a year.

In view ofthe emphasis on process and experiential learning, OLIVE refers to training
courses as Learning Programmes. OLIVE offers two Learning Programmes. The first,
the Leadership Development Programme is aimed at leaders and managers of NGOs.
The second, the Facilitator Development Programme is aimed at facilitators and
project/programme managers in organisations. In reviewing the learning programmes, it
is apparent that the targeting and content of the programmes changes over time in
response to assessments of current needs and feedback ofthe courses. Attimes, for
example, Olive has targeted established managers, top leadership or, as presently being
considered, new leaders in smaller organisations. Assuring that learning is held within
the client NGOs means that Olive “always asks for two people” to participate in a
leadership development course. As was explained, “Any training should produce some
change. If you go back to introduce new ideas, you'll meet with some resistance but if
there are two ofthem, then you can at least support each other.” Moreover, our
respondent added, “if we trained one person and they leave within the next two months,
then the sustainability is a problem.

As afinal point around learning, Olive is interesting in the specific ways the organisation
has structured itself around learning. This is not a generalised ‘we wantto learn’ buta
focused, conscious, and action-oriented endeavour. It is also apparent, in the
discussions with staff and review of the publications, that there is a serious effort to
grapple with learning, and other aspects of Olive’s work, in a politically-attuned and
relevant way, attentive to power between donors and NGOs (though perhaps see it as
more amenable to change than may be), and to those who require OD support (e.g.
unions, rights based groups, certain government divisions).

Community Development Resources Association (CDRA)

Our discussion of CDRA is confined to an initial introduction followed by a longer piece
by Allan Kaplan, the founding director of CDRA (he has since left the organisation).
Allan's contribution gives us his personal interpretation of events and organisational
dynamics; we do not present other material drawn from interviews with CDRA staff,
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clients and workshop participants, or CDRA writings, all of which could have provided
different views on the organisation.

CDRA was established in 1987 out of concerns that organisations working politically did
not have sufficient organisational experience. Overthe past twenty-five years, CDRA
has worked with organisations in Southern Africa and elsewhere to build the capacity of
organisations and individuals engaged in development and social transformation work.
The focus is on improving learning in the organisation and better directing that learning
towards improved action.

A starting point for CDRA is that “the more understanding an organisation has, the more
capacity it has.” CDRA thus works closely with managers, directors, consultants, and
other development practitioners on organisational and individual development; they do
this through research, publications, courses, and consultancies. CDRA also works with
donors directly on commissioned work.

CDRA does not have a particular methodology or set of techniques that it uses in its
organisational development work or its training. There are, however, strong conceptual
orientations that guide the work. Key elements include action learning and Steiner-
influenced approaches to organisational development. A second related concept is that
of a learning organisation. James Taylor, the current director of CDRA, defines a
learning organisation as one “which builds and improves its own practice by consciously
and continually devising and developing the means to draw learning from its own (and
other’'s) experience” (Taylor, 1998). While all organisations experience learning, in
Taylor's view, to be a 'learning organisation’ there must be intent and commitment to the
process, the use of experience as the basis of learning, an ability to put new knowledge
and learning into improved practice, and a cumulative spiral of organisational
development rooted in a balance among reflection, learning and action.

CDRA has forged a particularly positive, relationship with its donors, a relationship
summed up as “remarkable” and “amazing” and described in Allan’s piece below.
Donors currently fund about 75 percent of CDRA's activities. The remainder is covered
by the fees charged for consulting services. CDRA has no UK-funders, though CDRA
does provide consulting services to UK-based NGOs. CDRA has also moved from an
initial position of reliance on a single funderto a diversified set of funders. Importantly,
CDRA has core funding for its own operations (not project-based); it has also set up a
reserve fund that generates annual revenues that are used to cover some of CDRA'’s
activities.

There are two specific features about CDRA that are not reflected in the following
contribution from Allan Kaplan. First, like Olive, CDRA has taken its own learning and
experience and published books, manuals, web-based think pieces, and articles on
action learning, development practice, participation, fieldwork, conflict, etc. Second, as
part of its training programme, CDRA offers two courses of particular interest. The first
is a course in facilitation of organisational development, directed at NGO staff, in which
three six-day modules are combined with “back home” projects to allow for learning and
translation of that learning into organisational change. The second course is of
particular interest to the themes of this chapter; CDRA offers a six-week course for
organisational development practitioners, an opportunity to reflect on their personal
experience, and explore new ways of thinking and understanding their work. The course
thus brings together representatives of the NGO training and support organisations from
across South Africa and, with participants from other parts of the world and from other
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development profession, allows for sharing of knowledge, learning, ideas, and
techniques, and for the establishment of personal relationships within the sector.

7.4. Reflections on CDRA: from authentic practice to authentic donor-
relations? By Allan Kaplan

An exchange with ALLAN KAPLAN (formerdirector of CDRA)

The idea of getting contributions from development practitioners - especially from those
involved in organisational development work - emerged in the initial planning phases of
the project. Subsequent discussions with practitioners at CDRA and OLIVE culminated
in a series of discussions with Allan by various members of our research team. (The
founding director of OLIVE and practitioners there helped our project in other ways.) The
following pages represent Allan’s responses to general questions raised by the research
team during early 2003.

Researcher: CDRA has a voice, within the development world, farin excess ofits size.
Can you describe the essence ofthis message and some ofits implications?

AK: Inthe first place, the development sector has always taken an engineering
approach to the world; it has seen the object of its endeavours as a thing which can be
manipulated, a thing which can be controlled. Under this assumption, it seeks to
analyse the thing, and then provide inputs which, it presumes to predict, will lead to
relevant outputs. In other words, it assumes that the correct inputs will lead, in a more or
less linear way, from cause to the predicted effect. It thus seeks to do to, and on behalf
of, others, where the other is ‘controllable’, and where the effect will be on the other and
not on the one who intervenes.

CDRA has always regarded the ‘object’ of development endeavours as a living being -
whether it be an individual, organisation, community or social situation - which means
that it has its own inherent development process, or movement, into which we intervene.
Therefore development work can never assume linearity; we always have to deal with
aspects of another being’s process which defy any attempts at analysis or prediction, or
control. We cannot perform engineering operations on others as if they were things; we
can only walk alongside, anticipate, respond, and keep adapting our interventions as the
situation changes. This demands that we are at home with ambiguity and uncertainty; it
demands that we treat the object of our endeavours with the kind of respect and love
which we would apply to a loved one (which is already a radical departure from current
development practice); and it demands that we accept, and welcome, the changes that
will take place in ourselves if our development work bears any fruit.

Development work is entirely about relationships. We are a significant part of the
relationship. We cannot separate ourselves from the other; while conventional
development work presumes to do exactly this. Conventional development work, in
recentyears, has become far more amenable to concepts of participation and
ownership, but still generally as a means to an end; the success of the development
project is often assumed to depend on, for example, participation. For CDRA, concepts
like participation and ownership are not a means to an end but are the end in
themselves; if we can achieve participation and ownership we have done all that we can
possibly hope to do.

As well, CDRA has always placed a high premium on the concept of practice. Most
development organisations and projects are contentto restwith aims and objectives and
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strategies and indicators for success; they seldom look deeply enough at their
methodologies for achieving these, their on-the-ground practice in the field. Too little
time is spent interrogating that practice, and improving it. This takes us to the question
of learning. More and more development organisations pay lip-service to the concept of
the learning organisation, but very few organisations actually engage in rigorous and
continuous processes of self-critique, around methodology and practice, in order to
improve action. For CDRA, given the ambiguous and uncertain and participatory (with
respect to the intervener as well) nature of development, the only real guarantee of good
practice is adequate ongoing learning; we have always seen rigorous learning and self-
critique as the only true and relevant form of accountability, for a development
organisation or practitioner. Yetthose who fund development, who spend so much
energy demanding compliance to their criteria for accountability, seldom are prepared to
provide funds for such learning to take place. And even less frequently do they engage
in such processes themselves.

Which in a way takes us back to something | said earlier; effective development practice
demands that we ourselves, as the ones who intervene, are prepared to change and
develop. The refusal to fund, and engage with, real processes of learning (not external
evaluations, which we all know have only a limited amount to do with learning) is a mark
of the cynicism with which many donors and their counterparts approach development
work. Itis not simply a question of not knowing any better; it's an indication that most of
those who engage with development do notthemselves see any point or necessity to
their own development. And what could be more cynical than that?

Researcher: Thatkind of very strong statementis probably what has contributed to
CDRA's reputation for not bowing to the kinds of conditionalities imposed by donors. It
is a privileged position foran NGO to be in - not to have to feel overly grateful to the
hand that feeds it. Is CDRA'’s strong message not compromised through this privileged
position; | mean, other NGOs may feel that their circumstances do not allow them to take
as strong a position, or make as strong a critique?

AK: If CDRA's position is seen as privileged, then yes, | guess it must compromise the
message. So it feels important to set the record straight. CDRA has benefited from core
(institutional) funding, from receiving funding for its own learning processes, and from
remarkable relationships with many of its donors. But it has never been privileged in the
sense of having been bom into these circumstances, or having been lucky. It has won
these circumstances through struggle, through commitment to a vision of development
practice and through a rigorous authenticity.

