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FOREWORD

The question of how to undertake philanthropy in fast-changing
societies is complex and the 2016 annual IPASA Symposium with the
them of “Disruptive Philanthropy “sought to touch base with various key
disruptors in society today. These included technology, human migration,
environment and climate change, the role of the arts in place-making
and corruption.
These themes, along with an Oxford debate on the nature of current
philanthropy as well as a thought-provoking opening by the scenario
planner and strategist, Clem Sunter, created a dynamic event that
changed perceptions and opened up possibilities for new ways of
approaching philanthropic giving.

The power of IPASA
lies in its ability to
bring organisations
and communities
together that would not
otherwise connect.

IPASA is a growing voluntary organisation, representing its members who
come from the South African philanthropic sector, namely individuals,
family and independent foundations. Members, who come from diverse
backgrounds and practice, believe that committed and knowledgeable
philanthropists can make a meaningful impact and facilitate change for
the better in South Africa. By associating as IPASA, they contribute to a
learning agenda, enable thought leadership among members, facilitate
collaboration and build a culture of giving among South Africans. The
power of IPASA lies in its ability to bring organisations and communities
together that would not otherwise connect.
A year in South Africa can be a long time, and we look forward to bringing
together representatives of the philanthropic sector at the 2017 IPASA
Symposium where, once again, participants will be able to explore how
philanthropy can engage in the ever-changing South African environment.
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PROGRAMME
Day 1: 25 October 2016
Time

Topic

08h00 – 08h45

Registration and finger breakfast

08h45 – 09h00

Welcome and introduction
• Shelagh Gastrow, GastrowBloch Philanthropies
• Sarah Rennie, chairperson of Independent Philanthropy Association
South Africa

09h00 – 09h10

Scene setting and introduction of key themes
• Thabang Skwambane (MC)

09h10 – 09h50

The world and South Africa beyond 2016
- The flags changing the game and the implications for philanthropy
• Clem Sunter, scenario planner and strategist

09h50 – 11h00

Disrupting Philanthropy vs Disruptive Philanthropy
Video input – Martha Muna: When Philanthropy Goes Wrong
– A case study from Ghana
Facilitator: Nicolette Naylor, The Ford Foundation
Oxford debate
Philanthropy is a Positive Disruptor in Society
• Janet Jobson, Director of Programmes, The DG Murray Trust: supportive
• Dr Bheki Moyo, CEO, The Southern Africa Trust: supportive
• Prof Melanie Judge, Centre for Law and Society, University of Cape Town:
opposed
• Shelagh Gastrow, Director, GastrowBloch Philanthropies: opposed

11h00 – 11h30

Tea Break
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Day 1: 25 October 2016
Time

Topic

11h30 – 13h15

The use of technology in philanthropy
- Risk, innovation and failure
Introduction: Gustav Praekelt - ‘The problem of risk and innovation in
technology-based interventions’
Keynote (via videoconference from San Francisco): Kevin Starr – ‘Mulago
Foundation’s model for evaluating and funding very early stage,
high risk programmes’
Facilitator: Gustav Praekelt, The Praekelt Foundation
• Fleur Heyns, Enclude Capital
• Kevin Starr, Mulago Foundation
• Debbie Rogers, Praekelt.org
• Robin Miller, Dalberg Global Development Advisors

13h15 – 14h00

Lunch break

14h00 – 15h30

The creative arts and the role of “creatives” in disrupting society
Video input – Jose Antonio Abreu: The El Sistema music revolution
Facilitator: Thenjiwe Niki Nkosi, artist and curator
• Bulelwa Makalima-Ngewana, CEO, Cape Town Partnership
• Prof Jay Pather, Director, Institute for Creative Arts
• Michelle Constant, CEO, BASA (Business and Arts South Africa)

15h30 – 16h30

A group exercise
What does philanthropy look like to you?
What would disruptive philanthropy look like?
Facilitator: Thabang Skwambane

16h30 – 17h00
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Presentation of the National Treasury study on philanthropy in
South Africa
• Nathalie Vereen, Directorate: Social and Governance,
International Development Cooperation

Summary report of the Disruptive Philanthropy SOUTH AFRICA Symposium

Day 2: 26 October 2016
Time

Topic

08h30 – 09h00

Networking and finger breakfast

09h00 – 10h30

Environment - Dogma, artifice, spectacle, science?
Facilitator: Saliem Fakir, Head of the Policy and Futures Unit, WWF
• Prof Mary Scholes, School of Animal, Plant and Environmental Sciences,
University of the Witwatersrand
• Cormac Cullinan, Director, Cullinan and Associates and author of ‘Wild Law’
• Lindy van Hasselt, Director, The Lewis Foundation

10h30 – 11h00

Tea

11h00 – 12h30

Human movement and its impact on society
Facilitator: Dr Sally Peberdy, Senior Researcher, Gauteng City-Region
Observatory
• Prof Ingrid Palmary, African Centre for Migration & Society, University of
the Witwatersrand
• Jamala Safari, head of bursary programme at The HCI Foundation
• Dr Tanya Zack, urban planner and researcher

12h30 – 13h30

Lunch and address
Prof Ihron Rensburg, Vice-Chancellor, University of Johannesburg
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Day 2: 26 October 2016
Time

Topic

13h30 – 15h00

Corruption: The great disruptor
Facilitator: David Lewis, Executive Director, Corruption Watch
• Hennie Van Vuuren, Senior Research fellow, Institute for Justice
and Reconciliation
• Karabo Rajuili, amaBunghane Centre for Investigative Journalism
• Bongiwe Mlangeni, CEO, Social Justice Initiative

15h00 – 16h00

How does IPASA as a group materially enable change in South Africa?
Convener, collaborator, provision of a platform, share knowledge and
information, speak for the sector, united voice representing
philanthropy on macro-issues, growing philanthropy in South Africa?
Facilitator: Gail Campbell, CEO, Zenex Foundation

16h00 – 16h15
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Closing
Sarah Rennie – Chairperson, Independent Philanthropy Association
South Africa
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The world and
South Africa Beyond 2016
The flags changing the game and
the implications for philanthropy

1

Clem Sunter, scenario planner and strategist, began his session explaining
how The Mind of a Fox, the book he co-authored with Chantell Illbury,
came about. “My mentor taught me that being a futurist is not being a
prophet,” he explained. “It’s not about intuitively jumping ahead. It’s trying
to recognise the predetermined elements that are changing the present
as we speak.
“When you have a monsoon in the upper reaches of the Nile, for example,
three days later it will flood the plains. That’s what you’re looking for.
Chantell and I called them flags. What are the flags that are changing
the game of philanthropy as we speak? There are two types of flags:
clockwork flags that tick away, and the cloudy flags that could go one way
or another.”
Mind of a Fox and the subsequent Fox trilogy developed into a book titled
Flagwatching: How a Fox Decodes the Future. Based on the work in that
book, Sunter and Illbury help organisations to identify both the flags that
are changing the game, as well as the key decisions they must take to
put themselves in the right place in five years’ time.

Sunter and Illbury
help organisations to
identify the flags that
are changing the game,
as well as the key
decisions they must
take to put themselves
in the right place in five
years’ time.

Sunter highlighted the major flags in the world today:
1. 	The religious flag. “The Middle East is in a very dark space, and Syria
and Yemen are ground zero,” he said. “Libya is at civil war. Iraq is a
huge fight, Afghanistan is a dodgy country. And Americans don’t
understand its true nature. They think bombing the hell out of ISIS
will lower the flag. But it’s more dangerous now for Americans now
than it was in the 1990s, because the US hasn’t offered any kind of
better future. That’s how you wean people from extremist groups.
“This has affected one particular industry – tourism – and you
see it in Paris, where tourism is down 20%. In Tunisia it’s virtually
disappeared. Here in South Africa, we’re blessed because that flag is
down. But we can’t take it lightly. We have to keep that flag in mind.”
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2. Putin and the annexation of Crimea. “One of the reasons this is a
flag is that NATO recently held its biggest military exercise ever – the
Americans are moving marines into Norway,” said Sunter. “They want
to send a message to Putin about any intentions over Scandinavia.
The only nation on earth that can truly threaten America’s existence
is Russia.”
	Sunter said he raised that flag because if you listened to the third
Trump-Clinton debate – Clinton had said she would establish a nofly zone over Aleppo. That would mean shooting down Russian plans
over Aleppo, and the relationship between America and Russia right
now was at its lowest point since the Cuban missile crisis.

83

86

THE AVERAGE LIFE SPAN BY GENDER
IN THE UNITED STATES IN 2016

3.	The ageing population. “The average life span for an American today
is 83 for men and 86 for women more or less double what it was in
1900, which has a number of consequences. This is the century of the
elderly,” he said. “In that same Trump-Clinton debate it was revealed
that 60% of the US federal budget is spent on keeping old people alive.
Where it’s really hitting is Japan, which is the oldest country in the
world with 26% of the population aged over 65. Europe is going exactly
the same way – there the population is actually declining. And Greece
is the oldest nation in Europe. It’s really hitting China because of the
one child policy, and China is the fastest ageing country in the world.”
	Sunter said in the rest of the world you have a younger population,
but it’s not good enough for fast economic growth. You need quality
government as well.
4.	Anti-establishment sentiments. “There’s a fury that the middle
class have for the super-rich,” Sunter pointed out. “Thomas Piketty,
in his book, Capital in the 21st Century studied tax records for 100
years and found that the level of inequality between the rich and the
middle class is now where it was in 1910. It fell during the first and
second world wars, then there was a period of very high recovery in
the 1970s, and has been widening again ever since.
“This flag is changing the dynamic of society, and the Brexit vote is
an indication. In the US it’s produced Bernie Sanders, but it’s also
produced Donald Trump.
“Here in SA the flag has gone up enormously in the form of Fees Must
Fall. It’s not just about the fees, it’s about the general level of fury,
and we’re seeing it play out right now on our streets.
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“We have to watch this flag – history tells us that the middle class
changes society: Marx and Engels are good examples of this.”
5. Climate change. Most Americans regard it as a myth or part of a cycle,
yet it’s the second biggest security threat to America, Sunter explained. “Temperature data from NASA suggests an increase of one
percent over the last 50 years, and climate change scientists say
that the first country to be hit will be Australia.
“One of the biggest things happening there is the evaporation of the
Murray Darling River – the largest river system in Australia. Summer
temperatures 45-52°C, which is not a problem for Adelaide, but it is
a problem for the farmers up north.

Most Americans regard
climate change as a
myth or part of a cycle,
yet it’s the second
biggest security threat
to America.

“Second, rising sea levels thanks to the melting of the Antarctic
and Greenland will affect all the island communities and coastal
cities. Scientists expect sea levels to rise by half a metre in the next
50 years.”
Sunter then set out some possible future global scenarios as follows:
1. 	Continuing low growth and hard times. Money is not available the
way it was 15-20 years ago. Some developing countries will grow
because they have good government, and the flag for another boom
is technology.
2. 	Smart water management and energy management. Every 60
years there’s a cycle boom caused by technology – watch that flag.
If it comes into play, there will be a world economic boom.
3. Interest rates. Another flag for a crash like 2008 is interest rates. When
there’s any increase in interest rates, you have to start considering
where those are going to lead. We will have to watch the UK, where
the pound has devalued against the dollar by 15% since Brexit. It’s
definitely having an impact on inflation.

What about South Africa?
1. 	Corruption. One just has to look at Brazil and Venezuela to see what
the end game will be. In South Africa, this is a dynamic flag. We have
dynamic media and social media, our Constitutional Court and the
Public Protector, but the case against Pravin Gordhan is a flag.
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2. Infrastructure. We can’t have a growing economy with a dodgy infrastructure. Eskom being better managed now under Brian Molefe,
but there is a lot of work to do in other areas.

If the country is too
divided, we can’t
operate as a team and
grow economically.

3. Leadership. If the country is too divided, we can’t operate as a team
and grow economically. We have a democracy, but we can’t let our
views turn into divisions. Need inclusive leaders. We are very divided
as a nation.
4. Pockets of excellence. We have lots of them: NGOs, corporate,
5000 good schools. Are we going to use the good schools to raise
the performance of the bad schools or dumb the bad schools down?
We can’t have academics leaving in large numbers, so this could be a
very red flag.
5. Level of economic freedom. This is most important. Nationalising
or taking land won’t lead to economic freedom. What we need
is to level the playing field of the economy. It’s very tilted and far
too dominated by big business. Somehow we need to redress the
balance. We’ve done it politically, but not economically.
6.	The changing nature of work. This is an important flag, as technology
has driven a stake through most conventional jobs. If we want to create
jobs, we have to create new businesses. To get rid of our appalling
unemployment figures, we need to create one to two million new
businesses. How do we create conditions to create small businesses,
and establish a proper venture capital system in SA? Twenty percent
of every big company’s supply chain should be dedicated to small
business, and we need an economic CODESA, facilitated by someone
like Cyril Ramaphosa.
Three scenarios:
1.	South African can stay in premier league by making those flags green
and not red, Sunter said. An economic CODESA could prevent us from
descending – we’re in the relegation zone.
2. We move to second league and are no longer the premier nation in
Africa economically.
3. Failed state scenario – he said this was still a possibility.
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Oxford debate

Disrupting philanthropy vs.
disruptive philanthropy

2

Facilitator Nicolette Naylor played a video clip from TEDx Stanford for
delegates, titled When Philanthropy Goes Wrong, to set the scene for
the debate. She highlighted some issues in philanthropy, and urged
those present to think about the principle of ‘first do no harm’ in the
philanthropy. She set the proposition for the debate as: “Philanthropy is
a positive disruptor.”

Janet Jobson
director of programmes, DG Murray Trust

Janet Jobson began by defining the terms of the debate: the question
posed was whether on balance philanthropy acted as a positive
disruptor in society. She also noted that her focus would be on South
African philanthropy, and the specific role local philanthropists can – and
do – play as positive disruptors.
She argued that there were three key points that affirmed
the proposition:
1.	That philanthropy holds a unique position between localised implementation by NGOs and the broad public mandate of the state.
2.	That the limited scale of local philanthropy means it must innovate
to have any real effect.
3.	That local philanthropy is particularly well-positioned to tackle the
social and structural dynamics that undermine human development
outcomes.
In her first point, Jobson noted that one of the most obvious advantages
of independent philanthropy was that there was no need to provide either
universal services (as the state is required to provide) or an immediate
return on investment or marketing upside (as CSI often requires). Sitting
between NGOs, corporates and government – but holding enough clout
(and capital) to test new ideas – means that philanthropy plays a significant
and unique role in innovating in response to enduring challenges.

