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Opening address
SHELAGH GASTROW
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, INYATHELO: THE SOUTH AFRICAN INSTITUTE FOR ADVANCEMENT

In 2010 a donor conference was convened by The Atlantic Philanthropies, the Charles Stewart Mott
Foundation, the Claude Leon Foundation and the Board of Executors (BoE) Private Clients Philanthropy
Office, and was organised by Inyathelo. This conference brought together for the first time international
private money and local private foundations vested in the South African philanthropic landscape. The
conference produced robust discussions about the future of philanthropy in South Africa and the roles
that both international and local sources could play in building our philanthropic culture.
In the last session Inyathelo was asked to help bring together a network of local foundations as a first
step to build collaboratively a community of practice, provide opportunities for discussion, examine the
South African context and effectively learn from each other.
The result was a day-long meeting in early 2011 with an intensely engaged assembly where tough
discussions took place. At the end of the day there was agreement that a loose network known as the
Private Philanthropy Circle (PPC) would be established and the focus for 2011 would be on donor
practice. Inyathelo agreed to serve as the secretariat for the Circle.
This symposium is the outcome. It is two days long and includes discussions and workshops on donor
practice through the lenses of power and collaboration.
Power dynamics exist within every donor-grantee relationship and are rarely openly discussed. Day one
of this symposium aims to shine an illuminating light on the pitfalls, opportunities and responsibilities
that come with the power inherent in a philanthropic context.
Collaboration and partnerships will be the focus of day two. Representatives from government, the
treasury, and the corporate sector are participating in these conversations.
The PPC, in its short lifespan, has brought together peers and colleagues and developed strong
friendships and partnerships. It is now an established network that is becoming known as a vital
contributor to philanthropy in South Africa. However, it is also a young network which has fragile
aspects and will need to be tended slowly and carefully.
The last session of the symposium will be an opportunity to discuss the future course of the PPC.
Hopefully that thread will be running through all of the engagements over the next two days, both
formally and informally, and the Circle will emerge with a dynamic conceptual and practical plan for
the future.
Thank you.
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Participant expectations of the donor symposium
Participants were asked to articulate their expectations for the two days. Their responses fell
into five broad categories:
1. Grantmaking practice
• To explore and agree on strategies to improve grantmaking practice.
• To learn how to identify potential impact when assessing grantees.
• To discover how networks with other donors can be used to the advantage of grantees.
• To explore the shared learning that comes out of improving grantmaking practice.
• To explore the idea of collaborative grantmaking.
• To explore how we can actively use connections and connectivity between grantmakers for
greater impact.
• To understand how collaboration can benefit foundations, what factors make collaboration work,
and which factors are the pitfalls.
• To find ways of leveraging our collective impact through giving.
• To hear about the bad decisions and terrible mistakes as a way to learn a lot very quickly.
• To translate the talk about collaboration into something real and concrete.
• To learn and share experiences with South African foundations about how to deal with the
challenges of mobilising local resources.
2. Private Philanthropy Circle
• To learn about the PPC and its participants and explore how we can co-operate with each other.
• To find a way to leverage the discussion of the PPC to better coordinate grantmaking in local contexts.
• To emerge with a plan for strengthening and growing the PPC in order that it remains relevant to
South African funding.
3. Philanthropy in South Africa
• To gain a better understanding of how local philanthropy fits into the South African context.
• To get a better grasp of how philanthropy can become more relevant to the challenges facing
our society.
• To participate in shared thinking to find better and smarter ways of fixing local problems.
• To try and address some of the local problems with both local and international thinking.
• To better understand the local model of philanthropy.
• To learn about how to grow philanthropy in South Africa.
• To explore how to make local donors more visible so as to encourage international donors.
• To compare and contrast local and international models and find best practices for the South
African context.
• To examine the risk profile of philanthropy as a sector.
4. Power in donor-grantee relationships
• To gain a sense of how power relations and dynamics work between donors and grantees.
• To understand the pitfalls and the power dynamic that goes with being a donor.
• To reflect on our roles as donors.
• To recognise and understand the power dynamics between funders and recipients.
5. Networking and partnerships
• To meet new people and hear more about what others are doing.
• To build networks and make friends.
• To meet potential partners and explore opportunities for collaboration in philanthropy work.
• To build greater partnerships.
• To learn what others are doing, exchange experiences and strengthen and build networks.
• To look at developing a framework for building effective partnerships.
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Power in philanthropy
Participants were divided into small groups and given the opportunity to discuss issues of
power in philanthropy – types of power, how it is managed, what it means for us in our work
and in various roles. Participants then came together to contribute to a wider consolidated
discussion on the theme.

Power is inherent in every relationship

Power can be used positively
or negatively

Points of consensus were established:
• Power is inherent in every relationship.
• The sources of power are varied and people can assume power
both consciously and unconsciously.
• Perceptions of personal worth and the demands of ego feed
assumptions of power as do positions in organisations,
perceptions of organisational influence, connectivity to other
power hubs and discretion over resources.
• Power can be used positively or negatively.
• Grantees are not powerless.

The perception, acknowledgement, management and
meaning of power in philanthropy relationships
SHAUN SAMUELS
CIVIL SOCIETY PROGRAMME, CHARLES STEWART MOTT FOUNDATION

Shaun Samuels discussed how power dynamics play out in the various elements that comprise the
relationship between donors and their beneficiaries, including issues relating to power, giving and risk,
evaluation, communication and sustainability.

Power
There was strong advocacy in the discussion for the realisation that it is the way in which power is used
that defines levels of acceptability when assessing power within a philanthropic relationship. Power can
be used positively or it can be used negatively. Positive power builds all members in a partnership and
encourages communication, collaboration and development. Power used negatively reinforces
imbalances which in the long run are directly detrimental to the immediate partners and, ultimately,
damaging to the environment in which they operate.

Positive power builds all members in a
partnership and encourages
communication, collaboration
and development

4

Donors are often perceived to hold power automatically. As the
dispensing custodians of resources they are frequently presumed to
be able to impose that power at will. However, the majority of
donors realise that with power comes responsibility. Insightful
donors, who engage with societal difficulty at both the micro and
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macro levels, understand that they have the responsibility to build
power in grantees through engagement and loyalty. They
understand that “delivery” is not only about outcomes but also
about enhancing strengths, building capacity, suggesting
collaborations and challenging thin strategies. Engagement that
empowers demands that donors do not shy away from difficult
conversations and that they “stick” with their grantee partners
through tough and, occasionally, unpleasant times. Engagement is
an act of empowerment that good donors use to the advantage of
their own and their partner organisations.
Loyalty builds trust and confidence. Donors who are direct, honest
and dependable over extended periods of time help to build their
partners and the environment in which their work takes place. A
warning note was sounded on the subject of dependency. Donors
should take care that they do not encourage dependency.
Dependent organisations are ‘power-poor’.

Insightful donors, who engage with
societal difficulty at both the micro
and macro levels, understand that
they have the responsibility to
build power in grantees through
engagement and loyalty

Dependent organisations are
‘power-poor’

Grantees are not powerless. They have the ability to assure
outcomes, paint visions and promise fulfilment of the donors’ most
Grantees are not powerless
cherished objectives in ways that can sway the choices that donors
make when ascribing funding and resources. Grantee organisations
are frequently the intermediaries between ultimate beneficiaries and the donor and, as such, have the
power of information and communication.