It has never compromised on its vision, not because it has never been forced to, but
because when it has been forced it refused to cooperate. For CDRA, compromise has
never felt worth it; we have always known that if we're forced to compromise to too great
an extent then we would rather throw in the towel and do something else with our lives.
What's the point of engaging with development work when you're compromising to such
an extent that you're not really doing it anyway? There have been donors who have
tried to bend us into the project mode of operation, and we have refused their money,
not because we had alternative sources but because then the game would not be worth
the candle.

Strategic coherence, for CDRA, has always been paramount; and it has refused project
funding except on grounds when it would not compromise this stance. The vehemence
of CDRA’s argument, and its inherent rationality, has often forced donors’ hands simply
because it has refused the conventional wisdom which has it that NGO'’s, as beggars,
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cannot be choosers. We have demanded an intelligent relationship with our donors, and
we have been rewarded by having intelligent donors, who are often even prepared to go
against the dictates oftheir agencies, and who have sometimes, as a result, had an
instructive influence on the funding policies of their agencies. This is the way things
work; it is the approach CDRA has always taken, also with those whom it serves. You
have the ability to influence your world; don't think of yourself as a pawn in the game of
others. This is a deep underlying message contained within CDRA’s approach to
development and organisational work, and it plays itself out as much with our donor
relationships as it does in our work with ‘clients’.

Development, for CDRA, is essentially about people; it is work performed in the realm of
relationships. It has everything to do with authenticity; anything less is technique, which
brings us back to the engineering approach. CDRA has carried that approach, that way
of being, perhaps, into its relationships with its donors. It has always tried to relate from
a place of authenticity - transparency, honesty, equality, rigour - and it has been
rewarded through having authentic relationships with donors. Where this has failed, it
has simply failed, and we have fallen out of relationship, and we have moved on. Butit's
very dangerous for NGOs to think that they are subservient, unable to influence. The
truth is, | believe, that it is that very thinking which creates the subservience. |find it
remarkable that the higher you go in the donor hierarchy, the more the donors
themselves will complain that ‘their hands are tied’. The closer to the centre, the closer
to the source of power, it seems, the more powerless people become. This is a dynamic
which CDRA has been obliged to explore in some depth. Inthe development world, it
sometimes feels as though everyone thinks of themselves as a pawn. The only way to
move beyond this dynamic is to move beyond it... and not sit around waiting for
circumstances to change.

CDRA has always assumed that it has something to contribute. This is another reason
for the different dynamic with donors. CDRA has had funding for its learning processes
partly because it has engaged seriously with those processes and has tried to share its
learnings - unadulterated, transparent and honest - with the outside world. Thus it has
proved the value of the funding, not by ticking off quantitative indicators in a logical
framework but by making sense. It's surprising (or not) how much sense it makes, to
make sense!

If CDRA is regarded as privileged, it reflects quite frighteningly on donor practice with
respect to other organisations. When CDRA started, it had the benefit of meeting an
intelligent donor whose agency allowed him space to respond flexibly and differently to
specific and unique situations. This set CDRA's ball rolling, itis true. Ifthis is seen as
privileged, then donors have only themselves to blame. And if NGO'’s retreat from
vociferously challenging the practice ofthe agencies which provide their life blood, then
they too have only themselves to blame. There are otherthings to do in life; we do not
have to choose to remain in abusive relationships.

Researcher. How much ofthis relationship with donors had to do with you?

AK: A lot of it had to do with me, just as | set my stamp on CDRA more generally. This
is the way it is with leadership, particularly with respect to the founder. Even in what |
have been saying to you in the last while, its difficult for me sometimes to discern clearly
what is CDRA and what is me. If CDRA had had a different founder, surely it would
have been different. So perhaps, yes, it was not simply CDRA, but my own approach,
which created a certain set of relationships with donors. But I'm not sure that the
guestion, put like that, is helpful. Within CDRA, | have been blessed with a remarkable
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group of colleagues. They are equally the reason why our funding relationships have
been so healthy; but once again, you could ask the question - how much of the fact that
CDRA has been graced with remarkable development workers has had to do with me?
The question doesn't seem to take us very far, and in fact masks some perhaps more
relevant considerations.

What is relevant is the demand for authenticity in relationship with respectto both myself
and the other (in this case the donor). What is relevant is the refusal to accept that
which does not make sense, simply because one is told that that's the way it is. What is
important is always to critique practice, firstly your own - both for authenticity and
because by doing so you begin to know what to look for in others - and secondly the
practice of those you come into contact with, including donors. What is important is not
to set donors up as some kind of holy cow; and by refusing to do so you help them too,
because they are beset on all sides by their own holy cows. What is important is to
recognise that donors are as much part of the game as those they fund; they too need to
be challenged to look to their own development, they too need to be confronted with
their own contradictions. What is important is to recognise that donors are as clueless
as the rest of us when it comes to understanding good development practice, and not to
be intimidated by them, or to be seduced into thinking that they must be privy to some
higher knowledge just because they have more money; their wealth is directly related to
the lack of wealth amongst the communities we work with. What is important is to look
to your own strategic coherence, your own practice and methodology, and not to bow to
pressure to run disparate and fragmented projects just because this is the tool used by
donors to pass the money around. What is important is to develop authentic means of
accountability, and not simply to complain about donor practice in this regard. What is
important is to hone your own analysis and practice so that you have the means and
integrity with which to challenge donors. What is important is to recognise that donors
are part of the problem; but what is equally important is to recognise thatyou (we) are as
much part of the problem, and to strive to move beyond this. And what is also important
is to give credit where credit is due, recognise and respect good donor practice when
you see it, and let them know when you do see it, as much as you need to critique when
you don’t. This is a basic component of a healthy relationship.

CDRA, and CDRA's donor relationships, are not simply a function of my role. From the
very beginning, in CDRA, we paid close attention to our own learning processes. Ittook
years to create the institutional conditions in which this would thrive. Butwe never gave
in to the kind of indolence, lethargy, resistance which besets so many organisations
when they try to implement deep learning processes. For the last however many years
CDRA has spent perhaps 20 percent of its time on its own learning. This is relatively
unheard of in the development sector. But development organisations are performing
tasks which most commercial organisations would stumble over; it takes a wily
intelligence and a flexible rigour and a deep sense of principle coupled by the ability to
let go of holy cows, to engage in a successful development practice. The time CDRA
has spent on learning has generated not only a stable institutional practice but also a
group of resilient and rigorous practitioners, who developed themselves to carry CDRA
as much as | ever did.

Researcher: CDRA has achieved a significant degree of what may be termed brand-
share’, in the development world. Did you deliberately set outto create an image ofthe
organisation which would ‘sell’ in the sense ofraising funds?

AK: We were looking to create an organisation with character. An organisation which
has a particular and strong character necessarily has coherence - its vision is reflected
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in its strategies which are reflected in its practices which are reflected in its
organisational processes and functioning which is reflected in the image (right through to
logo) which is presented to the world. The importance for CDRA was that it had a strong
and recognisable character; the issue was never one of creating an image. Ifitis to be
authentic, then the character of an institute carries the image, rather than the other way
round. And if a character is strong enough to carry an image, then you reap the
consequences of that, both for better and for worse.

Researcher: So given yourremarks about character, and the strength ofyour message
and the funding relationships you've fought for, whatimpact do you think you've had,
generally and on other NGO service organisations?

AK: How does one really measure impact? Many years ago, before CDRA, as a
fieldworker in the rural vilage of Wupperthal (Cape Province of South Africa), a visitor
passing through gave me a book called The Developing Organisation, by Bernard
Lievegoed, a Dutchman who, in the 1950s, founded an organisation called the
Nederlands Pedagogical Institute. This book revolutionised my thinking. Though it was
written for, and out of, what he referred to as post-industrial society, and though | was
working in what almost amounted to pre-industrial society, | absorbed these ideas and
began to work with them in the situation | found myselfin. Later, these ideas formed the
basis of the CDRA'’s practice (notto mention that of many other development
consultancies in other parts of the world). Lievegoed died before CDRA was founded. If
someone had asked him what impact he had had, he clearly would never have
mentioned me or the CDRA. Yet equally clearly he had a tremendous impact on an
entire area of work that he had never thought of. So how do we measure impact?

Our timeframes are too short. And in any case, our current penchant for evaluating
impact is too linear and too discrete. CDRA works largely in the realm of ideas and in
the realm of inner development, because these are the areas that lead change, these
are the areas that really have impact. CDRA itself is nothing more than an idea. And
how do we measure the results of such ideas? By the visible signs of changed
behaviour? But Lievegoed would have seen no sign of this in me before he died. Ifa
fieldworker in an NGO which CDRA has worked with changes ‘as a result’, but her
organisation does not change, and she moves on, and the organisation loses Its best
worker, has CDRA had a valuable impact? (And what do those words ‘as a result’ mean
anyway; there are so many influences impacting the fieldworker’s life, how can we
separate CDRA's from the rest?) If a donor sees the value of what CDRA is saying, but
is unable to shiftthe bureaucracy he works for, has CDRA had an impact? Would you
change your answer if you discovered that some years later the donorfounded a new
international think-tank? Or found himself back in the field, in a developing country,
having chosen the move after many years of working as a donor out of Europe?