Philanthropy plays a
significant and unique
role in innovating in
response to enduring
challenges.
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0.001
DGMT’s annual grant-making
budget is less than one-tenth of
1% of the national budget for
the social sectors

Second, Jobson noted that philanthropy in South Africa is relatively small.
The DGMT’s annual grant-making budget is less than one-tenth of 1% of
the national budget for the social sectors. All CSI and local philanthropy
likely makes up less than 5%. This means that philanthropy – if it is to
have any significant effect – must invest in the places that the state
ignores, or cannot try. The limited budgets require smart decisionmaking, strategic investments, and a commitment to innovation as a
driving force.
Finally, Jobson argued that there are many social and structural dynamics
that undermine human potential in South Africa: the terms of recognition
in society, the lack of a culture of empathy, and social and economic
polarisation. Truly radical local philanthropy can take the risk on investing
in positive disruptors to these dynamics: building relationships across
divides, changing the ways we see each other, and shifting the underlying
drivers of entrenched risk tolerance.
There are real negative effects to some forms and instances of philanthropy, she pointed out. In many countries global donors have hollowed out the state, built empires of multi-national NGOs, and failed to
respond to the real opportunities that local people identify and drive in
seeking to transform and develop their communities and countries. In
South Africa this dynamic is not entrenched: the state is not dependent
on foreign funding, and local philanthropy has little influence over its priorities. If anything, NGOs are too dependent on the state, and they are
trapped in a toxic dynamic of either being the primary deliverers of state
functions without reasonable financial support or being seen as a threat
to the state.
Within this dynamic, philanthropy’s role is particularly crucial – it ensures
an opportunity for financing work that the state cannot or will not fund,
that may disrupt old ways of doing things, and it offers the opportunity
to demonstrate new ways of doing things that ultimately the state may
take up and universalise.

Shelagh Gastrow
director, GastrowBloch Philanthropies

Shelagh Gastrow gave the first input opposing the motion that
philanthropy was a positive disruptor. She first explored the issue of
charitable philanthropy, where people believed that by providing succour
for the poor such as food, shelter and even microloans, that they were
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doing the right thing. She indicated that this rather made poverty
bearable and did not focus on the inequitable system in which people
had to survive.
She pointed out that the link between philanthropy and capitalism
ensured that society could move on without dealing with the underlying
extractive nature of the economic system. Following Peter Buffet’s
critique of micro-finance, she pointed out that people would “rise above
making $2 a day to enter our world of goods and services so they can
buy more”. He had asked if this did not just “feed the beast”.
Gastrow also identified the phenomenon of philanthropic colonialism:
where current philanthropic practice simulated the missionaries
of the 18th and 19th century who advanced the colonial cause
through philanthropy. She pointed out that in the 21st century we
have international philanthro-capitalists with very specific agendas,
deciding what is good for the world from their privileged perches.
They often recruited collaborators from indigenous entities by paying
high salaries, dominating the development discourse, favouring
specific leaders and organisations and aligning themselves with
elites. This philanthropy was based on personal preference and was
about creating a new world in their own image.
Further to this, she critiqued donor trends, whereby the same coterie
of organisations attracted significant money from international
sources while their leaders formed a group of “local little tyrants”
who, through their connections with money, forced their hegemony
on other organisations. Philanthropy thereby legitimised some
organisations and leaders, while stigmatising others that were not
aligned with their strategies and objectives. This reduced diversity in
civil society and disrupted indigenous efforts to grow new initiatives,
whilst those funded had the power to dictate the discourse and
defend their turf.

Philanthropy
legitimised some
organisations and
leaders, while
stigmatising others
that were not aligned
with their strategies
and objectives.

She also pointed out that current philanthropic practice, using business
methods, focused on measurable short-term unrealistic outcomes, yet
society contained many variables beyond those in the factory. Using
a linear lens was unproductive in a complex world. She indicated that
this linear discourse of cause and effect encouraged by the philanthrocapitalists had trickled down into the whole philanthropic sector
and placed huge pressure on non-profits to make profit, spinning
organisations into mission drift.
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Gastrow also pointed out that most social movements emerged from
the grassroots and were not created by philanthropy. However, modern
philanthropic practice found philanthropy setting strategy and then
trying to fit organisations into that strategy. This meant less risk for
philanthropy, but really meant that civil society organisations became
mere tools, service providers or contractors.
Gastrow also referred to the relationship between capitalism and
philanthropy and she noted the views of Michael Edwards who had
suggested that problems associated with capitalism could not be
addressed by more philanthropy. He felt it was important to transform
capitalism rather than strengthen it and that the more capitalism you
had, the more inequality existed.
Gastrow concluded that philanthropy was therefore a negative disruptor,
especially when privilege was cloaked in altruism and when imposition of
ideas through economic power was not democratic, was not accountable
and assumed those with money knew it all.

Dr Bheki Moyo
CEO, Southern Africa Trust

Moyo began by pointing out that he was a product of philanthropy
himself, and he believed everyone was a philanthropist.

The decreasing faith
in government had
created the rise of
philanthropy.

The decreasing faith in government, he said, had created the rise of
philanthropy. It had become very obvious that government was not
a provider of services, not protecting human rights, and there was
corruption, and a lack of capacity.
Philanthropy was a better trusted provider of service and goods, and
able to adapt to an ever-changing context. Therefore, government
was beginning to court them, because they saw the value that
philanthropists brought.
Furthermore, he said, philanthropy was setting the agenda and disrupting the status quo through education, supporting minority issues,
technology and innovation. Philanthropy, if not constrained, had negative
consequences but all that was required was appropriate checks and
balances. He pointed out that philanthropy supported civil society. If it
set the agenda for how social issues must be addressed, and influenced
public opinion positively, it needed to be given a chance.
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Moyo added that philanthropy is causing some serious tectonic and
seismic shifts, especially around investment sustainability, and was
forcing in the non-profit sector to think differently and professionalise
without losing passion.
Finally, he said, philanthropy promoted democracy; it had for many years
supported the strengthening of democracy, media rights, and diversity,
and this was the recipe for changing the status quo.

Prof Melanie Judge
Centre for Law and Society, University of Cape Town

Judge began by pointing out that philanthropy is often a form of selfish
insurance, with managed philanthropic giving being the outcome of
global economic arrangements. And the accumulation of philanthropic
resources was the result of overconcentration of capitalism at the top
of the pyramid. Doing something for others makes you feel warm inside,
she said. So philanthropy is characterised by individual sentimentality,
but leaves most people out in the cold.
It’s also often personality driven, so the giver becomes more important
than the gift. Businesses mask their own exploitations, and we should
be challenging capitalism’s institutional taking.
In the context of modern day philanthropy, she pointed out that some
are still considered more human than others. Philanthropy means
‘humanity-loving’ – what does it mean to be humanity-loving in that
setting, when money is spent and allocated depending on the philosophy
and politics of the givers.
At its core, she said, philanthropy doesn’t refuse its own wealth and
power, and the damages these wreak. It doesn’t address the causes
at its core. Recipients are required to translate very bold social goals
into measurable objectives, which narrows their scopes of work
into measurable outcomes, and social justice outcomes become
commodifiable impacts.
In addition, philanthropy tends to work in favour of larger, urban-based,
more sophisticated NGOs rather than smaller ones, and entrenches
the separation between private and public spending. Donors receive
large tax benefits, she pointed out, taking away from public money.

Philanthropy tends to
work in favour of larger,
urban-based, more
sophisticated NGOs
rather than smaller
ones, and entrenches
the separation between
private and public
spending.
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And they invest assets in the companies that create the problems their
philanthropy trying to solve. So, unchecked capitalism works against
solving societal problems across the globe. In failing to change society
fundamentally, philanthropy is palliative.

Unchecked capitalism
works against solving
societal problems
across the globe.
In failing to change
society fundamentally,
philanthropy is palliative.

It’s not a disruptor, she concluded. It underwrites the status quote, and
needs to be stamped out. To be radically disruptive it has to become
redundant, and put itself out of business.
Nicolette Naylor concluded the session, pointing out that many in
the audience had been uncomfortable during the debate, but it was
important to think about the issues and recognise that philanthropy
could be both creative and disruptive.
She said it was complexed and nuanced, and there were times when
philanthropy did good things, and times when it did harm. It required of
philanthropists that they owned their power, checked their privilege, and
kept asking if they were doing harm.

3

Key points that affirm that philanthropy
acts as a positive disruptor in society
Philanthropy holds a unique position
between localised implementation by NGOs
and the broad public mandate of the state.

1

The limited scale of local philanthropy
means it must innovate to have any
real effect.

3
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Local philanthropy is particularly wellpositioned to tackle the social and
structural dynamics that undermine
human development outcomes.
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The use of technology
in philanthropy
Risk, innovation and failure

3

After an introduction to the topic by Gustav Praekelt, this session began
with a keynote address by Kevin Starr via Skype, who explained the
funding methodology of the Mulago Foundation, which runs out of San
Francisco. Starr’s talk was followed by input from Praekelt and other
panel members, and ended with a group discussion.

Kevin Starr
managing director of the Mulago Foundation, via Skype

Kevin Starr began by explaining that the Mulago Foundation is about
20 years old, and funds organisations that have a high impact in
sustainable solutions that meet the basic needs of the poorest families.
The fundamental idea is that they fund entrepreneurs with scalable
solutions – specifically taking technology to scale.

The Mulago Foundation’s
fundamental idea is that
they fund entrepreneurs
with scalable solutions
– specifically taking
technology to scale.

When they see an organisation with a good idea, Starr said, especially
where technology is involved, the foundation asks four questions:
1. Is it needed? They want to know that the organisation is aligned
with the foundation’s mission to serve the needs of the very poor.
They don’t pay any attention to their mission statements, he said,
referring the lengthy mission statements favoured by so many
organisations. Instead, the foundation looks at the eight-word
mission statement, which must specify very clearly who the target
population is and what outcome they want to see.
2. Does it work toward the impact the foundation is trying to have?
Starr said this question addressed the specific outcome defining
the fulfilment of the organisation’s mission? They needed to define
what the one thing would be that would focus their mission. If
an organisation was working with farmers, he said, they needed
to design toward increased income from crops. A cooking stove
company needed to focus on the cases of respiratory disease
prevented, for example. That would allow the foundation to dig into
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the data about what works. Once you ask that question, he said, you
get into the technical analysis of understanding whether it would
have impact.

Behaviour mapping
was the best tool to
predict whether the
organisation could make
their idea happen.

3. If it works, will people in the real world use it well? This was about
human behaviour, he explained. The foundation tried to map out who
would have to do what differently, to ensure the project’s success.
There was a whole map of things that needed to happen, any one of
which could break the chain, he said. Behaviour mapping was the best
tool to predict whether the organisation could make their idea happen.
4. Will it get to those who need it? Starr said a great deal of this had to do
with who the customer was, and whether the product was well priced.
Questions had to be asked about where manufacturing was, and how
distribution and sales would work. A larger question was, who was
going to replicate your idea to scale? Were you growing a big business
or an NGO? He said the foundation asked people very early on who
their ‘doer’ was at scale. This meant organisations had to get really
specific about whether they had a vision about how to get to scale, and
helped them and the foundation to put a focus on what that might be.
Then they could ask who the payer was at scale – whether customers,
government, big aid or private philanthropy? Each had their strengths
and weaknesses, he said, but this helped the foundation to figure out if
the idea would generate income on a big scale.
As a funder, the foundation had pretty simple ideas about how to go
about that, he said. They worked for investment bankers, so they
invested in organisations that had impact. The foundation would find
them, fund them, and advise them in some very specific ways where the
foundation could be comfortable that they had something useful to say,
and connect them to other funders.
When the Mulago Foundation knew who the doer and the payer were at
scale, he said, they could ask three questions that addressed scalability:
1. 	Is the idea backable? Are there enough places where it can be applied?
2. 	Is it simple enough that your doer can do it?
3. 	Is it cheap enough that your payer can pay it?
Thereafter they had four things that they would examine more closely:
1. 	Their track record.
2. 	Their senior team and its ability to attract money and people.

18

Summary report of the Disruptive Philanthropy SOUTH AFRICA Symposium

3. 	Could they pivot in the face of new information?
4. 	Did they have the systems in place to perform and track performance?
If they found a team like that, he said, they would fund them a certain
way. And the foundation only funded organisations, not projects. Projectby-project funding never worked to create big and lasting changes.
He added that the foundation only worked with organisations who
measured their own impact, and they only gave unrestricted funding in
order to leverage all the restricted funding that everyone else was giving.
Finally, he said, they were looking for the upward sweeping curve on
impact, and we stayed with organisations as long as they were seeing
progress. He said he sat down with his team several times a year and
looked at every organisation. The team asked themselves if they still
believed the organisation was going to make it to scale or not, and if
they didn’t believe it anymore, they got out.

Gustav Praekelt
The Praekelt Foundation

Gustav Praekelt began the panel discussion by saying that when you
think about a project, you want to be thinking about the risk. He said that
in very early stage technology investments, usually you have a crazy
idea, you think it’s going to work, and you have some seed capital. The
question is, what is the equivalent in the social space?

Technology is a
multiplier, and has the
potential of delivering
services on a huge
scale in the future.