Giving and risk
Giving is about risk and risk cannot be separated from the real
possibility of failure. Donors must ensure that they do not overreact when there is non-delivery. Failure can and should be used as
a learning opportunity and good funders see these instances as a
chance to figure out why. The questions that funders should ask in
these situations include the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Failure can and should be used as a
learning opportunity and good
funders see these instances as a
chance to figure out why

Were our expectations too high?
Did we give too much money because we had a budget to spend?
Did we listen enough?
Did we understand the time it would take?
Did we do our best to interact with other donors and their governing boards?
Is our staff complement able to provide the support that our grantees may require? Are we
effective advisors?

The risk dynamic applies not only to donors but to grantees as well.
• How do donors communicate their attitude toward disappointment?
• Do reporting requirements inadvertently push grantees to report only successes and not challenges?
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Outcomes and reporting requirements that encourage a “quick fix” or use rigid frameworks for
evaluation force linear results that sometimes give rise to information being gathered that is valueless.
For example, if donors disproportionately emphasise accounting and the cost-benefit analysis of grants,
this will force grantees to develop statistics such as “this project reached 1 000 people” without any
indication of what that might really mean. Donors must be aware that the work of the grantee
organisation can be drawn away from its core work in order to service donor requirements.
Risk-taking donors need to be aware of the universal impact that allocating funding or re-designing
strategies has on grantees. For example the emphasis in South Africa has shifted towards education
interventions. Unfortunately, as a result, many of the traditional welfare organisations have had their
support withdrawn with little or no notification and often with no more than a month of leeway in
terms of funding. The consequence of this is that the welfare environment is in serious trouble and in
danger of collapsing. Retrenchments in the NGO sector have reached alarming numbers. Civil society
workers are leaving NGOs in droves for more stable working environments and NGOs in general are
closing down as they are unable to withstand the funding lag, thereby exacerbating the hardship
experienced by the most vulnerable members of our society.

Idealism should never mask the reality
that our choices have consequences

Responsible funders acknowledge the profound responsibility that
comes with choosing to support a particular sector or
organisation, and clearly understand that in doing so they deny
someone else. Idealism should never mask the reality that our
choices have consequences.

Evaluation
Project evaluations and impact studies should be dual carriageways. Donors should consider requesting
that the organisations that they fund evaluate them. A true partnership that espouses equivalency of
power would have this as a pre-requisite.

Efficiency and effectiveness are
not identical

In addition, should funders hold unrealistic expectations, grantees
need to be clear and candid with them. Quick successes may be
desirable but they are not always possible and both donors and
grantees need to be able to manage each other’s expectations with
clear communication and planning. Efficiency and effectiveness are
not identical.

The problems faced by civil society are complex and strategies are written in language that resonates
unquestionably with what needs to be done, for example, ‘eradicate poverty’ or ‘do away with HIV and
Aids’. Frequently, at the operational level, work is just being done without recourse to conceptual
strategies, and these two aspects must be synthesised in some way.

Communication
Communication was noted as a key requirement for improving the misperceptions that can arise
between donors and grantees. Nevertheless, communication was also seen to have pitfalls. It needed
to be open and receptive so that honesty of purpose, need and intent could be candidly expressed by
both sides. It was also remarked that the act of a good communicative process did not necessarily
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guarantee the desired outcome for both sides. Sometimes the result
of good communication was that the donor or grantee might have
to follow another avenue in their pursuit of partners.

Sometimes the result of good
communication was that the donor
or grantee might have to follow
another avenue in their pursuit
of partners

The extent of communication that was taking place between
potential donors and applicants was flagged for discussion. Some
participants felt that new applicants had little opportunity for any
communicative process with prospective donors. The demand on
donor resources outstrips the demand many times over and as a result donors, particularly
organisations with small staff complements, are only able to deal with the consequent inundation
through mechanical systems that leave little or no room for personal interaction.
One participant stated that although it was understandable that this
situation has led to an increase in formulaic questionnaires being
used for applications, it had to be noted that these did not serve the
applicant well. Questionnaires rarely left space for a potential
grantee to voice alternatives and concerns, or propose variations,
which in turn sometimes led desperate or inexperienced applicants
to submit proposals that were not congruent with their core
interests or work.

Questionnaires rarely left space for
a potential grantee to voice
alternatives and concerns, or
propose variations

The C S Mott Foundation convened a forum in which donors could reflect on the projects that went
awry and did not deliver the expected outcomes. At that conference, discussions kept returning to the
lessons that could be learned from projects that did not deliver as envisioned. Inability to complete or
deliver a project places responsibility on all partners to assess their preconceptions and behaviour within
collaborative practice.

Withdrawal of funding and sustainability
When funding withdrawal without discussion or evaluation is the
immediate consequence of non-delivery, the incentive for deception
is strong. Grantees need to feel that they are able to broach
difficulties both large and small timeously with their funders and
that they will be heard as equal partners in the relationship.
Anything less would mean that the relationship is insincere and that
risk and reward are being shouldered disproportionately.

Grantees need to feel that they are
able to broach difficulties both
large and small timeously with
their funders

Development realities and sustainability issues are real and appreciated. However, in the light of the
global recession and the forecast that the immediate future is not looking much better, the
development sector must also take responsibility for anticipating funding deficits. In addition, donors
can be fickle and withdraw or downgrade funding without warning or discussion. This does leave a
huge responsibility on the management of development
organisations to build reserves and to be realistic about the
realisation of future funding opportunities given the national and
Not all NGOs can be sustainable
international economic environment.
and it is a simple fact that some
Not all NGOs can be sustainable and it is a simple fact that some
can raise funds and populate a reserve fund and some cannot. It is

can raise funds and populate a
reserve fund and some cannot
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also true that some NGOs should close when they have achieved what they have set out to do. Donors
should not be funding organisations that have outlasted their value. The environment is difficult but
in-as-much as there are organisations doing useful work, there are also those who are not and donors
need to talk honestly and openly to each other about this.
It is important that organisations have plans and forecasts in place and that the issue of sustainability
is brought to the fore. However, NGOs do not hold donors accountable for the context, circumstances
or way in which some have been known to withdraw their funding. Exits need to be planned and,
undertakings to support the growth and development of an organisation need to be resolute. The time
frames for organisations to grow their reserves are not uniform. They depend on various factors
including (but not limited to) leadership, the shape of the sector in which the organisation works, the
demands placed upon the organisation, the state of the skills gap in the sector, and the number of
unavoidable crises that the organisation has to manage.
It is also not possible for all civil society organisations to branch out into commercial enterprises, thereby
limiting the opportunity for the generation of their own funding.

Challenge is a key part of a funder’s
reality and funders need to be sure
that they are able to embrace and
manage it if they are serious about
systemic change

Inyathelo’s stance has always been that giving and receiving form an
intertwined relationship that has to find balance so that donors can
realise their vision through supporting grantees with the expertise
to deliver their objectives. Within such relationships both donors
and grantees have equivalent power by virtue of the skills and
resources that they bring to the collaboration.
Challenge is a key part of a funder’s reality and funders need to be
sure that they are able to embrace and manage it if they are serious
about systemic change.

8
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NGO panel:
Case studies exploring good and bad
experiences with donors
CASE STUDY 1

Good donor practice
PRESENTED BY THE SOCIAL CHANGE ASSISTANCE TRUST
ANTHEA DAVIDS-THOMAS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, SOCIAL CHANGE
ASSISTANCE TRUST (SCAT)

SCAT works primarily in rural South Africa and is an intermediary grantmaker that leverages
resources from other donors for their grantmaking programme. SCAT applies to other agencies
and donors for funding. The issues pertinent to the case study are:
1. The funds had been applied for a year previously.
2. SCAT had a new director.
3. SCAT was working with a new donor with whom SCAT had no previous relationship.
The grant was awarded and the new director was faced with funding that was being given for
purposes that, although projected in good faith a year previously, no longer described the
present environment and SCAT’s needs. The outcomes and indicators that had been suggested
on the original proposal were no longer appropriate. The director undertook to be honest with
the donor before any consolidation of contract was entered into. This had to be done carefully
given that this was not a long-standing relationship and that there existed the chance that the
grant might be withdrawn. The donor was prepared to listen to and engage with SCAT and
determine whether the changes in SCAT’s needs and environment still fit their values. They
came to an agreement and a new set of outcomes were designed for the grant.
The donor acted responsibly and with integrity. SCAT acted with integrity and honesty. As a
result the communication process led to a mutually beneficial outcome. The power in this
process appears to have been equitable.