Ithink CDRA has had tremendous impact. | could tell you many stories of real
organisational and individual change which has resulted from CDRA's intervention. |
could tell you stories about the shifts that have happened for individuals, and the
organisations they belong to, as a result of CDRA'’s formation (training) programmes. |
could tell you about the numbers of inspired responses CDRA gets to its writings; how
many people claim to carry CDRA’s Annual Reports around with them, and CDRA's
books. | could tell you about the number of development programmes at both university
and other levels which use CDRA’s writings and ideas. | could tell you that before
CDRA the terms capacity building and organisation development were entirely absent
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within the development world of southern and east Africa, whereas now the concepts
and the practitioners are ubiquitous throughout the region. | could tell you that CDRA’s
particular ‘take’ on capacity building and organisation development - and development
practice generally - are recognised as a unique contribution throughout the world, and
valued for this.

| could quote you the number of hits that CDRA's website gets daily. Butthis would only
go to show the absurdity of this whole exercise. What are 'hits’ anyway? What impact
does one hit have? Someone makes a hit, reads a few lines and moves on. Someone
else prints what they have read and passes it on to thirty others. All thirty revolutionise
their lives. No, none ofthem are the least effected by what they've read. Who knows?
A brilliant but enigmatic writer, Owen Barfield, once remarked that he would rather his
books were read deeply and used continuously by a few than that they were read
superficially by many and then put back on the shelf. This is a very difficult angle for the
development sector even to begin to get a grip on; we demand instant and visible and
guantifiable and replicable results, else no money next year (but no-one could replicate
Owen Barfield).

| think CDRA has had tremendous impact on many people. But CDRA'’s voice and
message is often regarded as complex, controversial; certainly it is trying to push against
the self-imposed boundaries which frame our current thinking. This is its value, but it
also inevitably makes for depth rather than breadth with respect to its impact. Yetthis is
precisely what CDRA would want. Atthe same time, there are many more people who
have never heard of CDRA, and others who have rejected CDRA’s arguments. Who
knows?

| know this. | know that many people have heard CDRA’s message, and that its
message has found its way into the heart of many NGOs, service organisations and
consultancies included yet always only aspects of its message, never the full complexity.
This is as it should be; Iwould prefer people to take an idea and allow it to mingle with
other ideas in their developing understanding, than to swallow a package and emulate it
in practice. In any event, | work in the former way, which seems, after all, to be most like
a developmental way. An authentic development practice has to be honed as an inner
practice, not imported from without.

Researcher. Then you would have a similar response to a question aboutyourimpact
on donors?

AK: Well, yes; but its even more complicated in this arena. There are donors who have
really changed their practice, or adapted aspects of it, in response to contact with CDRA.
For example, they have begun providing funding for capacity building, organisation
development, and learning processes, alongside more conventional funding, and without
being asked for it. Or becoming more programme oriented, rather than project; or more
institutionally oriented, rather than programme. They are responding to different criteria
for evaluation; accepting and encouraging new kinds of evaluation - learning processes
involving self-critique, for example, and not simply external assessments and
judgements. Butthe truth is, far more donors have not changed at all, than have.
Actually it is even worse than this.

The more | see of donor practice, generally, the more | despair. After so many years of
trying to getthe basics of an alternative approach across, one which asks development
practitioners to take the living nature oftheir ‘audience’ seriously enough to begin to

build an approach and a practice which is capable of responding to such living process
with respect, dignity and a measure oftruth, the donor community generally - and there
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are of course exceptions - is moving in the opposite direction. There is: greater
guantification, greater emphasis on fragmented projects, more rigid adherence to the
new fashions emanating from the north (till the fashion changes, and rigid adherence
gives way to sudden break, without due warning); greater emphasis on control, on
bureaucratic forms of ‘accountability’, and less emphasis on learning, on methodology,
on genuine interrogation of practice; greater intransigence, less contact with smaller
ventures on the ground; greater conformity, and less openness to experimentation; more
and more jargon - like replicability, like sustainability - without due interrogation of what
these terms may really mean; greater emphasis on material product, less emphasis on
the power of idea and inner transformation as development tools; greater allegiance to
their masters at the centre, less collaboration with the people on the margins; a spurious
connection to an outdated science with little recognition that development work may be a
creative art; and finally, a remarkably dogged adherence to their own organisational
procedures takes the place of logic and strategy, despite their protestations to the
contrary.

There are few who claim that CDRA's ideas are misguided; people generally love the
alternative picture of possibility which CDRA presents. Butthere are very very few
donors who take the ideas seriously enough to actually work with them. This is largely
because the ideas centre around the need for change with respectto those with power,
not simply those without; and as | said earlier, donors do not see themselves as the
subject of change. The level of cynicism which has crept into the development sector is
profound.

Researcher: You mentioned a minute ago that donors pay less attention than necessary
to logic and strategy. Surely the current reliance, orfocus, on the logical framework
instrument (UFA) is an example ofrespectfor logic and strategyY et CDRA's approach
seems to be at variance with the LFA as a tool. Could we close this interview with a few
words about the LFA, as it seems such a central focus ofdonor practice, yet remains
controversial amongst grantees?

AK: When | speak of logic | am not referring to the logic of physical, material bodies,
which would be an engineering logic, and where the LFA would make perfect sense.
Logic would seem to imply for me that you adapt your approach to the kind of
phenomenon being approached. When you approach living organisms, you have to
discover the logic which is inherent to the functioning of those organisms, not simply
apply a logic which you learned from dealing with dead matter. The LFA has nothing
whatsoever to do with assisting the intervention into the development process of living
organisms; it is a tool ofthe military, of engineering and business, it implies linear
predictability, and a ‘manipulation and control’ mindset. It has nothing whatsoeverto do
with facilitation.

Proponents of the LFA would disagree of course. They will hasten to say thatthe LFA is
valuable precisely because there are so many unpredictable variables in any
development endeavour, and here is a tool which allows one to manage the complexity.
There are many responses one could make to this - that the tool fragments and
complexifies, rather than assisting the intervenorto getto the heart ofthe matter; that it
demands more time than the development work it is supposed to assist; that it forces
grantees to jump through hoops which satisfy donors rather than the object of their
endeavours. And so on. But I would focus on the following.

The LFA distances, rather than brings you closer to the issue or community at hand.
When you read an LFA - assuming you can do so without your mind wandering off into
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whatever fantasy grabs your fancy - it is really hard to get a feel for the situation being
addressed. No fieldworker, faced with the situation, would ever tell the story in this way.
Indeed, there is no story with the LFA; the story, the whole, that which holds the whole
situation together, the essential dynamics and patterns and relationships - all this is
precisely what gets lost. What you have is fragmented bits of information. The logic of
the living dynamic of a developing organism or situation is exactly what gets lost. You're
left with...well, like the specifications for a motorbike. Would you ever get a sense of
what it's like to ride a motorbike, or a particular bike rather than a different one, from
reading the specs of the two different bikes? The LFA assumes that development work
is like fixing a motorbike; we need the manual. Butthere is no manual for development
work. If you were trying to make right a friendship which had gone wrong, would you
use a manual?

The LFA is a tool favoured precisely by those people who are somehow involved with
development but who are not directly engaged with it in the field. The LFA does not
bring you closer but sets you apart. The essence of a good development practice,
CDRA has always believed, is intimacy and engagement; the entering into real
relationship, together. The LFA is the tool of choice for those who are so far away - in
many senses, notjust geographically - that they must search for a substitute for the real
thing. Whatthe tie is for the businessman, or the weapon for the soldier, the LFA is for
the development bureaucrat. It has no value for development work as such.

One of the greatest problems of the LFA is that it seeks to predict outcomes before the
development work has been engaged with. This goes to the heart of CDRA'’s
‘alternative’ approach, which indicates that development is unpredictable, and that it
opens things up, rather than closing them down to pre-set criteria. But, you may say, if
we cannot strategise, what is the value of our interventions, and how can we even begin
to hold the intervener accountable?

We can indeed strategise; but prediction and pre-set indicators are the means of those
who are not engaged with a development practice. For those who are, anticipation,
responsiveness and a ‘knowledgeable reading’ - rather than pre-set indicators - are the
kinds of faculties or capacities to be honed. The LFA cannot hold development work
accountable; it simply placates the organisational procedures of donors. Real
conversation between donor and grantee would yield far more ‘truth’. The LFA does not
simply take the place of real conversation; it prevents it.

7.5 Conclusion

This chapter has summarised a few aspects of selected organisations providing support
to the wider NGO community in South Africa. NGO training and support organisations
span the spectrum, from those working within dominant paradigms of development
management to those posing radical alternatives. In this conclusion, we explore the
impact of these organisations on wider civil society structures. We begin with an
overview of how we see fragmentation within the NGO sector. We then conclude with a
few points regarding the extent to which NGO support organisations have contributed to
distinctive South African approaches to development practice and organisations.