He added that you don’t know yet who your end user will be, so when
you invest at that stage, it’s very risky. Usually there’s a small team,
with a high likelihood of failure. Then you move to custom builds, and
a product that can be used. Impact goes up, there’s a clearly defined
set of users, and you finally get to the commodity stage – such a large
scale that there are millions of users. Many technologies go through all
these phases.
Teams at different stages need different skills, said Praekelt. Funders
are different at different stages too. A lot of projects fail because funders
don’t think through all the aspects of the model.
He concluded by pointing out that technology is a multiplier, and has the
potential of delivering services on a huge scale in the future.
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Fleur Heyns
Enclude Capital

Fleur Heyns began by confessing that she thought of herself as a
positive disruptor, and would never have identified herself with a group
of philanthropists. As one of her teachers, an Indian philosopher, had
said, you can throw billions of dollars at a problem, but it’s just a speck
on a blank canvas unless you change the mentality of the society that’s
causing the problem – for which you have to change yourself.
She said she had been on the ‘dark side’ – her first business entailed
building software that allowed people to speculate heavily on the stock
market, but since then, she had matured and evolved.

The world is bipolar
– on one hand there
were people out there
making money and
profit seeking. On
the other hand there
was a universe of
organisations who are
givers, mission driven,
and impact seeking.

She added that the world is bipolar – on one hand there were people out
there making money and profit seeking. On the other hand there was
a universe of organisations who are givers, mission driven, and impact
seeking, but even in those institutions, their motives may not be genuine.
The bad news, she said, is that that is the way the world is. It has givers
and takers, good and bad. The question is whether there is something
somewhere in the middle, or a way of behaving more responsibly to
solve these problems.
The name for this middle way, she said, was impact investing, and there
were two business models that were currently proven to work in impact
investing. First, addressing the needs of those who don’t have meant
that either products that have been unaffordable have to become more
affordable and be more efficient, and mobile as a distribution channel
was the tipping point in that model. Technology had served a purpose
there, she said.
The other business model was disruption – giving the margin back to
the end user. There were companies that didn’t need to exist anymore
because the interaction between user and product had become more
efficient. Mobile had empowered people to find out the real price of
something they were purchasing or selling, she pointed out.
She pointed out that the investment community did not yet have a huge
amount of confidence in these innovative disruptive business models.
They were not yet proven, and required high risk capital to see whether
they could actually go forward.
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Robin A. Miller
Dalberg Global Development Advisors

Robin Miller began by saying the discussion the forum should be having
was about the fact that a few years ago investing in technology was a
niche investment. Today it’s the norm and is just going to increase. So
the shift from a niche to a norm, for her, was the disruption.
Philanthropists were making a different kind of investment, she said –
the commercial and social value were shared in an ideal world. Where
technology featured in different ways for philanthropists and the life
cycle of a scalable social solution, it started as early as the need, she
said. The first questions was what you were trying to solve, and there
was significant scope for technology investment there.

Philanthropists were
making a different
kind of investment, the
commercial and social
value were shared in an
ideal world.

She added that sometimes the solution comes and you have to
backtrack a little. In the pilot stage there is a role for getting quicker
access to feedback and thinking about how to position yourself as an
organisation. Developers needed to look at growth and scale, find out
about being able to share broadly, quantify what has worked and by so
doing, avoid reinventing the wheel.
It was also a question of risk, she said. Funders had to weigh the kind of
risk they might be willing to take, and if they were going to make a big
investment, they would need a sufficient pipeline.
There were significant opportunities for collaboration, she said. Philanthropists could start addressing data and missing information that early
stage small scale organisations needed, and play a role in finding talent.
They could also help with generating ideas – recognising that there were
challenges to be addressed, but putting capital behind idea generation.
They could also bring in other investors and help ideas to move into
something ready for growth.

Debbie Rogers
Praekelt Foundation

Debbie Rogers began by pointing out that in the technology space you
need to have an alignment between the funder and the implementer on
what the risk is. The implementer might not always make it clear what
the risks were, but it was vital that they made the investor understand
that. She gave an example of a project she’d worked on, driven by the
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Department of Health (DoH) called Momconnect – an SMS service to
help mothers care for their babies and give feedback on the service they
received at various clinics, and which would allow the department to
address compliments and complaints. At the same time, women would
be empowered not just with information, but with the ability to impact
the service they were receiving.
There had been many years leading up to this programme, she said.
Previously they’d worked on a programme called Momconnect KZN, and
the DoH liked the name so much, they took it.
Rogers said when Momconnect KZN had started, they’d started with a
solution in mind. The funder brought together various tech organisations
and the idea was that to connect all kinds of data like medical records
and SMS delivery, and the assumption was that putting it all together
would work.
But she pointed out that there wasn’t enough discussion about what
the measure of success was, and what the risk was. On the other side,
there was the MAMA programme, where they worked with funders
who listened. These funders were looking for a stage-based mobile
technology solution, and they wanted to achieve scale and impact.
Rogers and her team said they didn’t really know how to do what the
funder was looking for, which was not the easiest thing to admit, but
they worked together on the programme over two years to work out
what the best course of action would be.

The Momconnect KZN
project appeared to be
a failure, but it didn’t
work because people
didn’t use it correctly –
that was its downfall. It
wasn’t the fault of
the technology.

She added that the Momconnect KZN project appeared to be a failure,
but it didn’t work because people didn’t use it correctly – that was its
downfall. It wasn’t the fault of the technology. And the technology
couldn’t change the outcome because the project didn’t have the right
partners to make that happen: instead of looking at it and trying to figure
out what could be learnt from it, they were trying desperately to meet
the measure of success.
On the MAMA side, however, that had made some bad bets on some
of their ideas, but because they had such a good relationship with the
funder, they were able to change their path. They scrapped parts of the
programme, understood a different way that USSD could be used, and
ultimately that meant that it was a better success.
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When the DoH wanted the programme, Rogers said, their experience
allowed them to say what did and didn’t work. And the funder worked
with government in a bridging way to get the programme up and running.
Relationship and structure could be the difference between failure and
success, she pointed out.
In conclusion she said it was vital to ensure that you and the funder
had the same appetite for risk, and knew what it was you were going to
measure. It would be risky, but you all had to commit to working together,
she said, and there needed to be a certain amount of trust between the
organisation and the donor, and a shared understanding of where that
project would go over time.

It was vital to ensure
that you and the funder
had the same appetite
for risk, and knew what
it was you were going
to measure.

Panel discussion and questions
Question:

I am both a recipient of donor funds and a donor, and I work with an
organisation that attempts to improve the blood quality in Africa.
How do you determine the state of readiness of the organisation to
use technology?
Debbie Rogers:

That was the problem with Momconnect KZN – people thought that if
you had computers and cell phones, the project must work. However,
they didn’t spend enough time in the environment observing how
people were using the technology. Human behaviour is very important.
Just because a computer is there doesn’t mean the behaviour will
immediately follow. We learnt that a human-centred design process
was incredibly important.
Technologists need to have some humility and work with the users
of the system. And it’s important to remember that you will never
understand every situation, so you have to do your best to understand a
variety of situations especially if you want to scale up from a particular
village to the whole country, for example. What works here might not
work elsewhere.
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Question:

One of the things that comes out very strongly in our experience of the
last 20 years in rolling out large-scale ICT solutions for education is this.
We thought it was necessary to enable access to education to those who
don’t have access to schooling, teachers, and resources. If textbooks
can’t get there, if children have access on cell phones, this could be a
solution. But the reality is that despite the last 20 years of investment,
research, monitoring and evaluation, we don’t have much evidence to
show for it. And it’s not just about the genesis phase. There’s a hype
cycle, and we landed in the trough of despair of the hype cycle. We
were very flawed in our understanding of the technocentric approach
that has predominated the interventions, and our understanding of the
appropriate cultural and pedagogical assumptions. And while it’s still a
good idea, we need to reflect very deeply about the many, many failures
we’ve experienced.
Gustav Praekelt:

This is the moral hazard of technology and social impact. We need to
help governments think through it. The development eco-system is
badly configured to find the solution.

The notion of humancentred design is
something that is
often skipped over.
The data may tell us
what is happening with
interventions, but it
doesn’t tell us why.

Robin Miller:

It’s about the readiness of the eco-system to take on something like
that. We tend to lead with tech and hardware, and the missing pieces
include: What is the pedagogy? What is the contact? What about the
training of teachers, and the capacity of government to implement
solutions? What are the consequences of connectivity and power? Or
the balance between the infrastructure side of the equation and what’s
on the demand side? The notion of human-centred design is something
that is often skipped over. The data may tell us what is happening with
interventions, but it doesn’t tell us why.
Question:

I once heard someone from the arts sector whose philosophy was ‘quick
and bad’. They would just start and whatever was bad they would sort
out. As they went they learnt from their mistakes and applied their
creativity. Don’t we sometimes plan ourselves into oblivion?
Gustav Praekelt:

A similar philosophy is ‘fail fast and break things’. To move fast you
often need to break things, and people shouldn’t be blamed for making
mistakes. I don’t know how open the social impact space is to moving
fast and breaking things.
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Robin Miller:

I think that works well if you have the right feedback mechanisms.
Fleur Heyns:
One of the problems we have, is the track record of the industry. It’s so
bad. Often things don’t fail quickly enough. So we feel morally obliged to
keep helping someone with good intentions, while you’re missing out on
all the tell-tale signs that you’re throwing bad money after good. If we
had the objectivity to say it’s over and done, the pace would be faster.
Gustav Praekelt:

We hold a ‘kill the zombies’ parties every couple of months for those
projects that just won’t die.

We feel morally
obliged to keep helping
someone with good
intentions, while you’re
missing out on all the
tell-tale signs that
you’re throwing bad
money after good.

Question:

The issue of user experience is quite important. As long as there’s
a disconnect between technology and the understanding of human
behaviour, it will fail. It’s about understanding the psychology of people
and how they will interact with it. So what’s the lesson from the latest
Samsung phone [which keeps exploding]?
Gustav Praekelt:

The lesson is to fail big! Seriously, though, this is an enormous fail from
a massive company. They should have announced it much earlier, and
owned the failure. I think they’ve probably besmirched their brand for
the next decade.

The issue of user experience is
quite important. As long as there’s
a disconnect between technology
and the understanding of human
behaviour, it will fail.
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4

The creative arts and the
role of “creatives” in
disrupting society

The session began with a TED video: Jose Antonio Abreu: The El Sistema
music revolution.

“The most holy of
human rights is
the right to art.”
Jose Antonio Abreu, El Sistema

Facilitator Tenjiwe Niki Nkosi, an artist and curator, introduced the
session, pointing out that at first glance, the El Sistema video was quite
inspiring, but it raised questions around a patriarchal approach to thinking
about poverty and our society, and how to create change. It entrenched
the idea of poor people as people who need to be uplifted by us, she said.
This idea underpinned her approach to working in the field of art as social
practice, she said, a term that had come about to describe concepts like
community art, public art, and participatory art. This patriarchal approach
to art was being interrogated by intellectuals and artists.

Michelle Constant
CEO, Business and Arts South Africa (BASA)

Michelle Constant said she’d recently read something on social media
that had developed into an online discussion about funding art education.
Someone had posited that we should be funding the study of medicine
before the study of poetry.
This was a disingenuous argument, she said – we ought to be arguing
about where funding came from before we argued about where it went.
It couldn’t be a binary, an either/or. What we needed now was more
crossing of sectors. If more people studied poetry or learnt how to write
a song or sing in a choir, they would better learn to recognise differences
and similarities between people, because those kinds of activities grew
cultural and emotional intelligence.
Constant described the arts as a trigger or progressive enabler and catalyst. We needed to shift from STEM (science, technology, engineering
and maths) education to STEAM education – by adding the arts. She
added she would love to see one artist on every business board in the
country. It was important to note that some people were taking this dis-
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cussion even further, saying it was an incomplete answer to an incomplete question, and that she shift should be to a three-fold approach:
science, economics and the arts. This would fuel big thinking and food
for innovation, she said.
Constant pointed out that the fact that we needed to argue for the rights
of the arts and culture at all was incredibly demoralising, especially since
there was so much research indicating how valuable art was.
She said the experience of the arts was something every child should
have: she had recently watched a steel band of youngsters outside a
hall. They were brilliant – vibrant, co-ordinated and demonstrating great
grit – something a great many businesspeople could learn from.
Constant said in the arts, one failed fast, but failure wasn’t a permanent
position. The arts teach grit. They’re about failure and iteration. Every
single good artist had at some point, or many points, failed. A theatre
production had bombed. An artwork had never sold. There was a less
than perfectly pitched song. It was the gritty artist or the ones that got
back in the ring that succeeded, she said. They got back, took the blows
again and again and again, and then at the right point they came back
and gave that total knockout.

The fact that we
needed to argue
for the rights of the
arts and culture at
all was incredibly
demoralising,
especially since there
was so much research
indicating how valuable
art was.

She gave several examples of businesses participating or investing in
arts that were paying dividends to the businesses in unexpected ways; a
hotel group that sponsored art education in schools, where one youngster
on the programme was not even in Grade 12 yet and was already head
child. She mentioned a tyre recycling company that sponsored a children’s
literature festival and were hugely passionate about it. An investment
firm displayed artworks painted by their own staff – it helped them to
see and look at one another, she said. There was a medical school that
offered students a module in art history, and a programme where CEOs
and businesspeople had to conduct an orchestra – they failed dismally.
They learnt what it meant to be part of a team, she said; programmes like
this could demonstrate learning, passion and listening.
Finally, she said she’d been watching a hospital drama on TV where the
character was told by her child’s school teacher that her daughter was
depressed. The teacher knew because of a picture the child had drawn.
They were using artwork as a symbol of the child’s emotional health,
Constant said, and this continues without our cognisance even as adults.
It was the proverbial canary in the coal mine, and we had to pay more
attention to it, she concluded.
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Bulelwa Makalima-Ngewana
CEO, Cape Town Partnership

The Cape Town Partnership had been around for 17 years, said Bulelwa
Makalima-Ngewana, and its mandate was primarily to manage the
space between buildings in Cape Town. One of the risks the institution
faced, was that originally, it was regarded as being very close to property
developers, she said. The idea was that together, property owners, the
City of Cape Town and other stakeholders like the Chamber of Commerce,
had to rescue downtown Cape Town, which was going to rack and ruin.
Makalima-Ngewana said that the Cape Town Partnership began as a
way to save the city for buildings. They then realised that they’d made
a mistake. The buildings themselves had started to exclude the very
people they wanted in the CBD. Most cities were dead over the weekend
with no sense of vibrancy, she pointed out. So they started programmes
where they could harness the creativity of youth especially.