CASE STUDY 2

Clashing values1
PRESENTED BY KHETH’IMPILO
DR ASHRAF GRIMWOOD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, KHETH’IMPILO

A hedge fund group from the United Kingdom (UK) approached Absolute Return for Kids (ARK)
with a proposal that would fulfil ARK’s need for funding and the donor’s need to be involved
in social assistance. From the outset it was clear that the donor’s approach was focused on
analytics and efficient statistics. The grantee had been told that the grant was about doing the

1. The case study is based on Dr Grimwood’s prior work at Absolute Return for Kids (ARK).
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job for the lowest possible amount, reaching the maximum number of people for the smallest costs,
and that the project was for a limited period of three years with no option of extension.
ARK was operating in an environment fraught with difficulty and need. Aids denialism was
rampant, anti-retroviral roll-out programmes were experiencing massive difficulty, the failing health
system was putting immense pressure on NGOs and HIV/Aids care often had to be organised
“under the radar”. In addition, NGOs in this sector were dealing with complex issues around the
quality of care for impoverished sufferers, the dignified rendering of treatment to patients, the
overwhelming inequality of access and resources between poor and advantaged communities and
the continuously escalating numbers of people who were dependent on already overburdened
NGOs for care.
The hedge funders had limited interest in the human dimension of ARK’s work and were focused
on “the numbers”, both in terms of the number of people pushed through the system and the
amount of money made available to the grantee. There was little interest in systemically alleviating
the social deficit in the sector ARK was working in and no option of discussion. ARK was not
treated as a partner but as a subject, with no contribution to make in how best to expend the
resources that were being offered.
ARK, on the other hand, was in a bind – they needed the money to run their programmes. People
were suffering and money was being offered that could help alleviate that suffering. However,
those funds came at an immense cost to the organisation. Some members thought the cost to be
justified and others saw the acceptance of the funds as Faustian.
The organisation fragmented. The ARK environment became one of friction, frustration, timewasting and minimal communication. The emotional and personal cost to staff was debilitating as
they tried to balance the demands of their programmes, the conflict within the organisation and
the erratic demands of the donor which changed seemingly from moment to moment. This all
happened as the global economic environment deteriorated and the cost-benefit ratio of funding
to delivery became a ceaselessly interrogated issue.
Nobody benefited. Relationships were damaged, opportunities were lost and programmes ineffective.

CASE STUDY 3

Responsible reporting
PRESENTED BY THE RAPE CRISIS CAPE TOWN TRUST
KATHLEEN DEY, DIRECTOR, RAPE CRISIS CAPE TOWN TRUST

Rape Crisis has a full-time staff complement of 16 and 80 volunteer staff. There are three offices
in the Western Cape and the annual budget is approximately R6 million.
An international donor awarded Rape Crisis R250 000 toward a staff capacity building
programme. The donor was a developmental organisation and had a clear understanding of
their developmental goals in South Africa. The donor had conducted in-depth assessments and
evaluations on the South African situation and had developed their strategic goals and
implementation plans accordingly.

10
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Rape Crisis at the time was focused on the delivery of their programmes and did very little in
the way of systematic evaluation, had no organisation or programmatic indicators for
monitoring and assessment, and no clear reporting framework that mirrored a strategic plan.
The value of the capacity-building grant was therefore unquestioned. The grant was taken up
and a log-framework was built.
The organisation now has clear indicators and staff have been trained to use them. Reporting
requirements and monitoring mechanisms are in place. However, none of these mechanisms
work in the organisation. The time and energy required to use and adhere to the log frames
draw people away from the key component of their work – rape and trauma counselling. With
one exception, most programme coordinators have had limited formal education. They are
exceptional at the critical interpersonal requirements of their work but struggle with
understanding monitoring and evaluation as critical requirements. These are not the first
priorities of their jobs.
On the positive side, the donor has a good understanding of the development environment in
South Africa and has been unflagging in helping Rape Crisis to develop capacity in the
organisation. However, the difficult part of the relationship with the donor is that their
reporting requirements are considerable. These include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

a narrative and financial interim report
a narrative and financial annual report
the updating of a seven-page partner profile with every submission
a four-page partner survey
organisation of an annual site visit
annual reflection and review meeting with country representatives
at least one (but sometimes two) reflection and review workshops with country partners
an annual on-line survey.

These are all useful exercises and much has been learned as a result of them, but the burden
of this annual administrative task for a single donor is onerous.

Questions and answers
Question: How does an organisation mitigate dependency on one donor so that a single
grant is not able to cause havoc when it goes awry?
Answer:

In part it has to do with the situation of the work that our NGO does. The need is
so great and the reduction in funding to the health sector from all fronts so
devastating that although we understand that we need to claim power, we also
understand that every little drop is going to help a real person in real time and
accepting the cost of that is often not something we have the time to reflect and be
rational about. On a daily basis we face difficult developmental and personal issues.

Question: How do we assess when a donor has his/her own agenda?
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Answer: Donors have a responsibility to understand the
context of the place they are investing in, both in relation to the
organisation and the wider environment, particularly if they are
not operating in the same part of the world. For example, a
donor who is based in London may ask for all kinds of data and
information that is neither relevant nor appropriate for a project
or environment being funded in South Africa. This leads to confusion, frustration
and ill-will and communication becomes combative rather than helpful.

Donors have a responsibility to
understand the context of the place
they are investing in

Question: Was there any indication that the information requested by the donor in the
reporting requirements fed back either to the organisation or was used to inform
strategy for the wider community? (Case Study 3)
Answer:

In this particular case there is no indication that the on-line surveys are fed back and
the grantee has no idea of how the information is used. The annual and interim
reports do influence the discussion that we have with the donor and the other
country partners. They form a platform for discussion which the donor facilitates.

Question: Is it appropriate for grantees to approach donors to re-evaluate their reporting
requirements for a grant?

Reporting requirements for
grantmakers differ widely and many
set the conditions independently of
the grant amount

Answer: The level of reporting required by the donor in case
study three was the standard for the funder irrespective of the
grant amount. Reporting requirements for grantmakers differ
widely and many set the conditions independently of the grant
amount. An open communication to change this should be
possible if the donor’s requirements are placing too large a
burden on the grantee.

Question: What is the real value of a relatively small grant if the administrative load in order
to comply with the reporting requirements is burdensome?
Answer:

In the case of this grant there was value because of the lack of capacity in the
organisation. The reporting proved to be a good exercise for the organisation. It is
not our experience that any local donor requires that level of reporting for a grant
of that size.

Donor comment
From a donor’s perspective reports are necessary because it is often the only mechanism that the donor
has for assessment. However, one does have to ask: Why put yourselves through this kind of torture?
And, perhaps the donor doesn’t know the burden that these reporting requirements are exacting on
your organisation and it may be that an open discussion could alleviate the problem satisfactorily to
both parties. It can be tough for a grantee to decide to make this manner of request to a donor, but
a responsible donor will understand that funding needs to not cost the organisation’s sanity.