As was initially mentioned in Part 2 of the report, one can distinguish different types of
NGOs based on their relationships with donors, the state and grassroots communities.
Changes in funding patterns, and the ability of organisations to access funds, suggest
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that selected organisations are being incorporated into the international aid industry, with
continued exclusion and neglect characterising other organisations, groups, and issues.

Four different types of NGOs, as defined by their relationships to their funders, can be
distinguished, as follows:

1 Smaller, less formal NGOs and CBOs that receive no funding from international
source

There are countless smaller NGOs and CBOs that are not linked into international
funding flows or that are linked into government funding relationships. These
organisations were not the focus of this study (see Habib and Kotze, 2003; Swilling and
Russell, 2001).

2. Smallerorganisations that must comply with donor demands and struggle to do so

Many smaller NGOs and CBOs, especially those that are rural-based, are struggling to
cope with the new management practices and conditionalities. Considerable field
evidence indicates that in many small organisations staff weakly understand the
frameworks and tools with which they are now required to work. Field workers proudly
showed us completed monitoring sheets that were incomprehensible. Managers told us
that there was no monitoring system when one existed, at least on paper. Often they
were unfamiliar with the carefully prepared mission statements, strategic plans, and
project rationales. Even upper level managers and directors admitted that, in several
cases, projects came back from the INGOs and donors substantially changed, to the
point that they no longer recognised the project as their own. INGO representatives
explained that they received reports and proposals in formats that they could not use,
and were forced to modify them to fulfil the requirements of their own current or potential
donors.

In the initial phases of our research, DFID’'s move towards retrospective funding - in
which funds are only disbursed against invoices of past expenses - was of great
concern. Our fear was that smaller and less well-resourced organisations would not
have the reserves to front costs and then wait for reimbursement. We encountered few
cases of retrospective funding in the SA NGOs we studied however organisations have
indeed suffered due to delays in donors disbursing funds; according to one respondent’s
information, in his sector alone, one organisation had to dismiss half of its workforce,
another had to close, and anotherwas at risk. More widespread were issues related to
the contradictions around funding timeframes and commitments, as described in point
form below:

> Some donors push for NGOs to undertake medium to long-term programming
however NGOs highlightthatthey work in a national context of uncertain funding
streams and complex changing development needs

> Several donors change their “partners” periodically, or reduce and cease funding
to them, because of concerns to spread their resources, support emerging
organisations, follow strategic priorities, or reinforce recipients’ self-sufficiency
and financial sustainability; local NGOs staff do not always “hear” such plans -
for multiple reasons - and contend that such practices are problematic, especially
given the increasingly competitive environmentfor external funding, the
discourse of partnership, and the lack of negotiation around money

> Time frames for funding and financial reporting were usually both short and rigid,
and meshed poorly with the logic of project development and implementation
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> Funds are allocated to project-linked activities and outputs, while other
organisational priorities, perhaps crucial to project success, organisational
sustainability, or enhanced impact, are not funded (e.g. pilot projects, research
on community needs, and baseline studies)

> Many funders are reluctant to allow NGOs to maintain reserve funds (though
such assets permit much greater financial stability and can cover both
unexpected or un-fundable expenses)

3. Professional and larger NGOs that accede to and then work around the conditions
that accompany their funding.

There is strong evidence that more established and experienced NGOs are attempting
to manipulate the conditions placed on their funding and confine their effects to the office
level. A few illustrative examples are provided here, drawing on discussions in the body
of the report:

> they prepare their monitoring reports in the office according to the specified
outputs or milestones, with only weak or tangential links to information
gathered at the project level

> their funding is based on logframes or strategic foci that, again, are not
translated downwards to field staff or project beneficiaries

> they fudge on financial reports, often because there is no way to accurately
report on funds spent in time to meet reporting deadlines, and stretch funding
categories to include activities essential to project success that were not
funded

Also apparent are efforts to work with funders to reduce hardships associated with new
management practices. For example, NGOs have tried to co-ordinate the format of
reports, so that a single report will serve all the funders. Funders have also responded
to NGO requests for further training on new programme elements, such as partnerships,
networking, and gender policies. And several INGOs described how they modified
reports, or took last-minute financial statements, to better reconcile real-world
constraints with the demands of back donors.

The problem is that many of the research findings indicate that the management tools
and practices employed by many funders are not producing the desired effects -

projects are not better managed, outputs are not more assured, and information and
learning are not promoted. To the contrary, there seem to be strong incentives to “bend
the truth” and “creatively work the system.” There is evidence that the efforts to enhance
impact are ineffective and, even worse, may be pernicious, distorting reality, obstructing
learning, and establishing time frames and approaches that simply do not work.

4. Organisations - large or small- that challenge donors and negotiate with them

There is a smaller group of NGOs that are redefining relationships with their funders.
Many ofthese are in the organisational development (OD sector) or have benefited from
longer-term positive relationships with one or two funders. For example, a number of
these NGOs have insisted on the need for capital reserve funds, from which they can
draw interest to cover core costs or pilot projects. Many funders refused to finance
projects when the organisation had such resources. Several NGOs refused to accept
funding altogether under those conditions. The funders returned and after several years
of negotiation have agreed to provide project funding with the understanding that NGOs
would continue to maintain their investment reserves.
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The NGO support organisations, and other organisations hat have worked with
innovative donors or challenged the more rigid ones, have had an important effect on the
arena for debate and experimentation. The organisations described in this chapter span
a range of approaches to development. Experimentation, in theory and practice, in
South Africa is wide, as the organisations described here illustrate. If part of what can
prompt change is having people seriously engage with debates about the way
development should be organised and conducted, and the role of individuals and
organisations within it, South Africa has a good discussion going.

The NGO support organisations have done more than effect the terrain of debate. They
certainly have assisted organisations to rethink their own course, on the one hand, and
to gain more proficiency in dominant techniques, on the other. Donors have changed
practices in response to some of their encounters with these organisations, and local
NGOs have taken up new agendas - reserve funds, rights-based approaches, and
campaigning, corporate responsibility - with local examples to bolster their efforts.
These support organisations extend, of course, beyond the NGO community to unions,
government, CBOs, grantmakers and others.

One ofthe OD practitioners, in describing the skills that helped in her work, mentioned
one that is of particular relevance. She says,

Listening, really, really, really listening. You listen atthree levels. Listen for the
head: what are the ideas and knowledge that is there?... Listen for the heart:
what are the feelings, the emotions that you are working with? Listen for the will:
Is there energy and will that you can work with, to shift whatever,,, is stuck orto
try to do something new?

In our discussions with the practitioners at these organisations, and with the staff at
other NGOs, we have tried to listen. Ourlearning is summarised in the next and
concluding chapter.
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Chapter 8. Power and resistance in development management
and practice

By Lisa Bomstein
8.1. Introduction

This concluding chapter summarises some of the findings of the report, explores
implications for our understanding of different types of aid chain relations, and discusses
issues of fear and confidentiality that emerged in the course ofthe research.

Our research found that many bilateral donors and INGOs have adopted rational
planning techniques (logical frameworks, output- or results-oriented project planning,
monitoring and evaluation systems, etc.) for both their internal operations and as
requirements for organisations requesting funding. Likewise, many of these international
organisations have adopted new "standards" for their development activities and the
organisations they fund. They may require, at least on paper, that recipient organisations
be attentive to impacts on the environment, gender, good governance, HIV/AIDS,
conflict and equity. Many funders and INGOs are also imposing new systems of financial
management, such as retrospective, matching, and more project-specific funding.

Research into changes in the areas of finance, rational planning, and organisational
development suggest, at one level, that organisations improve program efficiency to the
detriment of participation, focus on outputs although losing flexibility and
responsiveness, and please donors atthe expense of local people. Examples were
provided above to support this observation. These clear outcomes ofthe adoption of the
new techniques apply for the majority of South African organisations

At a deeper level, however, our research indicates that the contradictions can be
resolved at different points along the aid chain and in ways that obscure direct causality
between management techniques and the success (or weaknesses) of projects and
programs. Moreover, some organisations - eitherthrough supportive, long-term and
respectful relations with their South African partners or through the imposition of new
codes of conduct and development standards - appearto play an important role in
reinforcing and promoting people-centred development.

8.2. Power in the aid chain

Findings around four organisational issues are described below: the use of rational
planning tools, the push for local participation in project design and implementation, the
effort to enhance impact, and the emerging trends in the financing of recipient NGOs.
Many of these findings were first drafted in a paperfor the ISTR regional-Africa
conference and were subsequently published in the journal Public Administration &
Development (Bomstein, 2003).

Rational planning and irrational reporting

The research, as discussed in chapters 3, 5 and 6, found that logframes, as an example
of rational planning tools, were used widely in development practice, from the South
African NGOs upward along the aid chain. Managers at all levels described the logframe
in terms similar to those of its advocates: as a useful way of encapsulating a project,
checking on the coherence of project design, and specifying objectives that could then
be cross-checked against wider organisational aims and priorities. Logframes provide
benchmarks and a structure for monitoring implementation and impacts. Criticisms of
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logframes related more to the style of management they promoted than to possible
consequences for either program content or participatory processes. Respondents
noted, for instance, that the logframe is “technicist,” “sterile” and “has no soul.”