Cape Town’s CBD is
squeezed between the
mountain and the sea so
there isn’t a lot of land.
What there is however,
is vibrant, amazing
creativity, which springs
up and does what it
needs to do.

She pointed out that there were many kids who lived in Manenberg who
had never seen the top of Table Mountain, and who went into town once
or twice a year – probably during the switching on of the festive season
lights. The aim was to capture their imagination and ensure they came
back. Makalima-Ngewana said she had grown to love the city with all her
heart. In Cape Town, she believed, they had the potential to turn a South
African city designed for separation, into an inclusive city. She explained
that Cape Town’s CBD is squeezed between the mountain and the sea
so there isn’t a lot of land. What there is however, is vibrant, amazing
creativity, which springs up and does what it needs to do.
Back when the Cape Town Partnership began, the CBD had amongst the
cheapest rentals you could get in Cape Town. Creatives started moving
in when big business was moving out, so it was about harnessing that
creativity, she added. The people in the city were diverse, and came from all
walks of life to make it there – so while it had been systematically designed
to separate people from one another, creativity was overcoming that.
For instance, the Cape Town International Jazz Festival was one of
the projects that the Cape Town Partnership supported from the
very beginning. But the organisers soon realised that the average
person couldn’t afford to attend. So they started a free jazz concert in
Greenmarket Square on the Wednesday night before the opening of the
paid festival. The first concert drew about 2 000 people. Today, it attracts
approximately 12 000 people – without much advertising.
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Public space is a very equalising space in society, said MakalimaNgewana. Imagine if you were walking in any city in the world and you
heard a busker, or walked around the corner, and saw an artist or heard
a choir singing. It has a great emotional impact.
Animated public space leads to a socially integrated and economically
diverse city, she said. Every city in SA needed strong advocacy for a very
strong arts and culture to be cultivated. She concluded with a plea to
consider funding the arts as a mechanism for disruptive philanthropy.

Prof Jay Pather
Director, Institute for Creative Arts

Professor Jay Pather said we could hardly look at the title of the symposium
and deny its current fierce relevance. There was something about society
that was being rehearsed and acted upon, and that was instructive. He
said we had to take note and bear witness, as this might be among our
last sets of chances to do this. He pointed out that our worldviews are
being challenged, and we needed to bear in mind that these relationships
between institutions and society were volatile and in constant change.

Our worldviews are
being challenged, and
we needed to bear
in mind that these
relationships between
institutions and society
were volatile and in
constant change.

Referring to Brett Murray’s 2012 portrait of President Jacob Zuma, The
Spear, and the subsequent outrage, and defacement of the painting,
Pather said the incendiary nature of this and similar events quickly
gathered momentum and traction. This was a consequence, he said, of
the Kantian project of reason and forced restraint that had characterised
the past 22 years in South Africa.
The call to reason pervaded national projects, he said, in a kind of gentrified
fantasy about how to maintain the economic structure of apartheid,
together with inept, largely unsuccessful, disaffected governance.
The launch of the Rhodes Must Fall movement, and the throwing of
human faeces at a statue of Cecil John Rhodes, could also be viewed
as an excessive spillage of shame. The volatile energy of this revealing,
this disruption, seemed to be a search for a response that matched the
weight and pressure and gravity of a silence and a lack of witness to
some of the psychic distension in our country.
Nelson Mandela had pointed out that we live with a festering sore of
gross violations of human rights in South Africa, he said. And continued
economic distress and dire material circumstances ensured that the
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remembrances of a violent past had clear reference to the immediate
present. The need for material witness was erupting through the cracks
in a variety of ways, many of which were violent.
This energy asked of the creative arts to explore identity, humanity,
memory, diversity, personal empowerment and the power of witness,
he said. And this was where public art and public discourse became
increasingly important. Infecting the City, therefore, as an initiative that
took art into the city, was particularly significant. It built new audiences,
and connected formal and informal audiences.

Infecting the City, as
an initiative that took
art into the city, was
particularly significant.
It built new audiences,
and connected formal
and informal audiences.

Pather shared a number of slides with delegates and pointed out how
diverse the art from Infecting the City was, as well as some of the issues
it explored. He said it was work that in some instances had brought
performers into the city from the Cape Flats, and brought personal issues
into the public space, and been an extremely powerful and valuable
experience for audiences.
The kinds of work exhibited had shown very high levels of creativity he
said, as artists had to figure out how audiences would get to what it
was they were doing. The work was extremely well-thought out, and
often quietly emotional. He referred to a section of the 2009 European
Commission on the impact of creativity on the economy, quoting from the
report as follows: “… culture-based creativity is an essential feature in the
post-industrial economy … a powerful means of overturning norms and
conventions. Creative people and artists are key because they develop
ideas, metaphors and messages.” Bringing high quality art works into the
public domain, he said, created interaction the public was in need of.
He concluded by saying we needed to ask what the mechanisms in art
were that could possibly fill these spaces and silences, because the
disruptive, yet reinvigorating nature of the creative arts responded to
the urgency, the immediacy, the complexity, and made this tangible,
providing witness now, discursive bridges for a distended psyche, and
vivid visions of reconstructed, malleable futures.

Panel discussion and questions
Thenjiwe Niki Nkosi began the panel discussion by pointing out that the
work that all artists did was integral to reflection on our society and
changing it for the better. Funding the arts was vital, she said, as they
were real disruptors in society that needed support.

30

Summary report of the Disruptive Philanthropy SOUTH AFRICA Symposium

Bulelwa Makalima-Ngewana said one of the challenges around money
was the source of the money and how many strings were tied to it. Imagine
if Brett Murray painting had been supported through an institution like
the Cape Town Partnership, she said – the money tap would be switched
off immediately if you were a recipient of local government funding. If
artwork was controversial, you knew you were hitting the right nerve.
But politically it’s a sensitive thing to think about supporting.
Jay Pather said one of the most difficult issues was the notion of the
creative economy. How could artists turn their talent into a part of the
economy? In order to this, they often had to make a huge number of
compromises. And it was very difficult to find funding for work that
made people uncomfortable, which resulted into a dumbing down of
the art. This had made the sector extremely vulnerable, and artists were
struggling to find the right funding for their work.
Michelle Constant said she agreed with both Pather and MakalimaNgewana – arts were seen as being on the periphery, and budgets were
being cut left, right and centre. Government funding would be cut in
order to support Fees Must Fall, she said, because they were perceived to
be unnecessary, but it wasn’t just government – it also allowed for the
formation of the ‘business NGO’ – NGOs that shifted and changed their
mandates according to where the money was coming from: mission drift
by choice. This was dangerous for the arts when they were doing things
that were independent and against the grain.

The philanthropic
sector was probably
best suited to give
artists their drive and
push to move forwards.
Perhaps this is the
space where disruption
should take place.

The philanthropic sector was probably best suited to give artists their
drive and push to move forwards, she said. Perhaps this is the space
where disruption should take place.
Comment:

I hadn’t thought of art in this light before. For me, art is not part of my
life. What struck me was the idea of lateral thinking coming out of art.
So if you’re trying to think laterally, you need to get as real and deep as
possible. Art has a role to play, and we need to do things differently.
Comment:

Just a cautionary note around philanthropy probably being the best
sector to fund the arts – it also comes with strings attached. There’s a
danger around the ability to push back against instrumentalising art in
the service of social justice, as opposed to supporting the infrastructure
for art in and of itself. This is about the risk stuff, about us getting more
comfortable with risk, so that we don’t do harm. Sometimes it may be
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better not to go there and not ruin it, or go there and then let go. We
don’t want to subject artists to outcomes and measurable impact.
Comment:
I sit here as an artist myself, and as a philanthropist, and I’ve been in the
development sector for many years. Creativity has to win out, because
nothing else is working in the world today.
Comment:

When there’s a bit of discomfort, you’re actually doing your job. That’s
the thing that creativity does. The arts are the expression of societal
feeling. The word ‘disruption’ became a term that everyone is using
– here we’re referring to the kind of philanthropy that interrupts our
societal norms and world views. We are being challenged to look at
what is it that philanthropy can do, using the arts, to disrupt.
Jay Pather:

What makes me uncomfortable is knowing so many powerful artists
who are waiters, pole dancers, or do a range of different kinds of work.
For many artists it would pale by comparison to what they have to do
to survive.
Bulelwa Makalima-Ngewana:

There’s an opportunity
here to save the young
people of this country
by redirecting that
anger into creativity.

What makes me uncomfortable is that the rainbow nation is slowly fading
to black and white, and it’s on our watch. There’s an opportunity here
to save the young people of this country by redirecting that anger into
creativity. Look at who was around and watching Infecting the City – we are
a very angry society and our youth are incredibly angry. Where does that
energy go? Who will provide the platform? Art for art’s sake is an outlet.
Thenjiwe Niki Nkosi:

As artists we rarely have opportunity to speak to people like you. Bring
artists onto your boards, into the conversations that you’re having about
funding. Bring people in from the periphery. The term I was looking for
was dialogical art. Dialogue is so important. This is something I think
about in my work. I work with people across boundaries. What is the
common goal that we’re wanting to work towards? Especially when
there’s a power dynamic. How can you really listen to what people are
telling you and asking you?
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Michelle Constant:

I’m anxious about this idea of agency and access. People in rural area
don’t have access to data to get onto computers and cell phones.
Everything has to be by hand and physical. People here have savvy and
can access things. The concepts of asset-based community building and
scarcity are vital issues to consider.

The work that all artists do, is integral to
reflecting on our society and changing it for the
better. Funding the arts is vital, as they are real
disruptors in society that need support.
Thenjiwe Niki Nkosi, artist and curator
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5

A group exercise

What does philanthropy look like to you?
What would disruptive philanthropy look like?

Thabang Skwambane facilitated a session with all of those attending,
asking two vital questions: What does philanthropy look like to you?
What would disruptive philanthropy look like?

Comments from the floor
• We ask the wrong questions. We should be asking – do you even
need help? What help do you need?
• I had a conversation with colleague about this – our approach is
always reactive. There are orchestras who need music, or food
programmes: they need this; they need that. But it’s a community
co-operative. It’s often my imposing. It must be about listening,
walking alongside, and being mindful. Not about changing someone
else. Capitalism needs to change so that there’s more equity.
• Disruptive philanthropy would make the changes that would lead to
less of a need for philanthropy.
• As an outsider I see philanthropy as privatised aid. I don’t see the difference. I see it in the same light as USAID, etc. It’s just in private hands.
• I think it’s sometimes an unbalanced relationship. As philanthropists
we go in with the power, because we are the ones wielding the
money. This morning spoke a lot to that. There is a great deal of
discomfort in my mind: the people we’re helping can’t be completely
honest because we come across with the money. We need to tread
respectfully and carefully.

Philanthropy is the
authentic will to impact
social change devoid of a
political agenda.
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• Philanthropy is the authentic will to impact social change devoid of
a political agenda. We need to have a partnership, an older mind.
Acknowledge that we don’t have all the answers and be willing to
unlearn in order to relearn.

Summary report of the Disruptive Philanthropy SOUTH AFRICA Symposium

• Do we have an open mind? Do we have an open enough mind to
consistently question ourselves enough to keep doing what we do
with listening and learning? Or we going to consistently keep doing
what we do?
• It’s investment in the future. Partnering with the best that is
currently available.
• Philanthropy breeds a culture of entitlement and expectation, and
then governments don’t have to be responsible and accountable.
They have the dependency on aid so they don’t have to be either of
those things.

Philanthropy breeds a
culture of entitlement
and expectation, and
then governments
don’t have to be
responsible and
accountable.

• I’m a firm believer in philanthropy, and I’m uncomfortable that we’re
knocking it. People’s hearts are in the right place. People want to
help. We’re talking about different terms. It can create dependence
but it can also support changes in systems.
• There’s not always an understanding that it doesn’t mean charity,
doesn’t have to be free. People don’t think about how a social need
can be met. We have to stretch ourselves on this topic. Through that
we can bring about the change. One has to act as a change agent
where you are operating to see that the bigger change takes place.
• We have influence in the world, and the lens that is most useful, is
‘how’. It’s an opportunity. There are many opportunities to work in
partnership, engage. Sitting underneath all of that, is: “What is the
value base that I bring to that? What is my true intention? Do I give
enough space for that? A shared value base with a partner is a useful
guideline for me.
• It’s a catalyst for human flourishing. The challenge is that we are
sometimes too one-dimensional, which leads to challenges and
gaps and unintended consequences.
• Some things I’ve written down are: what is effective change? How do
we effect that? How do we take our own lenses off? Do we have to
engage with deeper clarity without our own lenses on?
• People are moving away from a narrow focus to somewhere where
you see the interconnectedness. We listened to Clem today talking
about flags – some of those flags are in this programme today. How do
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these things interrelate? How do the arts contribute to development
in a city? How does art attract people to cities? If we take away the
creative part, we have this dry landscape of just buildings. We’re not
looking at things in a holistic way. An intersectionality of focus areas
would herald progress. We need to look at where the entry points
into society are.
• To me it’s transformative, it’s about social change, improving the
quality of lives of people. If you’re going to achieve that, need to listen.
It’s about asking questions and being open to hearing questions you
didn’t expect or want to hear. About really engaging at grassroots,
not seeing things from the highest levels. It’s about getting to the
ground and hearing what people have to say.

How do we unlock
giving? We need a culture
of giving and to allow
people to take control
over their own lives.