12
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Power dynamics in the
practice of philanthropy
The following key questions were raised during
discussion of the case studies:
• Does an organisation have to blindly take on onerous requirements? Are there avenues for
changing these to realise a mutually satisfactory resolution?
• Can and/or should donors be challenged? Do grantees think it possible to do so? Do donors
practise philanthropy in a manner that diminishes the power gap?
• Do donors truly seek to empower their grantees?
• Do donors welcome being appropriately challenged?
• What encompasses donor responsibility in an environment when funding for grants is diminished,
when economic realities deteriorate and when strategic imperatives change? What are the
appropriate ways to withdraw support from an organisation?
• How much responsibility should donors shoulder for determining the value of the work of the
organisations they fund in a sector?
• Is donor practice and donor behaviour solely the responsibility of the donor? Do grantees also
have a responsibility to contribute to sound donor practice?

Donor responses to the above questions were as follows:
• Donors need to interrogate grantees and ask difficult questions. This can be seen as challenging
by the organisation but if it is done appropriately and the intention behind it clearly and honestly
communicated, it can only strengthen all parties.
• Being a good donor requires that we ask difficult questions.
• It is irresponsible for any donor to allow non-delivery to continue irrespective of the size, shape or
reputation of the organisation in question.
• Withdrawal in the case of non-delivery should never come as
a surprise to the organisation. Responsible donors who
engage with their grantees should be able to pick up on the
problems before they are beyond remedy. Engaged
communication must be the first step, not simply exiting
without understanding or warning.

Withdrawal in the case of nondelivery should never come as a
surprise to the organisation
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Organisations should be asking the
difficult questions of themselves
well before donors have to

• Organisations should be asking the difficult questions of
themselves well before donors have to – it is one of the
obligations that accompany running an organisation, particularly
one that relies on donor funding.

• An organisation that has no strategy, does not have a business plan, does not know what it is
doing, or is unable to demonstrate the effect of its work, is not a fundable entity. The donor must
ask the questions that reveal whether these things exist or not.
• It would be useful to know what other donors are doing in the current financial climate. A longterm commitment from a donor is generally for three years as donor financial portfolios are
equally at the mercy of the economic and investment environment. If available funding for
disbursement does not increase, what strategy should we employ to deal with the needs?
• Donors have to make clear and often difficult decisions around how to allocate static funding
portfolios. Most foundations have a three-year projection of the average value of their investment
with some indication of what the yield will be over a period of time. Based on this, timeous
strategies can be adopted on how to best maximise support. For example:
–
–
–
–
–

capital reserves can be used to sustain a grants portfolio
new projects can be put on hold until yields improve
new projects are taken on as others finish
donors can collaborate with each other around projects
give preference to organisations for which they are not the sole funders to help spread
organisational dependency on unpredictable donor funds.

• The decision to use capital reserves in order to fulfil grant commitments is seldom a simple decision
as foundations are generally governed by statutes and legal obligations that are not easily bypassed.
• Some trusts specifically create reserves for these instances and set aside a percentage of their annual
investment income to the establishment of an accessible reserve that does not affect capital.
• Responsible donors have to create balance and consciously engage with the organisations that
they are considering for funding or do fund. There is no single answer. Sometimes it is best to
leave grantees largely alone and to trust that they know what is best and are doing it. However,
there are also occasions when donors have to become practically draconian in order to ensure
that agreements are adhered to. There is not one solution for all. Each grantee is different.

14
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• Reports of mismanagement and fraud seem to be more visible and give the impression of having
escalated. This is true for both donors and grantees and due process and responsible
management are non-negotiable.
• There are realities from which donors cannot escape. Most
foundations are dependent on the size and return on their
assets for the budget they can spend. The economic crisis of
the last few years has severely curtailed available funding for
many organisations, big and small. The important issue is
communication and honesty. We expect our grantees to be
open and honest with us about their delivery and we should
accept that we have the same obligation toward them.

We expect our grantees to be open
and honest with us about their
delivery and we should accept that
we have the same obligation
toward them

• Foundations, too, have goals and objectives against which they measure their funding and
delivery. It is, therefore, in every donor’s best interests to ensure that the decisions taken are done
so with full information and with wisdom. Funders cannot fund organisations that do not know
where they are going or how they are going to get there.
• The value and importance of both the donor and grantee understanding exactly what each
other’s expectations are at the outset of a grant relationship cannot be overemphasised.
• Funders should approach their partnerships with both a shortand long-term plan at the outset of the grant. The short-term
plan addresses the annual or project-based expectations and
the long-term plan addresses the length of time and the depth
of support for which the funder is giving an undertaking. This
gives both partners a clear framework for managing
expectations, delivery and, ultimately, a donor’s exit.

Funders should approach their
partnerships with both a short- and
long-term plan at the outset of
the grant

• Donors have power because they are the gate-keepers to the resources that keep civil society
operating. However, it is the use of that power that is important. Donors must accept
responsibility for their position in the “chain of aid”.
• Within the larger foundations and most corporate social
investment (CSI) programmes where the ultimate authority lies
Social obligations can conflict with
within the corporation, there is the potential for funding
accountability obligations
programme officers to experience conflict between the
relationship they build with their grantees and the obligations
that have to be fulfilled to the larger funding organisations. Social obligations can conflict with
accountability obligations and occasionally difficult decisions have to be made. These decisions
can only be made with integrity if there is a larger framework that determines the strategic intent
of grantmaking to organisations and programmes.
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• Every donor foundation has to determine the reason for its existence and, consequently, the logic
behind its funding values.
• Donor organisations need civil society in order to ensure that our visions are realised and our
objectives met.

Numbers and statistics have value
but there are softer objectives that
are not as easy to aggregate

• How donors define their success is important. Numbers and
statistics have value but there are softer objectives that are not as
easy to aggregate or describe but which are as important as the
hard numbers.
• If South Africa fails, everyone fails. Donors must be responsive
and relevant to the context of our socio-economic conditions.

• Donors need to define clearly what it is meant by “partnership”. An article by Sally Reith
entitled Money, power, and donor-NGO partnerships was recommended as an excellent
reading on the subject.
• Whatever the definition of “partnership” means for each organisation, it is only going to work if
everyone in the relationship is clear on the meaning and if communication around expectations
is done with integrity, clear intention, trust, transparency and honesty.
• Donors have a role to play in assisting grantees to fundraise and leverage funding from
other sources.

South Africa has much to celebrate in the 17 years since democracy. The most important set of
achievements is the establishment of institutions, policies and mechanisms that create a climate for the
strengthening of the constitutional democracy. The efforts of all South Africans – citizens, civil society,
the private sector and government – are to be lauded for bringing us to this point in the 21st century.
However, in stark contrast to those accomplishments, there is visible deterioration of South Africa’s
socio-economic environment particularly in areas relating to social justice.
Our society, for a variety of reasons, has an unsustainable level of inequality. The National Planning
Commission (NPC) Development Report, released on 11 November 2011, concludes that our inequality
rate has reached an all-time high as measured by a Gini coefficient of 0.7. This underperformance is
costing lives as evidenced in, for example, South Africa’s increasing infant and maternal mortality rates.