Despite claims to the contrary, some field staff and project managers indicated that
logframes could produce confusion rather than clarity and generate assessment
processes unrelated to real project issues. A few project managers, for example, said
that they did not understand the project logframes, and that donors had criticised them
for reporting on activities that differed in title from those on the original proposal. Other
example mentioned include incomprehensible logframe-derived monitoring sheets and
others that reduced documentation of progress to a single numeric rating, with no space
to note difficulties, adjustments and lessons learned. Such evidence and examples
suggest that logframes can function to sideline the politics and messiness of
development itself, reinforcing (and generating) mechanistic views of the development
processes in which inputs automatically lead to the specified outputs.

Nonetheless, the gist ofthe comments, particularly from directors and other staff of
South African NGOs, suggest that power relations are not as expected or theorised.
Rather than being managed by logframes, some managers claimed that they managed
the logframes. Directors stated that they packaged their projects and wrote their
logframes in ways that matched donor funding priorities. Other directors, distressed to
find their programs no longer fell within donors' strategic objectives, were able to change
the language and repackage program elements to “create afit.” Many organisations
used the logframe as a basis for progress reports, in accordance with the requirements
of donors. One director told us, however, that the reports were constructed in the office,
off community-based monitoring processes and field staff inputs that were not tied to the
outputs specified in the logframe. Such comments indicate thattools like logframes - in
at least some organisations - are contained to the office level, with recipient
communities largely insulated from negative encroachments on participatory processes.

Indeed, contradictions associated with logframes emerged most visibly within the office
and around reporting. Directors and managers uniformly described a trend towards
increased reporting requirements in tangent with the use of rational planning tools.
While our respondents in both INGOs and South African NGOs recognised the need for
reporting to assure accountability and identify problem areas, South African NGO staff
mentioned specific concerns. Directors noted that they received little feedback on
reports and several mentioned that they suspected that their reports went unread, as we
indeed confirmed. Many directors also noted the “irrationality” of reporting
requirements, with a “significant diversion” of skilled staffs efforts from important work to
a task they were ill equipped to perform. Numerous directors described how, with
multiple funders for a single set of projects, they were obliged to prepare a different
report for each one, complete with separate forms and time-frames.

As noted above, not all South African NGO directors accepted the “irrationality” of
reporting, though most felt that they had few alternatives. We cited examples in the
reports of directors who negotiated more useful or less time-intensive reporting formats,
and other organisations where evaluation was accompanied by joint - donor and NGO -
reflection on how work was proceeding (unfortunately that case did not involve UK-
based funders). In other cases, NGO respondents recognised thatthe INGOs were also
constrained - “one senses that they too are under pressure and they are trying notto put
pressure on us but they have to” - although details regarding that pressure were scarce.
In summary, any potential improvements in managementto be derived from logframes
and related rational planning tools were, according to many respondents, offset by the
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irrationality of their use in monitoring and reporting. Resolution of the resulting
contradictions entailed working within the system - and manipulating it, or confining it to
the office, or reallocating staff to its management- orin afew cases, confronting it
through innovative and more collaborative relations with selected donors.

Institutionalised and bounded participation

A second area of tension relates to efforts by donors and INGOs to build participation
into their programs. Typically this takes one of several forms: participatory project
identification and design; inputs by local beneficiaries into project implementation or
decisions over the distribution of financial benefits, if generated; and, lastly, extensive
participation throughout project cycle management. Looking at this last option,
ostensibly the one most committed to participatory bottom-up development, our research
indicated that South African NGOs encounter numerous batrriers to the
institutionalisation of extensive participation (see especially chapter 5). These barriers
included the SA NGO'’s inability to guarantee funding for community-identified projects,
and reliance on time-bound outputs orientated project-based funding; neither accorded
well with the politics and messiness of on-the-ground development work. Commitment
and adequate training were additional challenges. Respondents from several
organisations further noted that reliance on contracted work - a common strategy for
economic survival in South Africa - usually precludes any meaningful commitment to
participatory planning. Instead, project managementtends to be driven by the
timeframes, resources, and aims of the contracting agency. As a result, participation is
used selectively, in those projects less subject to the bottom line.

Inthe PEOPLE aid chain (chapter 5), participatory program planning was the underlying
policy framework for the organisation and partner organisations, and field staff required
extensive training in participatory methods. Despite this training, both internal and
partner staff often exhibited a weak ability to differentiate participatory skills from sectoral
program elements and varied greatly in their abilities to bring the techniques into
communities. Staff reported that community members showed uneven interest in the
participatory approaches promoted, finding the language and techniques difficult, and
the program outcomes uncertain.

Many of those involved in these projects, throughout the aid chain, reported a
commitment to participation. Nonetheless, the rationalities of aid effectiveness and
programmatic coherence for INGOs and their funders means that in all but a few
instances appropriate areas for intervention and programming were established, and
others defined as off-limits. The formalisation and institutionalisation of participation was
partial and generated fundamental conflicts between locally generated priorities and
upstream strategic concerns. While rational managementtools may compound many of
the problems in moving towards participatory approaches, our findings suggest that the
difficulties with techniques were experienced indirectly, in the way the tools reinforced
existing biases towards output and time-delineated projects as a means of development.

The search for impact

A concern to demonstrate impact and effectiveness was a third major force shaping
NGO development practice in South Africa and elsewhere (see Chapter 4). Both the UK
and SA NGOs emphasised the need to enhance the impact of development
interventions. INGOs actively push for the formation of networks and umbrella
organisations, and promoted their partners’ entry into advocacy and lobbying. Several
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funders preferred umbrella organisations and sectoral networks as conduits for their
funding, both as a means to devolve management functions and administrative costs
downwards and to “build local capacity” at a sectoral level. Institutional donors,
meanwhile, evinced a strategic preference to contribute to policy formulation (e.g.
sector-wide programming, and more recently the poverty reduction strategy plans);
greater impact could thus be coupled with, in their own terms, greater local ownership of
resulting programs.

South African NGO respondents stated that the donor support to networks and umbrella
organisations had led to sector-wide inputs, new intermediaries with responsibility for
liaising with donors, and exchanges with others active in similar areas. Benefits to the
NGOs from membership in the networks were uncertain; according to South African
respondents, learning and co-operation was limited by member NGOs’ distinct political
and ideological stances, programmatic and operational approaches, and community and
government ties. Atthe same time, the sector-wide networks at times widened the gulf
between funding and recipient organisations, and introduced another level of potential
misunderstanding and translation into communications.

The push from INGOs and other donors to form networks further revealed tensions
around power and impact. SA NGO staff felt compelled to acceptthese pressures
towards collaboration, even when INGO staffwere - in their own terms - merely
exploring the idea. Setting up new organisational structures, and identifying
programmes to pursue in common, generated tensions around staff time, capacity
building needs and accommodation of donor requests versus responsiveness to locally-
defined priorities.

The search for policy and advocacy impact is also problematic. The difficulty is that
funders cannot dictate how their Southern partners will address advocacy. They cannot
easily specify what should be advocated and how. Moreover, as noted in chapter 4,
INGOs presume that advocacy and lobbying will generate policy debate and reform, not
sectionalism or open conflict; but positive outcomes are not assured, either at a societal
or organisational levell7. A push for advocacy - as a generic category - cannot grapple
with politics, only with influence.

An additional danger is that donors and upstream INGOs' “hands o ff policy towards
advocacy may result in their partners articulating claims and positions with which they do
not agree. As a consequence, donors intervene in the process through extensive
training and ‘capacity building’ (e.g. on issues of gender, human rights, or the
environment). They link placements of volunteer, technical assistants or short-term
experts to advocacy promotion. Other funders have opted to pursue their advocacy work
with South African NGOs with a proven track record of activism (e.g. TAC) or those with
which they have had long-term partnerships around critical issues (e.g. HIV/AIDS, child
rights, and economicjustice). . In each case, greater selectivity and inputs into the
growth of local organisations are hoped to breed loyalty to a shared cause and
vision of development.

Financial packaging

The structuring of finance has distinct implications for SA NGOs and their development
practice. Many donors and INGOs are adopting new approaches to finance to address

171n a case not cited in the body of the report, a move towards advocacy around violence against women
generated internal conflict within an organisation struggling with questions over focus (rural/urban and
women/men & women).
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their concerns regarding accountability and aid effectiveness. Two measures discussed
in the report were the widespread trend to pay “project” rather than “core” costs, and a
more recent tendency towards “retrospective” or “invoice-based” finance.

As an established practice, project-based funding most prejudices those organisations
that are relatively small with inexperienced staff. Project managers who have not gained
the skills to, for instance, “bury” core costs within project-based proposals complain that
key functions necessary to the organisation are not funded. However, even large
organisations with experienced managers find that there are essential activities that are
difficult to fund: organisational development, research, pilot and more experimental
approaches, and longer-term impact analysis were among activities mentioned.