• For me, it’s around the word and the assumptions we make about
it. We’re often talking about the rich talking to the poor. Maybe we
need to change the word to giving so that different elements other
than financial become the basis of support. That should disrupt the
way we look at it. The question is, how do we unlock giving? We need
a culture of giving and to allow people to take control over their own
lives. It’s about the concepts and assumptions we make about it.
• I’m interested in disrupting the way it’s seen and the way it operates.
I think it’s about listening more, realising we don’t have the answers,
and if we’re really serious about that, how many of us go around
developing strategies, deciding how to spend money, etc.?
• The power differential we have between giver and receiver is important
– if we really level the playing field we’d disrupt philanthropy. We need
to look at participatory forms, at an empowerment model, where
we empower the people we hope to serve make the decisions. That
would disrupt the whole status quo. Some inwards looking is needed.
Sometimes it may not be appropriate for us to go out there with
guns blazing, with all the answers. We need to go back to the love of
humanity. It’s not about money. It’s about time, money, thought, and
what you could give to others. Not about high net worth individuals
giving. It’s about ubuntu – I am, because you are. We need to take
collective responsibility for challenges in a community, where everyone
is collectively contributing to the love of humanity.
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• I think we’ve forgotten how to listen, especially when there’s an
uneven power relationship.
• There is a change in thinking in, for example, how we should
assist refugees. Instead of providing food, we provide cash based
interventions, so refugees can make choices about what kind of food
they want to eat with their families. This has restored a lot of dignity
to refugees, and we hope it will lead to a different way of looking
at them. They’re often warehoused in camps, or put aside and not
contributing to the economy. Cash based interventions mean they
can contribute to the economy, and can lead to them sharing skills.
• It’s about breaking the boundaries. As philanthropists we have the
luxury to think out of the box, be creative, and get buy-in to embrace
this heterogeneous society. But our real focus has been on getting
everyone in the same line: non-racial, happy, this and that. We need
to embrace what is different about our society and what makes us
tick, that already would be disruptive.
• Some of the learnings from today are that aspirations have a
deadline. South Africa is reaching that point. The anti-establishment
thing that Clem was talking about isn’t something we’re going to
avoid. There were aspirations, and promises were made in 1994,
but aspirations have a deadline. The frustration when you do not
achieve the thing that has been promised: that patience becomes
frustration, and the eventual expression will be in a violent way. We
have reached that point in South Africa. People have been made
promises and those have not been fulfilled. If we don’t start figuring
out solutions, we will have a particularly violent society.

People in South Africa
have been made
promises and those have
not been fulfilled. If we
don’t start figuring out
solutions, we will have
a particularly violent
society.
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6

Presentation of the
National Treasury study on
philanthropy in South Africa

Nathalie Vereen (Director, National Treasury: International Development
Co-operation), said the study on philanthropy in South Africa started
during 2015 and was intended to inform National Treasury about
philanthropy in South Africa: how it is done, by whom, how much support
and towards which sectors.
There was an assumption that there the development sector, including
philanthropy and civil society had a lot of knowledge about development
co-operation, she said, however it was a shock to sit in interviews with
foundations and have people ask if development co-operation was still
relevant and being provided to South Africa.

South Africa is a
middle-income country
and traditional donors
such as the European
Union, Germany and
France were shifting
their focus and donor
support to least
developed countries.

The study asked questions about relevance, strategy, need, outcomes
and impact of philanthropy to allow for a better understanding of a
relatively unknown sector that is part of the development support
landscape. South Africa had been a recipient of international donor
funding from various partners who had supported the country in its
transition period, she said, but there was a shift in global patterns.
South Africa is a middle-income country and traditional donors such as
the European Union, Germany and France were shifting their focus and
donor support to least developed countries (LDCs).
The relationship was thus changing towards an arrangement where
Treasury negotiated the terms of co-operation to align to the National
Development Plan. However, South Africa remained an unequal society,
therefore Treasury had to use the remaining funding available to ensure
good practice, to test innovative approaches and make technological
advances for future replication and upscaling. That required Treasury
and government as a whole to think out of the box.
Treasury’s role had always been to look at protecting the funding
of international funders, and ensuring value for money and good
compliance, she said. Currently it received about R3-billion of official
development assistance as well as concessional loans; these loan
amounts represented on average a 10-15% grant portion.

38

Summary report of the Disruptive Philanthropy SOUTH AFRICA Symposium

Development co-operation would increasingly need to be responsive to
the Sustainable Development Goals, she added. Treasury was therefore
looking at strategic partnerships for achieving global and regional public
good, so sustainable development and the revival of the aid for trade
nexus was key. Philanthropy, as a domestic resource, was one of many
instruments to achieve this, she pointed out. Philanthropy had come to
the forefront, and was gaining momentum and importance globally. The
study was intended to explore how we engage with and work alongside
philanthropic foundations as development co-operation would drastically
decline from 2020. The study mapped the philanthropy landscape and
developed strategic considerations for interaction between Treasury
and the philanthropy sector.
Vereen said it was difficult to just click on a website and find information;
even during interviews, it was not possible to get detail in writing thanks
to the very private nature of foundations. Treasury had to acknowledge,
therefore, that this was one study, and just the first one – it was just
to get a sense of the sector, and it would not be possible to get all the
answers and detail it sought.
The study found that philanthropy followed quite a structured approach,
she said, which came as a surprise. They had also found that access to
government departments was difficult, and relied on relationships which
broke down when contact people left. The research showed government
was perceived to be a hostile environment because it was fixated on
compliance, so there was a need to merge the two different mind-sets.
To build a successful collaboration, she said, there were a few building
blocks – building trust, encouraging openness, finding opportunities to
work together, keeping the engagement going with a purpose, planning
and implementation using strengths of the sector and mandate. In
essence, there was a lot of good work happening, and future partnerships
could happen if there were adequate willingness from both sides.

What was interesting
about the study was
that it showed that
government and
philanthropists were not
so different to each other.
But there was a trust
deficit, and that would
require dialogue to ensure
both parties understood
each other, and each
other’s contexts.

What was interesting about the study, she said, was that it showed that
government and philanthropists were not so different to each other. But
there was a trust deficit, and that would require dialogue to ensure both
parties understood each other, and each other’s contexts.
There was an openness from Treasury to work with foundations going
forward and to collaborate on projects, she concluded.
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Environment

Dogma, artifice, spectacle, science?

Facilitator Saliem Fakir, head of the Policy and Futures Unit at WWF,
contextualised this discussion by saying sometimes people felt as if
environmentalism swayed between witchcraft and real science. The
people on the panel, he said, liked to work with evidence, and that would
inform the session’s debate and discussion.
He said there were three elements to discuss:
1.	The United Nations Framework for Climate Change, where many
countries try to agree to bring about collective action to solve climate
change. There had been some success with the Paris Agreement
where countries committed to a 1.5 degree Celsius target, but the
agreement was still voluntary, which encouraged nations to make a
bottom-up commitment.

1.5°
Continue all efforts
to limit the rise in
temperatures to
1.5°Celsius by 2100.

2.	He said it was important to ask whether real change would
happen. What was the local dimension? Climate change wasn’t
only happening in China and the US. How did you deal with the
local dimensions and shifting the environment debate? How do we
understand environmental and development issues? How does it
affect inequality?
3.	Would change be brought about by technology or beliefs? And what
could philanthropists do to tackle these issues?

Prof Mary Scholes
School of Animal, Plant and Environmental Sciences, University of
the Witwatersrand

Mary Scholes said it was unequivocal: climate change was happening.
She added that there was a very human-centric idea of what climate
change meant, but the planet will exist into the future – with whatever
fauna and flora survived the changes. She pointed out that geologists
would tell you that climate change has always been happening; the
difference now was that the frequency of extreme events was increasing.
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Humans produced a large amount of carbon dioxide, which gets trapped
in the earth’s atmosphere, and that trapped the heat and was the reason
for the temperature increase.
Scientists know that it becomes increasingly difficult for humankind,
together with the rest of what makes up the planet, to continue to
function if we go beyond a five degrees (Celsius) increase in temperature,
she said. Somewhere between six and eight degrees would threaten the
existence of the small island states, which was why the Paris Agreement
had settled on one and a half degrees.
In South Africa, she said, we would be looking at about double the global
mean, so if the global mean is 1.5, then South Africa will warm by three
degrees and we are very close to that already. The minimum night time
temperature would be more greatly affected than day time temperature:
this would go up by about four degrees, and would impact plant function,
which has a chain reaction.
There are climate sceptics, and they fall into two groups, she said. One
group firmly believed that this wasn’t an issue we should be committing
so much time to. The other group were employed specifically by big
corporations to draw the attention away from the evidence.
Science’s ability to predict rainfall was not certain for most places
in the world and it was very difficult to make good predictions for
South Africa, she explained; science was much better at predicting
temperature. However, the timing of rainfall is changing in South
Africa, which means that the mid-season drought may be much more
intense, in the summer rainfall areas.

The timing of rainfall
is changing in South
Africa, which means
that the mid-season
drought may be much
more intense, in the
summer rainfall areas.

Impacts felt across our region, she said, would include a decrease in
agriculture, especially the yield per hectare in crops we commonly plant.
We have the technologies to change that – for crop production, she added,
but you then have to account for increased energy and carbon usage and
production. The biodiversity of South Africa will change, especially in the
Karoo and west coast of Africa, and we should prepare to say goodbye to
the penguins in Cape Town and the succulents in Namaqualand.
Bird diversity was also changing, as was fish location, which was a big
problem for small industry fisheries, as the fish had moved from the west
coast to the south-east, and even the birds have difficulty finding the
fish. The government response from the Department of Environmental
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Affairs, and their role in the negotiations in global agenda had been good,
but it didn’t always filter down to the provincial and metropolitan areas.
However, a lot of South African people had started to change the ways they
live – there are many ways to do this, she said, and they are meaningful.
Finally, she said that at every single meeting on climate change, a significant fraction of the agenda was around ethics and morality. Africa has
not significantly changed the global atmospheric carbon dioxide concentration, but it is the biggest contributor on the African continent. This will
necessitate that we take a very careful look at our future energy mix.

Cormac Cullinan
director, Cullinan and Associates and author of Wild Law

Civilisations that
currently dominate
the planet were no
longer viable in the
long run because
they are ecologically
unsustainable.

Cormac Cullinan said we needed to shift our focus to pioneering viable
21st century societies. There was no doubt in his mind, he said, that
the civilisations that currently dominate the planet were no longer viable
in the long run because they are ecologically unsustainable. Most were
unlikely to survive the century, and it was simply not possible to carry on
exploiting the earth as we have in the past, to feed these societies.
The question was, how to make the transition to ecologically sustainable
societies? We needed to fund social movements that would pioneer
these societies, he said, and homed in on four crucial aspects of the
current ecological crisis:
1.	What people call ecological challenges are actually governance challenges, he said. Human behaviour was causing these problems, so the
mechanisms that regulate our behaviour aren’t working well enough.
2. 	The problems are systemic – they cannot be solved in isolation like
fixing one part of the machine. Climate change is not the problem – it
is a symptom of deeper systemic problems, he said. We needed to
find out what was driving the problems and address them at the root.
3. 	He said the roots of this problem were very deep – we had adopted
an anthropocentric world view, and believed that we were the centre
of the universe, and that the rules of nature don’t apply to us (human
exceptionalism). Apart from the ethical problems with that, this
belief was simply untrue.
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4. 	The challenges we were facing were orders of magnitude greater
than any challenge that humankind had faced in its existence. The
last time we had extinction rates like this was 65 million years ago
when a meteor hit the earth, so it is almost impossible to overstate
the magnitude of the challenge.
Our response to the crisis, he continued, had to begin with a shift to an
eco-centric perspective. Humans needed to understand and respect the
interrelationships that exist in nature, as they were what mattered most.
We also needed to build a movement, because if you need to change
everything, you need everyone, he said, and you need a lot of people to
bring about a lot of global change. In order to create a global movement
one first needed a unifying vision and a manifesto for action that allowed
for the building of a very wide coalition. The Universal Declaration of the
Rights of Mother Earth did this. It was important that the declaration
phrased this issue in terms of rights, he said, as the great struggles for
social change that have succeeded have all been rights based.
The next step was to show that it was possible to achieve the vision.
Ecuador had adopted a constitution and Bolivia had passed laws that
recognised the rights of nature. An International Tribunal for the Rights
of Nature had been established to show that these ideas could be applied
to actual cases to produce better results.
Next you had to build alliances, he said – a global movement that’s strong
enough to bring about fundamental changes in society. The Rights of
Nature movement was bridging the red-green division – social activists
were starting to see that nature rights were crucial.
Finally, you had to unleash creativity, he said, a shift in perspective that
would help people to see how they could reinvent everything.

Humans needed to
understand and respect
the interrelationships
that exist in nature,
as they were what
mattered most.

In conclusion he likened the solution to the environmental crisis to a
‘cathedral project’. Building a cathedral was intergenerational project,
he said. People had to come up with a grand, inspiring vision to build
something extraordinary on a great scale, and then many people would
have to collaborate over generations to bring it into being.
The current environmental crisis was a problem hundreds of years in the
making, and you couldn’t fix it by changing lightbulbs alone – it required
fundamental changes to the structure of society. It needed an idea
whose time had come.
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Lindy van Hasselt
director, the Lewis Foundation

Lindy van Hasselt said that delegates had heard from Clem Sunter
and other speakers about some of the major flags or trends that could
disrupt the status quo and force philanthropists to materially change the
way they did things.

It would require
courage and
determination by board
chairs, trustees, family
members, directors
and CEOs to step out of
their comfort zones.

Philanthropists’ focus might be more closely aligned to one flag or
another, so for instance, it could appear that a for social justice funder,
the issues of migration would have the greatest impact, she said. For
the Lewis Foundation, an environmental funder, funding climate change
should be the obvious fit. Yet all these game changers were in fact cross
cutting issues, and it would take some out-of-the-box thinking and
planning by philanthropists’ boards and CEOs to make the leap that US
Homeland Security did, to see climate change as one of the major threats
to security in the USA. It would require courage and determination by
board chairs, trustees, family members, directors and CEOs, she said, to
step out of their comfort zones.
Philanthropists would have to ask themselves some hard questions,
she said:
• Is what we choose to fund really relevant in today’s South Africa?
• Is what we are doing challenging the status quo we are all so critical
of, or maintaining it?
• How do we manage the skewed power relationships that come with
being a donor: are we even aware of the power of our money?
• Are we sucked into the fashionable trends that sway philanthropy or
have we really interrogated why we do what we do?
• Considering the urgency, should we be considering business unusual,
and unlocking endowment funds or spending more than the usual
sustainable withdrawal rate of 4.5 - 5%?
• Is the way our endowment is invested, undermining our mission?
Have we considered the possibility of using our endowments for
‘responsible investing’, ‘mission investing’ or ‘venture philanthropy’?
• Is the make-up of our board and staff and grantees representative of the
issues we are trying to tackle? Do we need a wider range of experiences
and generations in the room to really make relevant decisions?
Perhaps a starting point for achieving effective philanthropic practice
was a disruptive hard look at how philanthropy foundations were
structured, governed and functioning, she remarked.
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The session asked whether the environment was dogma, artifice, spectacle
or science, she said, but in fact it was none of those. It was simply the air
we breathe, the water we drink and the food we eat. Many were so caught
up in the man-made world of economies, currencies, capital flows, urban
development and political systems that they had lost sight of the fact that
our economic capital is entirely invested in our natural capital.
The human race will survive another economic crash, she said. It will
survive another world war, another corruption scandal, another massive
migration, another Arab spring. However it would not survive if the
fundamental systems on earth could no longer produce the air we
breathe, the water we drink and the food we needed to live.
Climate change was the one flag of all those Clem Sunter mentioned
that had the potential to pull the rug out from under the entire planet,
she said. This would require a massive collective response from not only
governments, but every organisation, interest group and person.