16
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Keynote address:
Why investing in justice is good for everyone
DR MAMPHELA RAMPHELE
INYATHELO PATRON AND FOUNDER OF THE CITIZENS MOVEMENT FOR SOCIAL CHANGE

What are the reasons for our deteriorating
socio-economic environment?
It is not merely as a result of incompetent governance, there are more complex factors to be considered
like the root causes of inequality.
Firstly, we have not sufficiently appreciated the power of the legacy bequeathed to us by the social
engineering of the apartheid era. We pay too little attention to the systematic way in which the British
colonial system supressed any human and social development of black people. One need only look at
land distribution, the migrant labour policies of the mining industry and the inequalities of access to
education and health care. The legacies of all those remain with us today.
Secondly, we adopted an approach to governance of the post-apartheid state that underestimated the
impact of socio-economic inequities on the quality of the democratic order we were so anxious to bring
about. We assumed control over an unreconstructed state which had been designed for creating
division and inequality.
Thirdly, the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) ignored Professor Sampie Terreblanche’s
submission that summarised the devastating impact of this legacy. Our underestimation of the impact
of this social engineering project set post-apartheid governments up for failure. Drastic steps were, and
still are, needed to tackle structural barriers to greater equality.
Finally, we failed to fully recognise that the seeds sown in the apartheid era would blossom in our postapartheid state. Poor quality education and a lack of exposure to modern management systems in both
the public and private sectors made it difficult for black people to assume the difficult roles of
transformation of the complex system they inherited. The dehumanisation of black people to justify its
[Apartheid’s] existence has left deep scars on many black people’s psyches, undermining even those
with the technical capacity to govern.
You might well ask why I am harking back to the past. The reality is that a past that remains
unexamined is difficult to make peace with. Our past will continue to hold our future to ransom until
we come to terms with its devastating impact. I am convinced that our current predicament of growing
inequality will not be resolved without a willingness to return to its source and make peace with it.

2. The full version of Dr Ramphele’s keynote address is accessible on the Philanthropy SA website,
http://www.philanthropy.org.za
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The legacy of the Apartheid system would not bite as hard as it does had we taken measures to address
it. A key measure is a commitment by post-apartheid administrations to govern in an accountable and
transparent manner to ensure that inequalities of the past are tackled effectively. The failure of
successive governments to show resolute intolerance to corruption is possible only because citizens
have not been vigorous in demanding accountability. Citizen engagement is not the only guarantor of
accountable and transparent government. This is the central message of the Dinokeng Scenarios
released in 2009, which we need to return to.

Why does inequality matter in society?
Inequality is costly for everyone in a society. Well-being, life expectancy, education, levels of trust,
personal security and health care are all adversely affected at every level in a society that remains
persistently unequal.
Amartya Sen, winner of the 1998 Nobel Prize for Economics, compared China and India which were both
growing economic giants and predicted that GDP was not the best indicator of future success. Today
analysis shows that India, despite being a democracy, has – in failing to tackle the inequalities of its society
– fallen well behind China in the race for socio-economic success. China is doing better than India on
important outcomes because it focuses on uplifting the majority of the population out of poverty in a
systematic manner. The trickle-down approach of India’s development model has not served it well.
The deteriorating social indicators in our own society stare us in the face: under-performance of our
education, health, and human settlement sectors have reached crisis levels. The levels of crime and
insecurity, corruption and abuse of state resources indicate a breakdown in our connectedness as a
society. Levels of trust within families, work places and communities are at an all-time low. Ours has
become a “me, myself, and I” society, where empathy levels are low. The gap between our rhetoric of
Ubuntu – the philosophy that I am because you are – and our everyday practices is becoming
embarrassingly huge. This gap breeds anger, frustration and cynicism in our society.

Is there a remedy?
South Africa must invest in and promote social justice as a national priority. What is needed is to enlarge
the circle of care and solidarity by making the promotion of social justice an imperative in consolidating
our democracy. Citizen engagement in fighting corruption, nepotism and abuse of state resources by
those in power is the key to unlocking the opportunities offered by our envisaged self as a prosperous
democracy united in our diversity. We need to walk together as citizens, private sector and government,
in the Dinokeng language, to recapture our dream for our society.

South Africa must invest in and
promote social justice as a
national priority
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We need to become vocal in our intolerance of anything that
undermines the quest for social justice that we committed to at
the dawn of our freedom. We need to mobilise to make those
involved in such abuses pay dearly – be they individuals, political
parties or businesses.

PRIVATE PHILANTHROPY CIRCLE DONOR SYMPOSIUM 2011 | SUMMARY REPORT

How do we accomplish this?
Firstly, as a community committed to greater equality and cohesion we need to model the idealism we
wish to see in our society. There is too much fragmentation of efforts in the civil society space. This
fragmentation leads to inefficiencies, ineffectiveness and unsustainability. The importance of defending
and advancing the principles enshrined in our Constitution has never been greater. But more needs to
be done to educate all citizens to embrace the rights and responsibilities of our democratic order.
Secondly, we need to challenge the business community to assume
the rights and responsibilities of their corporate citizenship in
pursuit of our transformation. Business needs to go beyond giving
as charity and to apply strategic focus to philanthropy. Corporate
social investment needs to collaborate and pool resources for as
long as it takes to see real improvement and difference. How else
are we to accomplish systemic change?

Business needs to go beyond giving
as charity and to apply strategic
focus to philanthropy

Third, we need to challenge each other as professionals and business people to also pay it forward by
making our own personal commitments to giving to promote social justice. Imagine if all citizens who
earn above R500 000 were to commit 1 percent of their annual income for five years to support one
cause or another? My own choice would be to focus on three million young people who are
marginalised by an education and training system that has failed them. We could raise significant
resources to set most of them on a path to recover their dignity, identify their talents and become
contributors to society as productive citizens.
Fourthly, we need to challenge fellow citizens with family trusts that solely focus on their individual
families to invest consistently, strategically and massively in social justice because our fellow citizens are
our family and they need help. By promoting greater equality in this extended family, you are
contributing to a more trusting, more productive, less violent and happier society.
South Africa has enough resources to invest in a more equal society. What is missing is the realisation
that the current level of inequality is unsustainable and needs to be changed urgently. Each one of us
can make a difference by contributing our talents, personal and institutional resources, to wrestle this
monster of inequality out of existence. It can be done. It starts with each of us.
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Questions and answers
Question: Money is available and people are giving, however inefficiencies and waste remain.
How do we balance the pooling of resources for greater efficiency with the reality of
corruption and mismanagement in the very agencies that we may have to work with?
Answer:

They have to be done simultaneously. Firstly, corruption, mismanagement and the
wastage of public resources has happened because we are unorganised as civil
society. No one person can do it alone. There have to be organised groups that
establish and pay for the machinery that is going to get those numbers together
and tackle the monster.
Secondly, my experience in the Eastern Cape has made me see how imperative it is
that we pool resources. We have to collaborate, learn the lessons and put the big
ideas into practice. The problem is that many private companies give in order to 'tick
the box' and comply at the most basic level. But we are going to have to go well
beyond compliance if we are serious about investing in the future of this country.

Question: What is the responsibility of the philanthropy community to transform the culture
of entitlement and personal profit that seems to permeate our government?
Answer:

Firstly, I think that the culture of entitlement is so widely accepted because our
citizens do not know that in a democracy it is unacceptable. They do not know that
ministers use their own cars or that government officials use public transport. We
need to make that comparative data available and accessible.
Secondly, our literacy - when it comes to the processes and practice of governance,
economics and finance - is very low. For example, last week South Africa was
downgraded by Moody’s.3 The majority of our citizens have no idea what that
means and how it will affect us.
We need to ensure that our three million unemployed young people are economically
literate and understand that their unemployment, their inability to get training, their
poor education is not merely the consequence of living in an African country.
Unemployment is created by the approach that we have taken to development.
There are African countries less resourced than we are who do better, and they
need to be learned from, not vilified. Attacking other African people is not going
to solve the problem. Xenophobia is a world-wide phenomenon but I believe that
our form of xenophobia reflects how abysmal we feel about ourselves – the legacy
of social engineering. We need to get our young people the information that will
help them think about this differently. We need knowledge that flows evenly and
consistently through our society. We must help people mobilise effectively and
engage with the issues on the basis of evidence, not hearsay. This would be a
meaningful contribution.