Donors’ reluctance to provide core funding goes to the centre of debates over
partnerships. Donors typically attempt to couch their reluctance for core funding in terms
of concerns about the sustainability of organisations, e.g. not wanting to be the only, or
the major donor, to any particular organisation because of fears of generating over-
reliance and dependency. South African NGO respondents argued, however, that the
unwillingness to fund core costs can be interpreted as a powerful manifestation of a lack
of trust by northern donors in organisations in the south, that giving discretionary money
to a South African NGO will inevitably lead to wastage or corruption. Such a belief, of
course, is the very antithesis of the kind of relationships needed for partnerships (Smith
and Bornstein, 2001).

Retrospective funding is even more powerful in its differentiation among potential
“partners"” in the South. Since funds are released upon approval of submitted invoices,
only organisations with sufficient capital to back implementation can accept such terms.
Smaller, poorly capitalised, and new organisations are immediately excluded.
Organisations that are capable of operating on an invoice basis find that retrospective
funding exacerbates dependence on the timeliness of disbursements - truly a precarious
position.

NGO respondents described numerous strategies for managing more restrictive donor
approaches to funding. As is clear in the report, donors did not always dictate the terms
for their financial ties to NGOs. A number of South African NGO and INGO staff stated
their preferences for working with certain donors. Preferred funders tended to fall
among the private aid foundations or those with whom the organisation had worked for
substantial time. Some South African NGO directors refused funding from certain
donors, or re-negotiated the terms. Several organisations would only accept funding if
there were provisions for core activities, or for reinvestment funds, and after turning
down the donors several times finally achieved agreements on their own terms.

Moreover, staff of South African NGOs can have significantly different perceptions of the
same donors. For example, one director said the following about working with US AID:
“They manage to combine very demanding, rigorous requirements for reporting, and for
project proposals and budgeting, with extraordinary inefficiency on their part." In
contrast, managers at some other organisations said that US AID, though bureaucratic,
was extremely clear about requirements and this made it relatively easy to work with
them.

Again, as with previous examples, procedures designed to enhance control,
accountability, and effectiveness potentially carry high costs. Access to international
funding is more restrictive, excluding smaller, less capitalised organisations, such as
local grassroots organisations, community-based organisations, and small NGOs. For
South African NGOs that accept the new terms, key functions may go unfunded and
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exposure to risk may increase. An experienced NGO manager can manipulate funding
flows to cover some core costs. But only through diversification ofthe organisation’s
financial base, orthrough successful proposals to less restrictive funders, can
organisations access discretionary funds.

8.3. Implications for the South African NGO sector

In exploring the implications of the research into development management and
standards in the South African aid chain, it became clear that donor and INGO policies
towards development practice have affected the structure of civil society at various
levels.

At the overall level of South African civil society, the shift towards rational planning,
strategic priorities, advocacy and policy, and more restrictive funding has resulted in a
new set of boundaries that differentiate the formal NGO sector. Some NGOs are
increasingly formalised, professionalized, and integrated into global aid chains. Though
dependent on their benefactors, and subjectto potential shifts in funding areas, these
organisations appear increasingly capable of managing aid within the confines of the
existing aid system. As Julie Heam (2001:44) writes, “the section of civil society which
has actively engaged with the dominant national development project... is invariably
amongst the most well-funded, is almost completely donor dependent, and tends to

identify itself self-consciously via the new language of ‘civil society™.

There are also a number of smaller organisations, of varying histories, that continue to
do well, based on either sectoral specialisation or strong alliances with sympathetic
funders. For the remainder of the formal NGOs, and for those that are less formal or
more closely aligned to the community level, the international aid system provides scant
financial resources; influence is instead through wider policy and research initiatives,
and limited training programs. In sum, the multiplication of donor requirements, both
substantive and procedural, and their greater complexity and sophistication, have
created a gap between large professional NGOs and others.

Shifts in the sectoral and geographic coverage of funded NGOs are also apparent.
Directors of South African NGOs were clear that the programmatic focus of INGOs
dictated their chances of receiving funding. Some sectors, notfavoured by current South
African government policy, seem to have been equally neglected by international aid;
adult literacy is a case in point (Hyman, 2001). International supportto HIV/AIDs
prevention, advocacy, research, and care organisations has, in contrast, bolstered
organisations neglected by the State. There are thus two sides (at least) to the strategic
focusing ofthe INGOs and institutional donors: they may, if it falls within their priorities,
help civil society organisations or they may equally leave South African NGOs to their
own recourse if this programmatic focus is not in line. As donorlpriorities shift, so too
may the coverage and representation that South African NGOs provide.

At a macro-level as well, the attention to policy influence and advocacy is both intriguing
and highly problematic. Premised, as these interventions are, on a vision of consensus-
producing pluralistic policy debate, the rise of advocacy as a “required outcome” of
selected INGOs activities carries with it the potential to create new spaces for previously
silenced voices. The expression of new interests, perhaps better linked into a global or
transnational network of allies, is a possible outcome. The rise of umbrella organisations
and networks similarly generates the possibility of more powerful advocates on behalf of
a better-organised third sector. Yetthe de-politicisation of these processes, and the
neglect of the way such organisations are situated within South African power relations,
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also creates substantial risks, both for the advocacy and impact projects, and for their
wider political outcomes.

The standards and practices associated with the aid chain also have effects at the
meso-level of organisations themselves. lItis at this level that the research suggests the
contradictions arising from new standards and techniques are most severe. The rise of
umbrella organisations and networks creates a new level of accountability and
organisational complexity for South African NGOs. Likewise, strategic planning
requirements, logframes, and M&E systems entail a professionalization of organisations
and the acquisition of specialised knowledge. Systems to improve accountability to
upstream funders and to demonstrate effectiveness are increasingly heavy.

In parallel, greater financial uncertainty - whether arising from an inability to access
State or international monies or from the new restrictions on the use of international aid
- means that multiple strategies to diversify and stabilise income sources have become
imperative for many South African NGOs. In some cases this has meant that they
establish closer relationships to INGOs. In other cases, South African NGOs have
redefined their relationships to the State, market and “community”, taking on government
contract work, providing services to the private sector or charging user fees to
community “clients." Some organisations have experimented with their legal status
(becoming non-profit “companies”), while others have used labour as a variable cost,
down-sizing and relying more heavily on short-term contracted staff when work loads
increase.

The research also shows that there are substantial efforts to change the terrain of
debate, and of practice, when incompatibilities with developmental or organisational
objectives arise. Attempts to resolve conflicts between the logic of different systems (as
with reporting and use of professional staff or participatory processes), manipulate the
system (e.g., with respectto program content or reporting), work with allies (as around
advocacy and finance), and confront the most restrictive aspects of development
management standards were all observed.

Micro-level impacts of these conditions and practices are also apparent. Contradictions
related to participation versus strategic focus are, at times, resolved through practices
that work to obfuscate the problem, and frame participation within the preset boundaries
of acceptable interventions. Tensions between the requirements of participatory local
level processes and the specific language and targets ofthe logframe were, in several
cases, resolved by insulating the beneficiary communities from that logical reporting
rationality. Such contradictions between the demands of donors and the realities of
development activities and relationships foster deceit, fear, and silence. Office staff re-
word fieldworkers reports to meet donor formats, INGOs reframe community defined
demands to fit into their strategic areas and back donors’ funding categories, and project
plans underestimate outputs to assure achievement of targets, and finessed budgets
accommodate costs that cannot be covered elsewhere. Yet people know thatthey are
not being fully honest; they know that funds may be cut if there are any doubts regarding
probity or competence; and therefore no one comments on the blemishes on the
emperor's bare body.

NGOs as authentic actors choosing theirfunders

Challenges to this system exist, and the South African NGO sector is a fascinating,
complex and, we believe, internationally important example of the different ways NGOs
can work with aid. Within the sector there are clear instances of local Southern
organisations that have changed thinking around development, and corresponding
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practices. While many donors and intermediary NGO employees still think about
learning as a process that flows from North to South, many of the innovations in NGO
practice are arising out of careful and serious self-reflection and organisational
awareness from those based in the South.

While organisational integrity, or in Allan’s words authenticity, is essential, selectivity in
donors - the willingness to take the risks for turning down funding - is equally important,
as was emphasised by respondents quoted earlier in the report. For some
organisations, however clear they may be on values, mission and authenticity, such a
risk is seen as too great; lack of alternative revenues, communities and employees
expectant of the funds, or absence of support from key stakeholders, may make refusal
impossible. Moreover, even if selective, there have been many observations about
different types of funders and grant-making practices. What is most notable about NGO
reports on their funders is the level of ambiguity. NGO staff differ greatly in who they
pinpoint as the desirable funders.

Nonetheless, certain types of funding practices have been described as positive, as
follows:

> Funders thatputtime into building a relationship with partners.

In South Africa, these are less likely to be in the form of a formal partnership or
membership agreement (though they do exist). These relationships are
characterised by frequent visits or calls, e-mails, feedback, interest in the field
results, and are built over time on the basis of personal relationships.

> Funders willing to listen, engage with requests and ideas, and explore
possibilities

Desirable funders were those willing to engage in open two-way communication,

even around difficult issues, and to respond to queries and requests with “let's see”

instead of “it is againstthe rules”. Respondents also mentioned experience (which

can bring wisdom) and an understanding of the local context as useful attributes of

international programme staff.

> Stability and predictability in the funding relationship

Several respondents highlighted the importance of on-going relationships with
donors, and an ability to count on support - whether in finance or other forms.