The human race would
not survive if the
fundamental systems
on earth could no longer
produce the air we
breathe, the water we
drink and the food we
needed to live.

Whichever way you cut it, whatever your mission or focus, climate change
and the environment was a cross-cutting issue that had to be factored
into every philanthropy organisation’s thinking.
She concluded with an impassioned plea to other philanthropists to keep
the environment front and centre in their thinking and scenario planning.

Panel discussion
After some questions from the floor that included how the climate
tribunal worked, food security and the importance of teaching children
to respect the environment from a young age, the panellists responded
as follows:
Cormac Cullinan:

Human beings can stand in for those aspects of nature that can’t speak
for themselves. The real issue is balancing what humans want against
what’s good for the whole. The idea of the tribunal is to show what it
would be like if environmental jurisprudence were in place. Early childhood
development is extremely important – children are naturally close to
nature and we educated them out of it. The factor that contributes
most to having environmental awareness is unsupervised exposure to
nature. We need to expose children to nature and wild places and not to
educate them out of it. With respect to food, the best thing is to teach
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people to grow food. When you tell them where it comes from, you get
to the crucial issues. The whole food movement is becoming part of this
movement because it’s a fundamental thing. Apparently the average
country has 60 years left of crop production – which is truly terrifying if
true. Many civilisations have collapsed from depleting their soil. Food is
the nexus that shows how we are part of the body of earth.
Mary Scholes:
I’ve been involved with different companies that have made very
courageous decisions. Singapore, for example, as said there will be no
more concrete buildings. Volvo won’t be making any more buses and
trucks that use diesel. The board simply said ‘no’ to the shareholders.
Every day big and small companies are making very courageous decisions.
Much smaller ones as well. We need to look at what the causes are in a
particular region of the greatest impact of climate change, and not fund
those industries anymore.

Changing mind-sets
in children is vital,
and families play very
important roles in
what they allow their
children to do.

Changing mind-sets in children is vital, and families play very important
roles in what they allow their children to do. We need to think about the
vehicles people aspire to having – that directly links to food industry. We
need to produce food with a lower carbon footprint, if you think about
the food chain and how food is transported.
Lindy van Hasselt:
I don’t think we’re doing enough personally on an individual basis. It seems
to have fallen off the corporate agenda. One of the ways philanthropy
can assist is to support civil society. We had an incredibly robust civil
society in the apartheid years – that needs to be strengthened again.
Civil society is important because politicians respond to what voters
want. Civil society can force government to reconsider public policy. Only
civil society can question what is really going on.

The Lewis Foundation works at graduate level but we realise that we have
to feed that pipeline, so although we don’t focus on schools, we are looking
at how we can strengthen environmental education at schools. One
programme we’re involved with is Fundisa for Change – in collaboration
with Rhodes University. It might be worth looking at how to get that to
early childhood development level – it’s a train-the-trainer programme.
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Introducing the environment when looking at issues of immediate
hunger is interesting. If your focus is on feeding, do some navel-gazing
and ask what the cause of the hunger is, and then ask what you can do
about managing the deep-seated systemic issues.
Saliem Fakir rounded off the discussion saying there were major issues
around climate change, but they were inter-related, systemic issues and
they stemmed from the way we have structured our societies.
The big challenge, he said, was the transition. Cormac Cullinan had put
forward a new vision, but it required a value shift. In the end it was about
the preservation of human society, because we’re not willing to forgo
our own life on this earth.

195

-2°

Countries that
adopted the Paris
Agreement in
December 2015.

Holding the increase
in the global average
temperature to well
below 2°Celsius.

5

1.5°

The agreement will be
reviewed every 5 years,
with the first
evaluation in 2023.

There were major
issues around climate
change, but they were
inter-related, systemic
issues and they
stemmed from the way
we have structured
our societies.

Pursue efforts to limit
the temperature
increase to 1.5°C.
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Human movement and its
impact on society
Facilitator Dr Sally Peberdy, a senior researcher for Gauteng City-Region
Observatory, explained to delegates that the title of the session and some
debates around migration framed it as an unnatural process and practice,
which can lead to problematic understandings and conclusions. In fact,
she said, human beings have been moving from one place to another since
we came into existence. The settled life is not the human experience. How
do we therefore come to see migration as a disruptor of society?
She added that the migration experience is not the same for everyone. It
is shaped by gender, race, nationality, and even the reasons you migrate
– whether you are forced to do so, or it’s a voluntary decision. We needed
to understand some of those complexities, she said.

Prof Ingrid Palmary
African Centre for Migration & Society, University of
the Witwatersrand

The migration experience
is shaped by gender,
race, nationality, and
even the reasons you
migrate – whether you
are forced to do so, or
it’s a voluntary decision.

Professor Ingrid Palmary said migration was a disruptor but that didn’t
mean it was negative. There have been some very positive social
disruptors. Migration was fundamentally about empowerment, she said,
adding that a lot of the data is missing and suspect, and tends to be overly
aggregated. The research, policy debates and policy frameworks tended
to be dominated by South Africa, therefore South Africa’s experience
tended to overshadow other data, which meant researchers struggled
to make sense of it as a regional phenomenon. There had been a gradual
increase in migrant numbers, she said, but they still made up less than
5% of the population, and not the crisis it would seem. However, they
tended to be clustered in very particular areas, which meant that in
those places it could feel as if there were large numbers of migrants.
What we did have in this region was long-term circular migration, she
said. There were no other parts of the world that compared in terms
of how circular the migration was. Also, domestic migration by far
overshadowed cross-border migration and presented a much bigger
challenge, as South Africa was urbanising at an unprecedented rate.
There was also some feminising of migration.

48

Summary report of the Disruptive Philanthropy SOUTH AFRICA Symposium

She said there were three main disruptors:
1. 	Governance: African cities were growing rapidly due to high fertility
and mobility, and the fastest growth was taking place in small towns
and on the urban periphery, often beyond municipal boundaries. An
absence of governance was a predictor of violence, and if you looked
more closely you found multiple forms of governance in the form
of many community leaders. The democratic structures were still
in flux and developing, but the lack of cohesive governance led to
people justifying violence in the language of democracy.
2. 	Global power: Palmary pointed out that one had to look at migration
policymaking across countries – there are global pressures on South
Africa. She asked delegates to consider what factors shape how
policy gets made, because while there is international pressure,
some of it isn’t the pressure you expect. The US, for example, played
a central role in our trafficking policy, but not in the way one would
expect. Issues outside of trafficking such as trade and defence
relationships created pressure for South Africa to develop counter
trafficking programmes, not the TiP reports and other countertrafficking activities. Alongside this was a strong re-emergence
of nationalism and national identity, she pointed out. There were
anxieties around social cohesion, and some felt the solution might
be to get migrants out. South Africa’s social cohesion policy, for
example, conflated nationalism and social cohesion.

African cities were
growing rapidly due
to high fertility and
mobility, and the
fastest growth was
taking place in small
towns and on the urban
periphery, often beyond
municipal boundaries.

3. Interpersonal relationships: The third disruptor was the changing nature of everyday gendered practices such as long-distance mothering,
sex work, and global care chains. How we think about families, morality and ethics needed interrogating, she said. Alongside this, we had
an imagined stability in policy such as child protection policy or health
systems, which didn’t speak to the everyday realities of movement.
In summary, Palmary said there were a few key points to consider.
Mobility was the norm in this region, and it had not been possible to
stop migration. Migration was driven by prospects, protection needs and
passage. But cross-border migration was not exceptional, nor where the
concern lay. Furthermore, restrictive policies were extremely expensive,
ineffective and potentially very dangerous. However, migration disrupted
a lot of what we take for granted about families, governments and the
world. And perhaps we should be asking why so few people move.
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Jamala Safari
head of bursary programme at the HCI Foundation

Jamala Safari said that seeing migration as part of the disruptive
philanthropy debate was about interrogating the way philanthropy has
been done in South Africa until now. Was it being executed in a way that
was inclusive, compassionate and for people on the move? How could
it be scaled so that it could adequately address the challenges to help
people on the move to integrate into South Africa?
Philanthropists needed to ask themselves why they weren’t including
members of this community in their programmes, he said. It was time
to look at the long-term integration of refugees and asylum seekers in
South Africa, he pointed out. They had come here looking for refuge, and
hoping the country would give them peace and stability to rebuild their
lives. They wanted to be active in society, and be integrated in the social,
cultural and economic spheres.
However, there were enormous challenges facing them, he said, such as
learning a new language, accessing documentation, enormous cultural
barriers, the struggle to access public services such as health and
education, the struggle to access meaningful employment, being victims
of xenophobic attitudes and attacks, as well as the stereotypical attitude
people have towards migrants. Still, most were resilient, resourceful and
had skills that South Africa could use to address its pressing challenges.

Asylum seekers and
refugees were just like
any other disadvantaged
community in South
Africa, with the same
obstacles to achieving
their goals.

Referring to Clem Sunter’s address on flags, he said the issue of migrants
could turn into a red flag if it was not adequately addressed, but could
turn into a green flag if we looked at ways to integrate migrants into
our society. Asylum seekers and refugees were just like any other
disadvantaged community in South Africa, he explained, with the same
obstacles to achieving their goals. They were ordinary people with
dreams, passions, fear and hope.
Safari explained that as an immigrant himself, he didn’t have any
social capital when he first arrived in South Africa. He needed a tertiary
education, so he saved R20 000, was accepted to do a degree in
biotechnology issues, and was fortunate enough to receive a bursary
from the HCI Foundation. It meant working three or four jobs at the same
time, but the core part of his tuition was funded. Today he managed
the foundation’s bursary programme, which gives out 1 000 bursaries
annually, 50 of which go to asylum seekers and refugees. And with that
assistance, he added, a lot of his problems disappeared.
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Changing a refugee from a red flag to a green flag was possible, he
pointed out. It was just difficult to know what to do, or where to start
when there was so much need?
He suggested that philanthropists consider investing in vocational
education and training as well as tertiary education because first, the
impact of investment in this area had a huge effect to solve other issues
for refugees, second, it didn’t require a lot of money to change the life of
an individual, family and community. Third, he said, it was important to
target the right kind of people in South Africa. Most were in their early 20s
or 30s, and many were parents and have family responsibilities. Allowing
them to access further education, would give them power to respond to
their needs and as a result they wouldn’t be a burden to society.

Allowing refugees
to access further
education, would give
them power to respond
to their needs and as a
result they wouldn’t be
a burden to society.

He proposed ring fencing a number of bursaries for refugees, for example
– even one or two students would be an achievement. Individuals could
also work if donors ask other organisations already working with refugees
to identify a student who met specific criteria.
In conclusion, Safari said philanthropists shouldn’t be afraid to embrace
this area. It wasn’t necessary to forget about South Africans entirely –
just to be inclusive in your intervention, in a small or big way depending
on your ability.

Dr Tanya Zack
urban planner and researcher

Dr Tanya Zack said her work, which is largely among Ethiopian immigrants
in Johannesburg, looks at how these migrants make do in a crowded
inner city in the absence of a good infrastructure, and how they exploit
the infrastructure that does exist.
Johannesburg’s inner city had always been occupied by migrants, she
explained, and it had been transformed since the 1990s. The infrastructure
was built to last, she added, and many spaces had been informalised and
appropriated for densities not allowed for by the authorities. Sometimes
the ways of making a living were survivalist; sometimes the ways of living
were entrepreneurial, and places of innovation and learning.
Apartments originally built for young couples and single people were now
inhabited by several families or a collection of single people, she said. The
accommodation market was sensitive, intelligent and inexpensive, and
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the places were clean, but the poor were letting to the poor. Buildings
were being used in a way they were not intended to be used. There was
no security for migrants to sign tenant leases, added. They depended on
the informal market. Joburg is a place to make a living, so competition in
the informal economy was tight.
Economic marginalisation was pronounced in the inner city of Johannesburg, she said, citing recycling waste recyclers as an example. They work
very hard, but there is no labour protection or infrastructure for them.
Many might walk up to 30km a day dragging loads four times their own
body weight.
Furthermore, Johannesburg’s inner city was a place where leftover land
or abandoned buildings were appropriated for income production. She
painted a picture of a harsh city, where women had to carry fire on their
heads to make a living. Nevertheless, it was a place where the city’s
infrastructure allowed migrants to flourish.

Johannesburg’s
inner city was being
transformed – a
building designed for
medical suites had been
repurposed into tiny
cubicle sized shops,
with just one square
metre of floor space.