3. Moody's Investors Service is a leading global credit rating, research and risk analysis firm.
See http://www.moodys.com/pages/default_sa.aspx.
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Question: When funding social justice what are the best interventions? For example, should
we fund the Social Justice Coalition (SJC) which mobilises people and works at
ground level or should we fund the Council for the Advancement of the South
African Constitution (CASAC) who deal with the larger, bigger advocacy issues?
Answer:

It is not an either/or, it is both. The one cannot succeed without the other. We need
people who can analyse and take up the big issues and we also need those who
will translate those big issues into grassroots issues and make them accessible and
of use. My plea is that we leverage more support for social justice, not move
current support from one sector to another.

Question: It is difficult to convince local donors to fund social justice when there are little to
no tax incentives to do so and it is perceived as being the provenance of
government – and tax dollars – to fund. How do we change that?
Answer:

We have to make people see that the issues of social justice are so critical in South
Africa that monetary rebates and incentives cannot be the motivation behind
supporting it. We need to give up our need for incentives in the short term in order
to realise the longer-term outcome.
We need a campaign for tax rebates but I believe that our issues are much deeper
than tax money. It is about our colonial inheritance and our self-confidence. Many
African leaders still treat their citizens as subjects which seems to erase pressures of
accountability. In South Africa we have the Constitution which we have to protect
and defend, but we also need to make improvements to those aspects that block
our right to hold our leaders accountable.

Question: Ending corruption is a key social justice issue. What role does philanthropy have to
play in that?
Answer:

We have to be deliberate in the way that we support and lead programmes. For
example, if you support education it needs to be beyond book learning because your
investment should produce young people who also understand values, commitment,
the responsibilities of being in a democracy and the duty of citizenship.
If you support an HIV programme you need to ensure that you are supporting not
only the sick, but that you are contributing to the right of people with HIV to not
be excluded, to be treated as human beings and for those that surround them to
be educated about the issues. The only way this works is if there is team work.
Each sector is able to benefit from the other and leverage the best practices of each
other. The private sector and philanthropy need to help government become
better at governing and this needs space for experimentation, for developing
models and for engaging with visionary thinking. Philanthropy has a huge role to
play in all of that.
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The Giving Report 2010 4
ANNA VAYANOS
HEAD OF THE PHILANTHROPY OFFICE, BOE PRIVATE CLIENTS

The Giving Report 2010 is a national survey on philanthropy in South Africa conducted by
BoE Private Clients. It surveyed the giving behaviour of high net-worth (HNW) individuals
during 2010 and covered aspects such as:
•
•
•
•
•

the amount of money, time or goods donated
the number of years for which individuals have been giving
their motivations for giving
the frequency and scope of giving, and
the sectors that most benefit from individual giving.

The research sample comprised 400 HNW individuals selected randomly. For the purposes of the study,
HNW individuals were defined as individuals with either an annual income exceeding R1.5 million or
investable assets (excluding primary residence) of over R5 million. The majority of respondents earned
between R1.5million and R5 million in 2010 and most had a total net worth of between R5million and
R10 million. Professional success accounted for the majority of net worth, followed by family-owned
businesses or start-up companies.

Who?
• The vast majority of respondents (93.5 percent) gave money, goods or time to social causes.
• Those ranging between 30 and 40 years old were slightly less likely to give than older individuals.
• There was little difference in giving when it came to gender and income.

Why?
• Nineteen percent of respondents were motivated to give by religious beliefs. Those motivated by
religious beliefs also tend to give more.
• The desire to ‘make a difference’, to ‘give back’ and ‘caring about a cause’ are the key drivers for
giving. Giving in South Africa is typically undertaken for selfless reasons.

How?
• The majority of givers (over 60 percent) typically do not strategise or budget for their giving. Only
26 percent of the respondents have both a strategy and budget for giving. Those who give have
typically been doing so for more than 10 years, with almost a third of respondents indicating that
they have been giving their whole lives.

4. The Giving Report 2010 is available at http://www.thegivingreport.co.za
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What?
• Cash donations were typically in the range of R1 – R25 000 in 2010. Only 6 percent gave in
excess of R100 000 in 2010.
• Approximately 50 percent volunteered their time, spending typically between one and 200 hours
on volunteer activities.
• Four percent of respondents volunteered more than 500 hours which equates to approximately
three months full-time work.

Which sector?
• The most prevalent sector for giving was social and community development. Almost 50 percent
supported this sector and approximately 26 percent of the total contributions went towards the
sector.
• Religious causes are supported by 38 percent of givers and received 14 percent of contributions.
• Over 30 percent of givers chose to support education and received 11 percent of the total
contributions.

Other interesting facts
• Of those who gave, 75 percent claimed that they gave without designating a specific purpose but
that funds were provided for general support. The most common way of identifying whom to
support is through direct approach by beneficiary organisations.
• Five percent of givers use a trust or foundation for the purposes of giving.
The survey highlighted the propensity that HNW individuals in South Africa have to give. It also showed
that much of this giving is characterised by small, frequent donations undertaken without a strategy or
dedicated structure, without much involvement between the donor and recipient organisation without
a requirement for evidence of results. Almost 80 percent of givers do not measure the “success” of
their giving.
The commitment of givers is apparent, with many having given for their entire lives and many
continuing to support their chosen beneficiaries for significant periods of time. Just over half of the
sample does not expect anything in return for their donation. Others would like a thank you letter,
receipt or report on the impact of the donation.

International comparisons
In South Africa, those whose source of wealth is investment success tended to give more. In the United
States, entrepreneurs (households where 50 percent or more of their net worth comes from a familyowned business or a start-up company) give the most to charity. South African donors from the United
States share similar motivations for giving. In the United States the largest motivator for giving was
‘being moved by how the gift can make a difference’. The family unit plays an important role in driving
philanthropy in Asia. In South Africa, a family tradition of giving was cited by 9 percent of respondents
and 7 percent indicated that they would like to set an example for their family and/or children.
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FIGURE 1: A SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS OF THE GIVING REPORT 2010 5

5. Graphic sourced from http://www.thegivingreport.co.za
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Developing principles of
ethical giving practice
The participants were divided into small groups and asked to discuss the principles and
practice of ethical giving. In the plenary, each group presented a summary of their
conversation. The following principles and practices were seen as fundamentally integral to
responsible and ethical giving practice:

Accountability
Donors must find the balance between needing to know how money is being spent and being
prescriptive in determining how it is spent. Accountability is reciprocal.

Advice
Donors cannot assume that everything that happens within a sector is necessarily applicable to all
participants in the sector. Care needs to be exercised when giving advice or suggesting alternate
technologies and practices. The role of perceived power must be taken into account in these instances.

Appropriate technology
Whether a hard technology (such as an information technology system) or a softer one (such as a
philosophy of practice), systems need to be appropriate to the circumstances of the grantees and the
communities they work in. Donors should resist the temptation to impose any systems without due
consideration of suitability.

Common sense
Common sense has as much validity as complicated processes and procedures with multiple checks and
balances. A balance between accountability and common sense has value.

Communication
Donors should communicate their criteria, as well as selection practices, decision-making principles,
financial expectations and response turnaround time.