Others noted that clarity in procedures and expectations was important, regardless of
whether the relationship was simply one of funds and “easy to manage"18or whether
a more personal and informed connection emerged.

There are risks currently facing such relationships, a few of which are:

> Turnover of staff among South Africa NGOs and among Northern NGOs and
donors;

> Requirements that Northern NGOs must pass to partners without adequate
discussion of their implications, appropriateness, and potential for modification;

18 . . . . .
Such arrangements are often accompanied by conditions that undermine NGO efforts to isolate their
funding terms from operations and program/project level activities (as noted elsewhere in the report).
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> Changing priorities and the need for support from local constituencies (e.g.
marketing) that turn visits, for example, into displays instead of opportunities to
learn and listen; and,

> Inadequate communication of debates and pressures from Northern NGOs to
partners in South Africa.

8.4. Dynamics of the research process

There have also been interesting results and insights into funding relationships that have
arisen from the research process itself. Here we turn to four key issues related to those
we researched: access; confidentiality; fear; and use of information.

Access to the organisations with which we wanted to work was difficult. Often we had to
make repeated phone calls to establish initial contact or to secure interviews.
Sometimes we did not succeed or staff decided not to continue (often because they
were in vulnerable position at the time or in the midst of a period of intense work).
People were busy, and also cautious about the research. In one case, a UK organisation
participating in the research refused to give us the names of their South African partners,
insisting instead on contacting them directly about the research and indicating that they
could - ornot- choose to contact us. None ofthem, not surprisingly, did. As itturns
out, we already knew some ofthe partners through our own networks and several of the
organisations did agree to participate. However, we have no idea how representative
they are ofthe overall partners and, as researchers, feel that the staff of the partner
organisations should have had the chance to decide independently - based on contact
with us - whether or notto participate, as other organisations did.

Confidentiality was an important issue for many respondents. Almost all did not want to
be directly quoted. Mostwanted all comments disassociated from their organisation. A
few, though agreeing that the material drawn from interviews, field visits, and office
documents could be used, did not want their organisation even mentioned as a
participant in the research project.

We attribute the concerns about access and confidentiality to a high level of fear about
the repercussions of the research on funding. People were very concerned that
information not “get back” to their funders or to their recipients, in the case of
intermediaries. Such fear, incidentally, made presentation of our findings more difficult;
while we mention few names, staff recognising their own organisation in the text may be
able to identify linked organisations and individuals, though we have done our best to
keep sensitive information confidential.

There were also concerns that the information be putto use. Quotes from field notes
illustrate this point:

Box 8.1 An exchange

Researcher. When | first approached XX for an interview, X X asked alotofquestions
about the purpose ofthe research, who would mad it and whatkind ofimpact it would
make....She explained herneed to fmd out this information.

XX respondent. | m often a bit vyomed about research projects that are about excavating
information that potentially have no benefit to those that you're excavating information
from. And there are always different kinds of interest served in having certain kinds of
information. Itisjustimportantfor me to know where your will is and your interest lies
before we start sharing a whole lot of our experiences. Our experience is unigue and
something that shouldn'tjust be given away with no kind of sense of...if this information
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| is going to influence things for the better, then great, we choose to use our time to spend
| talking about our experiences if we know it might have some meaning for the NGO

| sector.

As researchers, we share our respondent’s concerns, and very much hope that the
research will lead to better understanding of current funding and management practices,
their effects, and possibilities for more just and effective approaches.

8.5. Concluding points

It is worthwhile, in conclusion, reproducing the six main observations arising from this
research

1) Funding available to SA NGOs is less accessible overall, with funding for some

2)

3)

4)

sectors decreasing, funnelled through government, or directed to a new select
group of recipient NGOs. As a consequence the NGO sector is becoming more
fragmented, with highly professionalized and internationalised large
organisations succeeding in accessing foreign funds while smaller, more
grassroots-oriented and less formalised organisations cannot.

Donors increasingly dictate the terms SA NGOs must satisfy to access
international funding. There is clear evidence that management practices are
transferred to SA NGOs through conditions associated with funding. However
often these conditions are not dictated by a single donor, well-meaning or not,
and rather by the entire system of managing aid, in which many back donors and
intermediary NGOs are using similar systems for project funding, monitoring, and
impact assessment and placing similar types of conditions on funding.

The difficulty emerging from our findings is that expected improvements in NGO
management and developmental impacts cannot be linked tightly, if at all, to such
practices. While some respondents stated that management of their
organisation’s activities had improved through the use of such practices, many
respondents found the requirements peripheral to their real work, confusing,
redundant, or destructive. The logic of participation, project implementation, and
long-term developmental improvements did not mesh well with the packaging of
funding and logic of many of the new conditions.

There are distinct responses to such funding conditions:

d) In afew instances, SA NGOs have contested the donor requirements,
suggested improvements, and, in several cases, insisted on new ways of
operating. There are clear examples of SA organisations learning from each
other outside of donor structured frameworks, and a few examples of
Northern organisations willing to learn from South African ones.

e) Many SA NGOs are willing to accede to donor demands and are extremely
concerned to demonstrate their effectiveness.

f) Other SA NGOs agree to the terms but do not follow them, either because
they do not have the capacity or because the requirements do not make
sense to them.

Effects associated with acceding to the terms, whether or not carried out in
practice, include a disjuncture between on-the-ground activities and what is
packaged and produced for funders, with resulting negative effects on learning.
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While our research documents cases where donor conditions have pushed SA
NGOs into self-described improvements, these are the exception not the rule.

5) While some donor conditions relate to better management in SA, others arise out
of concerns to raise the profile and cost-effectiveness of the UK funders. Such
organisational concerns and constraints, as well as other pressures on the
funding organisations, are rarely communicated to the SA NGOs. Expectations
that SA NGOs can move into high-profile areas, engage in advocacy and policy
influence, and provide good “photo-ops” for UK fundraising are problematic for
many recipients. While many organisations, in both countries, work to overcome
the inherent inequality of the funding relationship and build partnerships, weak
communication of organisational constraints, UK program managers who acted
like “they knew best”, and unexplored differing expectations puts the basis for
partnerships into question.

6) Personal ties and reflexive practice rather than formulaic management and
programming approaches appear to underlie the more successful examples of
funding, partnerships, and - less clearly - development impacts. Yet at the same
time, there is false dichotomy between personalised and more objective,
strategic approaches to programming. Throughout all our research, issues of
gender, race, and class intersected with the funding and oversight (project)
management processes. There were no funding processes that did not have a
personal component.

Just as the aid chains with which we started our analysis are complex, the types of
relationships, and their impacts on development itself are difficult to reduce to a simple
set of observations. We have highlighted a number of trends - captured at a particular
time based on limited work with a limited number of organisations - that we find
dominant in the NGO sector in South Africa. There are numerous exceptions to these
trends, and our research uncovered cases of exemplary practice by INGOs, and others
of questionable use, not all of which could be recounted in this report. Yet our
concluding message is that our gaze should notfocus exclusively on tools and
procedures as a means to improve development practice and its outcomes. The rational
approaches to development, in sidelining politics, people, and communication, treat
development as mechanistic and controllable activity, one in which inputs can produce
the planned outputs. Rather than producing development, such approaches put
development practitioner's commitment to change at odds with coercive tools. We
instead need to think seriously about such difficult challenges as how to learn and
translate learning into action, how to communicate - across cultures and power divides,
and how to make a difference in working towards a more just and equitable world. We
need to put our energy in thinking how to create authentic and meaningful development
practice.
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Appendix
Donors and NGOs in the UK1

Although this report focuses on findings from the South African portion ofthe research, a
brief overview of the UK findings is provided here. The UK portion of the research had
among its objectives the aim of detailing how back donor requirements affected UK
NGOs. UK NGOs are important intermediaries in the flow of aid from initial sources to
South African organisations and communities; an understanding of the ways in which UK
NGOs are constrained, or have their “hands tied”, is essential to the analysis of how they
transmit or not conditions to their South African counterparts. These findings thus
highlight (a) parallels in the experience of NGOs here and there and (b) links between
the policies and requirements of the large institutional donors and the conditions
imposed on South African development NGOs.

The UK based research team, Tina Wallace and Jenny Chapman, interviewed various
UK donors (including the British Government's Department for International
Development (DFID), the European Union, the Community Fund, Comic Relief and small
foundations such as Nuffield and Barings) and over 15 UK NGOs of different sizes and
purposes. Some ofthe UK NGOs, in turn, are donors to NGOs in parts of Sub-Saharan
Africa.

There are four related points arising from the research that we present here. First, the
overall funding available to UK NGOs is decreasing. Second, despite the diminishing
funds, donors have increasing influence over UK NGOs with respectto all aspects of
development practice. To access restricted funding, UK NGOs are willing to accede to
donor demands and are extremely concerned to demonstrate their effectiveness. Yet
this is difficult to do. As a result, the third point, a number of pernicious effects are
emerging in the NGOs, including exaggerated claims of impact, reluctance to challenge
the donor requirements, and, as in South Africa, interest in maintaining secrecy rather
than transparency. These various trends combine to produce an environment in which,
our fourth point, donor demands, regardless of their positive or negative impacts, are
transferred uncritically onto those organisations funded by UK NGOs. Further details on
these four observations are provided below.