The inner city was being transformed – a building designed for medical
suites had been repurposed into tiny cubicle sized shops, with just one
square metre of floor space. Here traders unpacked and displayed their
goods creatively, leaving themselves just enough room to stand.
China met Africa here, she said, in hundreds of cupboard sized shops.
Competition was intense, and the greatest threat was from Johannesburg
police, and raids were daily occurrences. The City of Johannesburg was at
odds with itself, she pointed out. It spoke about being inclusive, but swept
clean anything it perceived to be a threat. It was a gross miscalculation,
she concluded – these migrant businesses were economically enabling,
and were pioneering new ways of doing shopping.
Sally Peberdy wrapped up the session by flagging the recently published
South African Green Paper on International Migration (2016) which in an
attempt to manage unskilled and semi-skilled migration to South Africa
from SADC countries proposes circular migration – where a migrant
can come to South Africa, but their family won’t be able to come with
them, and drew parallels to the migrant worker system that sustained
the mines during apartheid. In terms of nation-building, she pointed out
that it is very difficult to get citizenship in South Africa if you’re a middleclass, white, skilled person. It was even more difficult for refugees and
immigrants who do not fit this description, and the proposals in the Green
Paper would make it even harder.
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Another proposal in the Green Paper, she said, was that future asylum
seekers would not be allowed to work, study or be self-employed until
their claims for refugee status had been adjudicated and that they will be
housed in a kind of detention centre or camp. If you claimed asylum, she
said, you would be placed in a camp until your claim was determined, and
if you had passed through a third country, your claim would be denied.
She highlighted that in the midst of talks about decolonisation, this policy
was based on the Australian asylum/refugee policy. Running through
this, she said, were questions around management and governance.

Questions and discussion
Question:

It seems there are great opportunities for tertiary education, and adults,
but what are the issues around migrants’ children?
Question:

As a child born in exile and who experienced the concept of migration
and the concept of a country not wanting you anymore, this is extremely
moving. One of the biggest issues is that it’s disruptive in every possible
way – families, relationships, in so many ways. What we’re talking
about here is how that disruption can lead to positive change. I might
have a particular lens on it, but I heard a lot of problems, and not a lot
of recommended solutions. What are the key areas where we can do
better that would make a significant difference?

It seems there are
great opportunities
for tertiary education,
and adults, but what
are the issues around
migrants’ children?

Question:

As I understand it, refugee centres have been closed down, and people
are meant to renew their papers every three months, but now they
can’t – they have to travel to Gauteng to do so. What happens to those
people if this new green paper is instituted? What happens to them?
And is there any litigation in process to rectify this?
Question:
We work in the education space. One of our programmes works in
Jeppestown district. They’re at the stage of partnership where they’re
reaching out to more vibrant representatives of local government of
the city. Who else might they link with that has a proactive approach to
building those kinds of partnerships?
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Question:

Around the concept of horizontal giving – has there been any kind of
research among migrants and how can we support that level of giving?
Question:

How do we reconcile the broader transformation policy in South Africa
with the issue of migrants? What will the next steps for the green paper
be, and what’s your forecast for that?
Ingrid Palmary:

We’re not thinking about mainstream services for migrants: there is work
to be done at all levels. The green paper calls them reception centres,
but they are camps. And they will cost a fortune, apart from the human
rights issues. Integration really was the way to go, but work is needed on
solutions that achieve that. The challenges facing migrants are the same
challenges facing poor South Africans.

Home Affairs is under
court order to reopen
the refugee centres, but
they say they are keeping
them closed because of
the green paper.

As for the refugee centres, Home Affairs is under court order to reopen
them, but they say they are keeping them closed because of the green
paper. I don’t think it will pass the constitutional test. But there have
been court cases of one form or another since 1998. I do think there are
a lot of solutions to the problems around migrancy. It’s a disruptor, not a
crisis. I don’t think we are harvesting the economic potential in migrants,
but it needs to be properly planned. We have policy that doesn’t speak
to the migration patterns – our policies just say they shouldn’t happen.
There are lots of things that need to be done at all levels.
Tanya Zack:
In Johannesburg we don’t celebrate the Afropolitan nature of Johannesburg. We mock when people refer to it as a world-class African city,
but we don’t recognise what is world-class about it. There is so much
innovative practice from migrants. We don’t have an adequate migrant
reception centre. People arrive here without social capital, and they need
safe places to live, access to job market, and so on. We need a jobs clearing house in the city for all job seekers. Jobs is the new housing – we really
need to think about job creation, and start thinking about places like Jeppe
as artisanal neighbourhoods. We need to be thinking creatively and understand the processes of people who have created jobs for themselves
out of nothing.
Jamala Safari:

In terms of children – we don’t want to have services that are only
dedicated to refugees, but they do need to transition when they arrive,
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and children can’t just stay at home while they do that. Children need to
access some learning so they can cope when they go into mainstream
schooling. The big issue is access to documentation, across the board.
Some people have been here for 20 years and they are still registered as
asylum seekers, for example.
Ingrid Palmary:

There is a large body of work of research on social capital, some of
which looks at migrants’ networks. It’s very much how they get ahead.
There’s also body of literature on how people try to dodge their family
responsibilities, and how much of a burden that can be among the poor.
As for the South African transformation agenda – there is a version of
it that is anti-foreigner, which is really worrying. That’s why I raised the
issue of a return to a particular kind of nationalism. There are also debates
that recognise that one of the things apartheid did was to separate us
from the rest of the continent, and that reintegration is essential for all
of our wellbeing.
The green paper discussion will, no doubt, follow the regular policy
process, but it’s impossible to say what the legal route will be, except
that there will be court challenges to it.

One of the things
apartheid did was to
separate us from the rest
of the continent, and that
reintegration is essential
for all of our wellbeing.

Tanya Zack:
Just a comment on the horizontal giving: people’s dislocation in South
Africa is profound, and among the Ethiopian traders I’ve worked with
there are social networks that are imported and adapted locally, such
as communal stokvel type arrangements, and social support networks
around death. People have established those and they are useful to look
at. There are profound complexities and difficulties if someone dies here
or dies at home; some extraordinary stories.

In Johannesburg’s inner city, in such extremely crowded conditions, the
city isn’t set up as a residential space, so there is enormous need for
investment in public open space – park space. One can’t overestimate
how huge that need is, especially for children.
Sally Peberdy concluded the discussion saying that there were many
opportunities to partner with organisations already working with
migrants or doing policy and advocacy work. A number of legal entities
were doing work in this area, who also required funding, she said. Finally,
she reminded delegates that a lot of the issues migrants faced affected
the rest of the South African population as well.
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9

the crisis of global capitalism
Professor Irhon Rensburg, vice-chancellor,
University of Johannesburg

Professor Irhon Rensburg began his address saying he had found the
symposium programme fascinating, and that delegates were grappling
with important issues.
He said that the crisis South Africa was experiencing not only in
universities, but across a range of sectors, had a lot to do with the crisis
of global capitalism. It was fair to say, he explained, that if one looked
at Europe and North America as key sources for turning the economic
wheels in the South as much in the north, and the east, then those
wheels had been grinding down to a halt slowly but surely since 2008.
At this point in time, he said, it was difficult to see a way out of the global
economic crisis we found ourselves in. Global capitalism was not offering
us any new ideas, whether in respect of production itself or in terms of
the major crisis we were facing in youth and women’s unemployment.
He illustrated his point with an example: in South Africa, if a black woman
did not get a job within two years of completing her schooling she will never
get a job, he said. She would have to survive on part-time jobs for the rest
of her life, bearing and rearing children most often as a single mother.

Global capitalism was
not offering us any new
ideas, whether in respect
of production itself or
in terms of the major
crisis we were facing
in youth and women’s
unemployment.

The question we have to grapple with, he said, is how we get the economic
machine moving again to get ourselves out of this massive quagmire?
Poverty is widening and deepening – how do we get ourselves to a
position where the constitutions that have founded our nation states
are worth the paper they are written on?
It was self-evident, he continued, that in the instance of South Africa,
our constitution is at risk because notwithstanding the ambitions of
the National Development Plan, which he co-authored, it seemed less
evident to him that South Africa could work itself out of the crisis it
found itself in.
Our economic crisis is linked to the crisis in the north, which is linked to
the economic crisis in the east, he said. Fifty percent of our exports and
imports head to the east, an important shift away from the north, but
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we did not fully anticipate the connectedness of north, east and south,
and how these related to each other.
South Africa is confounded with a major crisis, he said: an economic,
social and political crisis. His prognosis was that we could expect two to
three years of more of the same. It was difficult to gaze into a decade
from now and to see light, he said. Part of the university’s job was to
nurture light, hope, and possibility, and he was confident that delegates
were grappling with these issues, as all of us should.
Those marching on Parliament on the day of the symposium were doing
so in the expectation that university education would get a new boon,
but this was not the case, he said. It was impossible for the Minister of
Finance to find new money when the economy was not growing, and
SARS was not collecting more taxes.
Out of a total income stream in 2015, he explained, universities received
close to R65-billion, of which R30- or R35-billion came from tuition fees.
A decade ago the mix was different – tuition fees made up a much lesser
percentage. Today tuition was as much as 48% of total income, whereas
a decade ago its share was in the region of 25-28%. The real decline in
state funding per capita has had the effect of universities closing that
gap by increasing fees. Universities have had little opportunity to build
other streams of income, and they continue to struggle to mobilise
income from their alumni, or to generate enough commercial activity in
their institutions.

It was impossible for
the Minister of Finance
to find new money
when the economy was
not growing, and SARS
was not collecting
more taxes.

Universities’ success rates – their graduation rates – also continue to
struggle he said, but our system is not much different from our peer
nations. On-time graduation rates currently sat somewhere between 30
and 40 percent. On-time plus two years sat between 40 and 50 percent.
This represented enormous wastage, he said. If we were able to improve
the flow in the system, we would have 600 000 students enrolled
instead of a million, and as much as 40% discount in all kinds of costs.
He also pointed out that the state of South Africa’s public schools is
only marginally worse than, for example, those in the US. The variance
around the mean is not that significant, and you get the same range of
outcomes in the US as you get in South Africa.
It is evident, Rensburg said, that human society is in crisis. The idea of the
nation state as we know it is at risk because elites are giving short shrift
to the idea of the constitutions that have founded those nation states.
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Furthermore, he said, the focus of elites sadly continues to be what it
has been for many decades – self-preservation, helping themselves.
Corruption seems not to be abating, he said; it seems to be escalating,
and there are new opportunities to deepen that. He cited the planned
nuclear deal as an example of something that could become another
arms deal fiasco.

We needed to change to
the idea that the most
vulnerable in the nation
state should be lifted by
those who were
most privileged.

If South Africans relied solely on the state and parliament, he said, they
could expect more of the same in future. If, however, they recognised
the power of civil society and what they had accomplished in previous
decades, then the possibilities opened for reconnecting with the
fundamental values that had led to the constitution of this new nation.
All South Africans had a responsibility to build and nurture those values.
And we needed to change to the idea that the most vulnerable in the
nation state should be lifted by those who were most privileged, he said,
as opposed to the other way around where the privileged trampled on
the vulnerable in their pursuit of more.
When we see Braamfontein go up in smoke, we should not be surprised,
he added. We should be surprised that our townships and rural villages
were not on fire.
Rensburg said the risk that we faced in this leadership vacuum, was that
those who were populist, who did not carry the support of the mass of
our people, would be on the streets putting across populist ideas and
mobilising people into insurrection and ungovernability.
We could expect more securitisation of our campuses in the next two
or three years, and that would leave a damaging impact on the culture
and tradition of universities. And if that was not enough, he said, our
climate is in peril, precisely because of the doings of his generation
and those who came before. And it could not be right, he said, that we
used 20th century ideas of development and consumption to drive our
understanding of what it is to be developed.
If we did not rethink consumption and development and engender a
fundamentally disruptive approach to what development means, as
opposed to being developed, then we would make no headway, he
continued. Tinkering at the top would not usher in a new tradition and
culture in the new world we required.
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Returning to the crisis in higher education, Rensburg said it could not be
the case that universities continued to pursue a project of wanting to be
ranked in the top 100 universities in the world, and as a consequence
of that quest, that the issues that are pertinent to our nation state took
second place. In part he said, this quest had contributed to the lack of
curriculum transformation after apartheid was dismantled. Universities
had left aside that which should define them.
Access was not enough, he said. Universities had to invest effort in
nurturing the kind of leaders who would take us out of the quagmire we
find ourselves in. South Africans also shouldn’t be surprised when there
was alienation in universities – from academics through to students.
No-one should be surprised when there were explosions, rage, anger
and deep hurt.
It could not be fair that a child whose family earns R10 000 a month
graduated with R300 000 worth of loans, he said. A new scheme needed
to be found for the so-called ‘missing middle’ because so often families
were to go to loan sharks to take out a new loan every month at a high
interest rate, to keep the child at university – because that child was the
hope of that family.
A solution needed to be found, and soon. To shut down South Africa’s
universities for three months would have devastating consequences. Six
of the top eight universities in Africa were in South Africa, and without
solutions, their academic stature would be gone.
The only solution he saw was to convert NSFAS from a loan system to
a grant system, effective January 2017. This would not be a new cost
for Treasury, but Treasury would have to consider underwriting a new
scheme of R10-billion a year to enable the missing middle to access
university in an affordable manner.
He concluded by saying his impression was that the state was beginning
to wake up and respond – not always appropriately, not always
consistently, but it was beginning to respond, and the crisis in universities
was serious in respect of both opportunity and risk.

The state was
beginning to wake
up and respond
– not always
appropriately, not
always consistently,
but it was beginning to
respond, and the crisis
in universities was
serious in respect of
both opportunity
and risk.
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Corruption:
the great disruptor
David Lewis, executive director of Corruption Watch, opened the session
noting that corruption was appropriately identified as a disruptor,
but not in the sense that it was the most pressing social problem we
faced. It could not be put on the same scale as inequality, poverty and
unemployment, he said.
However, he pointed out that if anything was responsible for the
growing absence of trust between the public and public sector, it was
the ubiquity of corruption. Increasingly, South Africans just didn’t believe
the solutions offered by government anymore.
From a funding perspective, he said, as with most social justice issues,
the difficulty for funders was that it was difficult to measure the impact
of their activities. And it was difficult to figure out how to allocate scarce
resources or persuade funders their cause was worth funding.

Hennie van Vuuren
senior research fellow, Institute for Justice and Reconciliation
(Open Secrets Project)

Hennie van Vuuren said he’d been working on project looking at
corruption over the last 15 years in South Africa. He explained that for
most people corruption might not seem to be the most pressing issue,
but it was incredibly important because of the impact it had on other
areas. For instance, if migrants needed documents, they might have to
bribe officials to keep their place in the queue.