PRIVATE PHILANTHROPY CIRCLE DONOR SYMPOSIUM 2011 | SUMMARY REPORT

29

Connection
There must be a connection, direct or indirect, between the donor, the implementer or civil society
organisation, and the ultimate beneficiaries – communities and individuals. This connection can take
many forms, for example, analogous objectives, comparable vision or similar world views.

Do no harm
Donors need to be respectful and aware of the practices and relationships that already exist within a
community or programme and refrain from disrupting them through imperious demands or an overeagerness to impose different practices or systems.

Empowerment
Donors learn from their grantees and can often change the level at which they engage with their
philanthropic work. Simply providing what is missing is not always the best way to ensure sustainable
development. Empowering people to be able to find their own solutions is preferable to only providing
the solution. Donors can build an environment of ownership and empowerment by supporting
organisations to build skills, fill capacity gaps and create opportunities for learning and reflection.

Flexibility
Donors must ensure that there is flexibility in their practice to be able to respond to the particular needs
of their grantees.

Knowledge of the eco-system
Donors must keep abreast of what is happening and the trends that are likely to affect their sectors. A
donor that does not keep up with these will imperil their giving and are in danger of causing damage
rather than assisting.
Donors who are informed are able to share and encourage sharing in their grantees, to everyone’s benefit.

Mutual Obligation
All parties must adhere to agreed principles and outcomes once a relationship has been entered into,
irrespective of whether donor or grantee.

30
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Ownership
The recipient of a grant must be seen as the true owners of the project. Ownership denotes that the
responsibility for completing the work and delivering the outcomes lies with the organisation. Part of
the donor’s contribution is to help build the skills that allow the organisations to realise that
responsibility and, ultimately, ownership rests with the grantee. Ownership also rests with funders who
have a right and responsibility to direct the use and expenditure of the funds they grant.

Partnership
These must be clearly understood and mutually beneficial. A true partnership recognises that the assets
that the partners bring are equivalent, although not necessarily equal.

Personal ethics
There has to be alignment between the personal and collective agendas of the funders and the
grantees and this ethical alignment should be reflected in the staff of both organisations.

Relationship-building
Relationships between donors and grantees are critical. They offer predictability, clarity and accessibility.

Relevance
Donors need to be sure that their support is relevant and appropriate. They need to be aware of the changes
and challenges of the environment in which they work and the impact that these have on their grantees.

Respect
Respect builds trust and allows for all parties to appreciate the context in which each one works
and operates.

Sustainability
The sustainability of a relationship depends on facilitating access to resources, building on what exists
and leveraging community assets.
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Transparency
Donors need to be transparent about their needs, their principles, their intentions, their conditions and
their giving.

Funders should not be beguiled into
thinking that money is
automatically the most important
resource required by
an organisation

Funding as a resource

An animated discussion was then held, on the value of funding as
a resource in relation to other resources. Although donors most
commonly provide money, this is only one of many necessary
resources required by an organisation to fulfil its objectives and
mandate. Funders should not be beguiled into thinking that money
is automatically the most important resource required by an
organisation. Money does make possible the expansion and development of processes, practices and
assets that already exist within a project, organisation or community - but it is part of a greater whole.
As important as funding is, it is complementary and will only reach true value if it is applied in
conjunction with a community’s history, talents, traditions, capacities and skills.

Money can sometimes have the
unintended consequence
of destruction

Money can sometimes have the unintended consequence of
destruction. If used unwisely or if coupled with unthinking demands
and expectations, it can destroy an organisation or community. There
is no direct linear relationship between change and funding. Funding
makes it possible for other vital capacities to be obtained and directed
to the necessary core work. Funding is a part of a much larger whole.

Towards a code of practice?
After the discussion a number of questions were posed as to the value of developing a South African
donor code of practice:
•
•
•
•

Is a code of practice necessary?
Is intuitive grantmaking good practice?
Do individual organisations have a code of practice?
Is there an agreed-upon set of ethical giving principles for organisations operating in
South Africa?
– If so, are they aligned with any of the principles and practices that surfaced in the discussion?
• For those who do not have a code of practice, would it be useful to develop one?
• Should a code of practice be unique to each donor?
• Should there be a collective code of practice for the industry?

32
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Participants made the following reflections on developing a code of practice:
• It is important for some sort of code of practice to be in place. However, it should not be adopted
entirely at the cost of intuitive grantmaking, or give excessive power to monitoring and evidence
structures as evaluators.
• Most structured foundations have a charter of governance and an outline of what they will and
will not fund and these will inform the activities of the foundation.
• There is much value in the sector developing a code of ethics and practice that underline the basic
principles of giving. This would help smaller foundations and organisations which do not have
capacity by providing a baseline and impetus for considering their individual practices.
• The establishment of a broad set of parameters would be a useful platform for the sector to
further reflect on ethics and practice.
• It should include the soft side of grantmaking – the part that taps into awareness, heart, morality
and empathy and which has less to do with ego.
• It must be drawn up organically.
• It must be accepted as valuable and not another burden of administration or practice.
• It cannot be seen as an imposition from one group of people onto the greater sector.
• It must be accepted by all as an enhancement of practice.
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Collaboration in philanthropy:
Examples from the Private Philanthropy Circle

Introduction
AMANDA BLOCH, PHILANTHROPIST AND INYATHELO ASSOCIATE

We are privileged to have representatives with us from PPC members, non-members and international
foundations, all of whom contribute to philanthropy in South Africa.
The PPC is a fledgling group and we are trying to not repeat the mistakes of previous organisations that
have attempted to bring South African philanthropy contributors together under an umbrella
association. We have used the opportunity to learn from their mistakes. We will make some of our own
but hopefully not the same ones. It was very challenging in the beginning but I believe that a great deal
of the fear that many of us had about sharing information around our giving practices has been
overcome. This group has formed a platform for sharing, peer-learning, expression and the suggestion
of solutions for better practice. However, Rome was not built in a day and we are not going to develop
an instant community of practice that is applicable to everybody. It would not only be overambitious
but also foolhardy to expect this, but over time and with careful thought I hope we will be able to move
toward this.
Nonetheless it is remarkable that the PPC has accomplished so much in a short space of time.
Partnerships have been building, collaborations have taken place and there is much stakeholder
engagement. We felt that it was important that this group share some of their experiences as part of
the PPC. Three members have kindly consented to give us insights into what being part of the PPC has
meant for them and their foundations.