Funds available to UK NGOs are diminishing; small & medium-sized NGOs are
negatively affected

Several factors are contributing to the decline in funding available to UK NGOs. One
central feature is a change in the way that DFID and the EU fund development work.
Their funding for contract work in specific countries is increasing; however this funding is
accessed through tenders and is only open to large NGOs with incomes of over £15
million per annum. Rather than rely on NGOs, DFID has increasingly shifted to
government-to-government funding. The Civil Society Challenge Fund is now the only
DFID source of project funding for NGOs. Available monies through this fund are more
limited than in the larger Joint Funding Scheme that it replaced, and the new fund
emphasises advocacy and a rights' approach to development, excluding many agencies
deemed to be only doing basic service delivery.

W Initial findings contained in a report by Tina Wallace (Project Leader) of Oxford Brookes University
entitled “Trends in UK NGOs: A Research Note”, January 2003 and are summarised here by Lisa
Bornstein.
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Meanwhile, in addition to moving towards tender-based contract work, the EU has
adopted policies that restrict NGO access to grants. In 2000-2001 many UK NGOs
suddenly found themselves without funding when the EU, citing a shortage of funding,
ceased new grants. Although the EU has since resumed its programme, it now operates
via a rolling series of bids around themes determined by the EU. These bids are
advertised with little advance warning throughout the year, the timeline for applying is
short, and the bids are complex. The new process favours large NGOs or coalitions of
NGOs since many previously funded NGOs lack the staffto track opportunities and
prepare bids, or work outside ofthe designated themes.

While changes in DFID and EU policies result in constraints on their funds for NGOs,
alternative sources have also become more restricted. Two important sources of
funding for UK NGOs - the national lottery and the private foundations - have suffered
their own revenue losses. For example, the volume of lottery funding, now known as the
Community Fund, has fallen significantly because of the declining popularity of the
lottery itself in the UK. Private foundations, small donor trust funds, and NGO capital
reserves have all suffered from the fall in stock market values in recent years. The only
alternative source of funding for many small and medium sized NGOs is Comic Relief,
which has experienced an increase in its funds.

Donor Influence over UK NGOs is increasing

In parallel to the reduced volume offunding available to UK NGOs, there are increasing
requirements for accessing funds. Mentioned above are requirements on NGO size and
thematic focus for tenders and grants via DFID and EU. There are other areas in which
donor demands have expanded. DFID requires logframes for all Civil Society Challenge
funding, and contracts are tightly regulated and defined. Strategic plans, policies around
gender, advocacy and conflict, detailed reporting, tight and difficult-to-change budgets,
and retrospective funding now are all part of most DFID funding packages. Although the
EU has always been a bureaucratic and relatively inflexible funder, over the years the
Community Fund increased its conditions for funding and the application form expanded.
As the Community Fund and, increasingly, Comic Relief rely on external assessors there
is a tendency to focus on quantitative issues that can be checked rather than the more
difficult qualitative issues.

The reduction in alternative sources of funding, whether from private foundations and
trusts or NGO capital reserves, has contributed to heightened donor influence over UK
NGOs. The foundations are often more responsive to NGO requests and more prepared
to take risks than other donors, and falling foundation funding and NGO reserves
remove important sources of flexible non-targeted funding. In the absence ofthese
flexible funds, NGOs must attemptto comply with the requirements of the larger donors.

Indeed, as funding becomes tighter, competition increases. Competition appears to
exacerbate some of the existing deficiencies and problems in the NGO sector in the UK,
and allows donors to increasingly set the agenda and place conditions on those
receiving funding.

There are associated negative consequences: exaggerated claims, silenced critique,
and secrecy

Associated with the reduced funding and expanded conditions is the rise in NGO policies
and practices to demonstrate effectiveness. One spin off is the mushrooming of claims
that UK NGOs make about what they can do with relatively small amounts of money.
They strive to meet the ever growing demands of donors that they are able to do hands-
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on work and advocacy, to make linkages and network, to build organisations, to promote
partnerships, to be innovative, and to work with the private and public sectors. And
there is an upward spiral of claims in order to secure funding. Reporting then becomes a
process of proving these myriad claims were met.

Another effect is the adoption of donor tools, again uncritically. While UK NGO staff may
voice concerns privately about the impact of many of these tools, they have been
publicly embraced. Indeed they are often at the heart of the training and capacity
building programmes undertaken by UK NGOs in the south. Because they need the
funding, UK NGOs’ critiques of donor conditions remain largely unvoiced.

Indeed, one ofthe most alarming consequences is the fear and secrecy which seems to
pervade the entire ‘aid system'. The hallmark of doing research with UK NGOs is the
requests for confidentiality. Respondents do not wish to damage the NGO’s image with
either their donors or the wider public by sharing openly issues of failure and problems.
The secrecy means that failures, successes, risks and solutions are not discussed.

UK NGOs transfer donordemands onto the *southern’ organisations they fund

The conditions that donors place on UK NGOs are passed down to their partner
organisations. Increasingly NGOs and CBOs wanting funding in South Africa and
Uganda are expected to conform to a set of structures, systems, policies and procedures
set in the UK (or other donor countries). Detailed donor demands for reporting are
passed down to the next level, as are the onerous budgeting requirements. What is true
for the majority of UK NGOs in relation to their donors then becomes true at the next
level when they become the donors passing on these demands to the “southern”
organisations with which they work.

The risks are many. Tools and procedures may distort the funded organisations and
divert staff away from working responsively with local people; this in turn risks the
commitment to sustainability through real participation, local ownership and changes to
inequalities that keep so many poor. The many conditions may force the Africa-based
NGOs to resemble their donor NGOs and each other, squeezing out the diversity and
range of possibilities in civil societies in different cultures and contexts. Fear rooted in
financial dependence may impede learning and challenges to the new structures and
procedures may remain unvoiced.

Discussions with UK NGOs and donors suggest that many ofthese risks are already the
reality. For example, UK NGO representatives note that questions raised by southern
partners about these pressures to conform to externally set criteria are often not passed
back to donors. Evaluations or learning that raise real questions about the emerging way
of working and NGOs’ ability to meet all their claims, or which highlight real weaknesses
in organisational processes or development work, are not shared.
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Phase 1 Research: participating “Northern” NGOs
African Medical and Research Foundation HelpAge International

Catholic Agency for Overseas Development Oxfam Canada

CARE South Africa & CARE International Oxfam UK

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation Save the Children UK
Charities Aid Foundation Voluntary Service Overseas
Diakonia Sweden Womankind

Farm Africa World Vision of South Africa

Habitat for Humanity International

'Chapter 3 Newspaper advertisement study

Table 3.1: Organisations with advertisements in more than one year
YEAR Total

ORGANISATION 1992 1996 2000
AFRA 1
AIDS foundation
Alexandra Clinic
BESG
Black Sash
CASE
CBDP
CCATC
CRIC
DAG
EDT
ESP 2
GAP
HRC
IDASA 3
IDRC
IMMSA 4
Mvula Trust
NLC
NLP
NPPHCH
Operation Hunger
OXFAM
Peoples Dialogue
POWA
Rape Crisis
RSS
SACC 2
SCAT
SCLC 1
TRAC 1
Triangle Project
USAID
USN
VSO
Wus 1
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Table 3.2 List of organisations and acronyms in table 3.1 (organisations with adverts in the M&G)

AFRA Association for Rural Advancement

AIDS Foundation AIDS Foundation of South Africa

Alexandra Clinic Alexandra Clinic and the Institute of Urban Primary Health care
BESG Built Environment Support Group

Black Sash Women For Human Right: The Black Sash
CASE Community Agency for Social Enquiry

CBDP Community Based Development Programme
CCATC Community Counselling and Training Centre
CRIC Careers Research and Information Centre
DAG Development Action Group

EDT Educare Development Trust

ESP Education Support Project

GAP Gender Advocacy Programme

HRC Human Rights Committee of South Africa
IDASA Institute for Democracy in South Africa

IDRC International Development Research Centre
IMSSA Independent Mediation Service of South Africa
Mvula Trust

NLC National Land Committee

NLP National Language Project

NPPHCN National Programme Primary health Care Network
Operation Hunger

OXFAM

People's Dialogue

POWA People Opposing Women Abuse

Rape Crisis

RSS Rural Support Services

SACC South African Council of Churches

SCAT Social Change Assistance Trust

SCLC Southern Cape Land Committee

TRAC Transvaal Rural Action Committee

Triangle Project

USAID United States Agency for International Development
USN Urban Sector Network

VSO Voluntary Service Network

WUSs World University Service

"The chi-square tests reveal that there is no significant change in the type ofjobs advertised in
the three years (0.05 significance level). Results ofthe Chi-Square Tests are reproduced below:

Value df Asymmetrical Significance.-
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 35.560 30 .223
Likelihood Ratio 41.279 30 .082
Unear-by-Linear Association 2.722 1 .099
N ofValid Cases 409

a. 27 cells (56.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 0.29.
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