South Africa had
potentially effective
anti-corruption
laws, but there were
challenges around
implementation and
the integrity of public
institutions tasked with
tackling corruption.
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He started his presentation focusing more on the macro level trends,
such as conversations around state capture, or broad trends such as
the auditor-general’s last report where irregular expenditure had grown
from R5-billion to R25-billion over a five-year period.
South Africa had potentially effective anti-corruption laws, he said, but
there were challenges around implementation and the integrity of public
institutions tasked with tackling corruption. He cited examples of the
independence of the National Prosecuting Authority (NPA), the decision
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to get rid of the Scorpions and replace them with the Hawks, and so on.
The allegations of Gupta state capture recently revealed in the Sunday
Times, he said, had a very long past. In the late 1970s and 1980s, he
pointed out, the Matanzima government of the former ‘homeland’,
Bophuthatswana, had received a handsome cash payout, and a
community was moved off the land that was to be occupied by a casino
resort owned by Sol Kerzner. This had enabled Kerzner to start building
his empire. He pointed out that the IPASA meeting was taking place in a
hall named after the same man.
Furthermore, Kerzner had a ‘problematic’ relationship with Bophuthatswana Minister of Finance. The minister had arrived from the UK in 1980 and
following a request Sol Kerzner’s company, Sun International, agreed to
‘top up’ his salary: a clear example of conflicting interests.
Fundamentally, Van Vuuren explained, that was an issue of state capture
that was not adequately dealt with in the past. It had come a long way,
and the country had not learnt from its past.

Part of the weakening of
institutions like the NPA
had the consequence of
protecting individuals
and political parties
who’d benefited from
things like the arms deal.

Now, he pointed out, it shapes our present – the previous week
Corruption Watch and Right2Know had launched papers in the Gauteng
High Court to take the president and a number of judges to court over
their investigation into the arms deal of the late 1990s. The Seriti
Commission of Enquiry had spent almost three years looking into issues,
and ultimately it ended up as a whitewash. That cover-up benefited a
group of politicians, who were paid bribes, but that was tiny in comparison
to what the big foreign arms corporations made, said Van Vuuren.
Part of the weakening of institutions like the NPA had the consequence
of protecting individuals and political parties who’d benefited from things
like the arms deal, he said. Research undertaken by van Vuuren and Paul
Holden show that about a million jobs weren’t created because of the
arms deal, in terms of the opportunity cost that was lost.
In terms in how corruption shapes our country now, he added, one
had just to look at Nenegate, which might seem comical in retrospect,
but had shaved billions of rand off the value of the country’s national
pension fund – money that should have been reinvested in the economy
to create jobs. Instead the interests of a small group of people – the
Guptas and many politicians – were being protected.
The question, Van Vuuren said, was how to respond if one was invested
in the future of South Africa?
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First, he said, the private sector had an important role to play in tackling
issues of corruption. About R300-billion left the country every year
through illicit capital flight, and much of it was enabled through the
criminal practice of tax evasion.
South Africans needed to have a serious conversation within the private
sector, he emphasised, and instead, reinvest that cash in the economy.
The country’s elites were not investing in our country’s future – we
needed to ask how we could shape a national conversation around how
to build a new social compact?
Futhermore, it was essential to address the issues of corruption and
inequality, he said: that needed a more robust conversation.

About R300-billion left
the country every year
through illicit capital
flight, and much of it
was enabled through
the criminal practice of
tax evasion.

Second, he said it was important to appreciate the role that civil
society played in keeping these issues in the foreground, and it was
vital to support that capacity. Private philanthropists could fund social
movements that held the public sector to account. South Africans
needed to do more thinking within civil society about what role it could
play within litigation, setting the agenda for public prosecutors, etc.
There was much that we could do, he concluded, so much that must be
done if we are committed to the future of this country.

Karabo Rajuili
amaBhungane Centre for Investigative Journalism

Karabo Rajuili said investigative journalism was watchdog journalism
because its role is to check what was happening in society, and ensure
wrongdoing was corrected. It had a strong public interest mandate.
When scandals emerged, investigative journalists hoped their exposés
would have an impact on society.
Globally you saw a different trend to the role of investigative journalism
in terms of the impact the stories had, she said. For example, when the
Panama Papers were published, in the UK there was an anti-corruption
summit, and several finance ministers resigned. In South Africa there
was a much slower process of change and reaction to exposés, she said.
For example, amaBhungane’s work around the Gupta family had started
about four years previously, with one reporter diligently looking at the
relationship. A lot of undercover work had happened over a long period
of time, and was only now starting to bear fruit.
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The idea, she said, was to look at the systemic issues in society and show
the connections between various people; show patterns of negligence
and abuse of the system to wider society, which hopefully might have
an immediate result, or lead to some positive change.
Investigative journalism, she said, helped to close the accountability
gap, ultimately empowering the public. Second, it supported those with
influence in making changes, and finally, because it was open to getting
information from whistle blowers, investigative journalism gave them a
safer platform to expose wrongdoing.
It was important to ensure that information was well packaged in the
public interest, she said, rather than just putting out large dumps of
information where readers would not have the time to make the right
connections. AmaBhunghane was a non-profit investigative unit, she
said, now fully independent, and no longer in an exclusive relationship
with the Mail & Guardian. The unit had a variety of platforms including
its own website, so that it could reach a much wider audience.
AmaBhunghane was also involved in a skills transfer programme, to
share the investigative skills its members had acquired over time.
The hope was, she said, that the cumulative result would be not only to
get exposés out to the public, but also to promote a strong media and an
open, just democracy in society.
There was a changing atmosphere around civil society in the country,
she pointed out. A lot of organisations were talking about the closing
down of space for them, and in the media sector, for traditional print
media forms, there was a global rapid decline in sustainability for print
media. It was a challenge, she noted, but also an opportunity to innovate
the way print media packaged its stories. The challenge was how to
generate revenue while being on digital platforms.
She added that there was an increase in donors funding independent
media, which raised new and interesting questions. In the past there
was a Chinese wall between advertisers and editorial, but new funding
models were starting new conversations around ensuring editorial
independence. One of the pressing issues was that many media groups
have had to cut down on staff and resources, and one of the first places
to go was their investigative entities. It was vital to maintain these
investigative units to fight well-resourced people who had were able to
whitewash their wrongdoing, she said. Society needed journalists who
had the resources to fight back.

It was vital to
maintain investigative
units to fight wellresourced people
who were able to
whitewash their
wrongdoing.
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Bongiwe Mlangeni
CEO, Social Justice Initiative

Bongiwe Mlangeni said that funding the Social Justice Initiative (SJI) had
not been easy, but this was a trend the world over. If you spoke in business
terms, she pointed, out, the product the SJI was selling appealed to a niche
market with a certain demographic – it was like trying to sell strawberries
to people who were demanding apples. Only a few philanthropists saw
the point in funding social justice advocacy organisations.
But they were beginning to appreciate why philanthropists resisted
supporting this kind of work, she said. There was a perception that these
organisations were antagonistic against the state, and used courts to
legitimise their claims. However, this was not always true. She conceded
that when these civil society organisations challenged the state they
invited the media, but when they co-operated with the state, they didn’t.
There was also often no heart connection with this kind of work, she said.
It was not easy to see where the results were, and difficult to measure
impact. One meeting in particular had helped her to appreciate potential
funders’ reservations, she said. She met with a group of philanthropists
who asked what the risks were for them, and she started to think a lot
about this risk question.

When civil society
organisations
challenged the state
they invited the media,
but when they cooperated with the
state, they didn’t.

She said there were a number of things foundations and individuals
could do to assist organisations in the space of fighting corruption.
Philanthropists and foundations could invest in initiatives that looked at
corruption, who did the research and looked at ways of tackling it, so
that people could get a better understanding of the flow of money in
South Africa and how it undermines the growth of our economy. They
could also do a lot to support value-driven work, and transfer this idea
of integrity to a younger generation.
There was also a need to support NGOs in general, she said, and help
them with how they navigate the shifting world of fundraising – share
with them how to negotiate and close the deal, as many simply didn’t
know how to do it.
Supporting NGOs with how to fundraise better, particularly in this
new space, and providing support for teaching them to network
better and exchange knowledge, were all areas where philanthropy
could make a difference.
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Questions and discussion
In response to questions from the floor on successes, funding challenges,
the false narrative around corruption being a relatively new thing in
South Africa, and the extent of state capture in South Africa, the panel
responded as follows:
David Lewis:
We have a very active partnership with GIZ, who are absolutely fantastic
partners. As part of their support, we get fantastic advice and assistance
including a development adviser – someone with online campaigning
experience. What we’ve learnt is that online fundraising about more than
just putting a bank account on a website and thinking money will come
in. There’s an elaborate back office supporting that – payment systems,
public marketing, and working out what the story is that you’re going to
tell, which will resonate with the public.

There is a whole new
emerging group of
wealthy South Africans
who want to give and
don’t know which
avenues to use.

We’ve been surprised how uninterested funding organisations are in
providing seed funding for this aspect of our work. Maybe they think that
public fundraising is something that is not going to work in South Africa.
What really interests me is the extent to which it starts a different kind
of conversation with the public: we promise that we will be accountable
even for the R10 you give, so how can we be accountable?
The idea that high net worth individuals are the main givers also feeds
into the inequality narrative. There has to be a way to reach out to all
people. There is a whole new emerging group of wealthy South Africans
who want to give and don’t know which avenues to use. These are
people who are still connected to families in townships or rural areas,
which is another market we still need to tap into.
Hennie van Vuuren:
Apartheid corruption is an important issue to investigate. We didn’t
have adequate access to information during apartheid, especially on
the procurement and sale of weapons. Thirty percent of the economy
focused on the military sector, but no newspaper could report on the
corruption. There were scandals, but the meat of PW Botha’s machine
in the defence sector was never focused on. They didn’t deal with the
Armscor, who shifted offshore to buy weapons during apartheid. There
were internal auditors, but there was no oversight and relationships
between arms companies and regime were incredibly close. So corruption
goes back quite some time in South Africa.
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Karabo Rajuili:

The change that comes out of the pieces we do is iterative. For example,
the Nkandla story first broken in 2009, and we finally saw a Constitutional
Court victory this year. And a number of investigative pieces used as
evidence. So change does come, but it often takes a long time. You have
to be in it for the long haul.
There have been smaller victories such as a Transnet exposé about the
awarding of a tender to a Gupta associate. Treasury looked at the process,
and changed the tender process. Investigative pieces are for public to use
as they see fit. Our advocacy work ties in closely with our investigative
work, and we challenge areas where we can’t get information. We fight
those battles to the very end.
But I think our biggest victory is being here. That we went through a
huge transition in trying to be an independent entity. It’s remarkable that
we’re still here and doing decent investigative pieces.
David Lewis:

Things might have been a lot worse if we weren’t there fighting these
battles. How deep is the problem of State Capture? When we look at the
institutions, we see that the problem is extremely deep. But the problem
with corruption, is that to cover it up, a successive range of institutions
are compromised in the process.

The problem with
corruption, is that to
cover it up, a successive
range of institutions are
compromised in
the process.
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Five years into what we’re doing now, I feel more certain that problem
is capable of being tackled. We’ve had an immensely positive response
from the public, and an increasingly positive response from public sector.
And there’s a much greater willingness to engage with us on the part of
the private sector, in the form of large corporations.
One measure of our impact is the measure of which the conversation
has become about corruption at the end of the day. The days of the truly
corrupt may indeed said to be numbered.
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Facilitated discussion

How does IPASA as a group materially
enable change in South Africa?

Gail Campbell, CEO of the Zenex Foundation, facilitated the smallgroups discussion. She set the stage by noting that delegates had spent
two talking about what philanthropists should be funding, and how
they should be funding it. She said it was important for philanthropists
consider the interests of their individual organisations as well as the
interests of the sector. And then to ask how to support each other, what
more they could do, and what they should do less of.

11

The delegates then broke into small groups to discuss how foundations
could work more collaboratively and how they could jointly support the
work of IPASA to build the philanthropy sector.

Points arising from the discussion
• There was general agreement that there should be more flexibility in
what foundations funded. They needed to broaden scope, and “let a
thousand flowers bloom”.
• As a collaborative, perhaps IPASA members could make a joint contribution to fund anti-corruption efforts. Another recommendation
for collaboration was to perhaps look at having a theme each year
where IPASA members could collaborate on joint funding so that a
cross-sectionality of various themes were covered.

It was really important
for people to share
ideas and create new
spaces to potentially
work together, and
think about common
problems. It was
essential to go further
than just the dialogue.

• IPASA could be a catalyst for collaboration around a particular theme.
• IPASA’s members could identify centres of excellence and support
those as well.
• Intersectionality was important. Dialogue had great value, but the
quality of what was discussed and who was in the room during that
dialogue was vital. It was really important for people to share ideas
and create new spaces to potentially work together, and think about
common problems. It was essential to go further than just the dialogue.
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• IPASA needed to have conversations that broke down silos and
found links, conversations that were trans-disciplinary.
• One suggestion was to create a space where people could register
their programme, intention and desire and invite other members to
partner with them.
• IPASA had a role in terms of strengthening different approaches to
grant-making and exposing foundations to different types of NGOs
that existed within the sector.
• An event like the symposium helped members us to collaborate
in a way that respected the individuality of each foundation. On
invitation there were a lot of opportunities to work together on
specific themes.
• The symposium was very well constructed, taking themes and a
number of different perspectives, and sharing the complexities of
working in that space. These themes could be added to the IPASA
website, and shared with other organisations not present.
• It wasn’t just about capacity – it was also about demographics and
diversity – was IPASA willing to open up? There were other forms of
philanthropy that IPASA could position itself to be at the intersection
of, and many more black voices were needed in these kinds of spaces.

Campbell summed up the comments saying that IPASA’s role needed to
be creating the space to share, dialogue, network, and partner.

An event like the
symposium helped
members to collaborate
in a way that respected
the individuality of each
foundation.
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She left those present with a question: “To create these opportunities
requires some resources and capacity. With the benefit of the history
of having been involved in another association that had a very similar
intent to IPASA, which eventually had to close down as the programme
to strengthen the philanthropy sector and promote collaboration could
not only be sustained through membership fees alone.”
She argued that if foundations truly wanted to develop the philanthropy
sector, they would need to collectively support and fund IPASA to play
this role.
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