The Raith Foundation
AUDREY ELSTER, DIRECTOR, RAITH FOUNDATION

At my first meeting of the Private Philanthropy Circle I was completely confused - and at the end of it
I was questioning why I was here and what I was supposed to get out of being a member! However,
I now understand the importance of a coordinating body such as this one – I believe that it needs to
grow in strength and I have become an advocate for it.
I have been working in the NGO sector for at least 20 years, but I have limited experience of being a
funder. My reason for joining this group was to come into contact with people with years of experience
from whom I could learn and of whom I could ask questions. The Raith Foundation has as one of its
guiding principles the commitment to being a learning organisation and it was therefore essential for
me to come to a group of funding practitioners and learn from different practice.
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We are a new foundation and have developed our broad strategy organically. As a result, we are
constantly refining and changing our strategies, our formats and our funding practice and much of that
has been as a result of my participation in this group.
We work in the field of social justice and we are acutely aware that the current international donor scene
is precarious. Major donors are making plans to leave the field and so we have to find kindred spirits and
people to fill that gap and collaborate with us. Collaboration is not always easy because we all have our
own individual boards to answer to and different people to whom we are accountable. However, as
stated by Dr Ramphele, we also have a professional responsibility to collaborate and coordinate, and it
is an argument that we must make to our boards and those to whom we are accountable.
As a relatively small foundation, we are keen to find ways to leverage and be strategic with our funding.
For example, we might fund the start-up grant of an organisation but may need another funder to help
us take it further forward. Alternatively, we might look at another funder’s start-up commitment and
undertake to support the start-up beyond that level.
I believe that we have all learned from sharing our experiences. Initially, I was concerned that our
diversity would stop us from finding common ground but, in fact, it has been part of what has helped
us stick together. We learn much from diversity as long as we are open to listening and hearing what
people say.
I found the technical sessions particularly helpful. Subjects such as monitoring and evaluation and
capacity building have related to all of us and have helped us find common interest.
The collaborations that have formed have been both structured and loose. It has been important for us
to not force anything and to confirm that our potential collaborators have similar values and
approaches so that we would have a good fit. The Raith Foundation has taken up two collaborative
projects. The first is with the Bertha Foundation where we have introduced each other to different
grantees in the sector. In doing so, we have served as reference points for grantees and we share our
experiences of working with them and talk about their problems and possible solutions.
The second example is that we have embarked on collaborative funding for organisations such as the
Social Justice Coalition, amaBhungane, Corruption Watch and the MAGI Defence of Democracy Fund.
These collaborations have helped us to have peer-to-peer conversations about the concerns, problems,
possible solutions and potential that exists in the sector and among our grantees. It isn’t always
appropriate to have these discussions at board level and for a small organisation the value of peers in
an organisation working in the same field is priceless.
I believe that the PPC is working. Shelagh and Amanda originally worked very hard to get us, the
members, to manage our own situation. However, there was a point where our rudderless-ness was in
danger of sinking the idea and Inyathelo took up a leadership position and gave us guidance and
objective support to realise our own needs and potential. The participants have worked hard to keep
the impetus alive and to keep generating learning from our meetings.
Good things have come about in the PPC. We have come to appreciate our diversity. We have great
respect for each other and the work that each foundation is doing. We have committed to collaboration
and coordination and this can only strengthen and encourage philanthropy in South Africa.
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The Harry Crossley Foundation
LINDA WHITFIELD, TRUSTEE, THE HARRY CROSSLEY FOUNDATION

The Harry Crossley Foundation was established in 1968 and supports non-refundable bursaries and
research grants at the University of Cape Town and the University of Stellenbosch. The primary focus
of the foundation is support of education although some other initiatives have been included such as
the Red Cross Children’s Hospital, the Capricorn School and the LEAP School.
We are an “under the radar” foundation and have no website or even a telephone listing. Our trustees
have more or less kept going in much the same way since the inception of the trust and any problems
or challenges have been faced in isolation. We are an example of a foundation that works in the
education sector entirely on its own.
Since 1968 there have been many changes on the political, educational and economic fronts. Through
all of it we have kept to our focus of addressing the previous imbalances but our challenges have been
many. Firstly, the number of young people who aspire to a tertiary education has increased enormously.
In turn, this has increased the number of applications received by the Foundation. Secondly, the cost
of tertiary education has increased hugely. In 1969 a BA degree cost R250 per annum and a BSC
degree R360. Today a humanities degree costs between R25 000 and R30 000. Thirdly, our trustees
have had to consider how we evaluate matric certification as there are variances in different
certifications which impact on whether a student is adequately prepared for university. Fourthly,
students sometimes require extended periods to complete their study which increases the cost of their
tuition. Fifthly, we are dependent on the stock market for our available funds in any year. Poor returns
and failing dividends coupled with contracting international funding has put a much greater
responsibility on South African philanthropists to fill the gap.
It was in this troubled environment that I persuaded our board of trustees that we should become
members of the PPC. Our trustees expect tangible outcomes from the association and to date our gains
have been on the softer side, but this has not made them any less valuable. Our three main gains are
that the PPC has helped us to spread and access information and to develop best practice, and it has
introduced us to the potential of extending our reach.
When I first joined the PPC the references and terminology being used were an eye-opener. Terms such
as entry and exit strategy, scalability, replication and sustainability were foreign terms to us and I was
jolted into thinking: “What are we doing?”. I was distressed and intimidated by so much of what I
heard that I had to take a deep breath when I got back to my office and just think about what we had
shared. I realised that I was mixing up the labels with the activities. We are doing many of the things
that the other foundations do. We just weren’t using the same terminology. However, the association
with the PPC has made us look at what we do and we have sharpened up some of our practices and
systems as a result.
Being with other small foundations has also made us realise that there are advantages to being a small
foundation. We are flexible and fast. We can evaluate a proposal and within 24 hours the money is
paid into the bank. We are currently involved in a R12 million project that was entered into on a
handshake with no contracts, an annual formal reporting schedule, and constant feedback and
personal communication from the project manager. Our results are specific and tangible.
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Our foundation has not yet reached formal collaborations but we are exploring them, as well as the
possibility of public-private partnerships which we believe have great potential.
There are many small foundations that probably have the same feeling of intimidation at the thought
of being part of the PPC. I am more than willing to help market the PPC to them as my experience is
likely to be their experience – somewhat intimidated at first, but so much better for being part of the
greater collaboration. I believe that the value of the PPC is that it offers to us the possibility of
extending our reach through assisting and complementing each other.

The Saville Foundation
GARY SHEARER, DIRECTOR, THE SAVILLE FOUNDATION

When the Saville Foundation was formed our initial focus was on education and we supported it in
traditional ways. Today we support bursaries at schools and the EDU project at the University of Cape
Town which nurtures students from the time they enter the university until they graduate - and
sometimes beyond that. The results of this project are excellent and ahead of the rest of the country.
However, we felt that there was much more that needed to be done and that we needed to inject new
energy into our grantmaking. We went looking for innovation and the unusual - and we have found
some remarkable projects.
For example, we met Martin Burt (of Fundacion Paraguaya) in Sedgefield at the Eden College initiative.
One of our first collaborations was with Burt, and we are completely supportive of his education
interventions. We fund his travel around the world to forums such as the Skoll Foundation, the Clinton
Global Initiative and the Gates Foundation. We have initiated a conference that alternates between
Africa and America which brings people from Afghanistan and Zambia together into a talking and
sharing collective. We have funded competitions that have brought us hundreds of entries from all
across Africa and we are looking at encouraging and reinforcing sustainable models for schools.
Collaboration has provided us with a shortcut for delivery because it fast tracks learning and sharing
and, ultimately implementation.
We saw the potential in joining the PPC immediately. It has provided us with an exciting platform for
talking to like-minded organisations, learning from experienced practitioners and has injected a new spark
into our thinking. We hope that we are able to contribute to the space and that as we find and discover
more innovative projects and models that we can share them and so help grow effective practice.
Already, we have entered into collaborations as a direct result of our membership of the PPC. For
example, we have assisted the Learning Trust to complete their website; we have joined with the Pick
‘n Pay Foundation on our projects at agricultural colleges; we are collaborating with the Kay Mason
Foundation on a project in the Eastern Cape - and many others are becoming distinct opportunities.
Some months ago I read a book by Allan Kaplan titled Artists of the Invisible which I would encourage
everyone to read. We are the artists of the invisible. We have to look deeper than the surface before
we engage because that is the only way in which we will make real difference. Collaboration is
everything whether it be with family or business or interaction with people, companies or foundations.
The vital point is that we operate together. If we concentrate our focus we have the potential to make
a discernible difference.

PRIVATE PHILANTHROPY CIRCLE DONOR SYMPOSIUM 2011 | SUMMARY REPORT

37

Lessons from collaboration
Potential models for replicating collaboration
TRACEY HENRY, CEO, TSHIKULULU SOCIAL INVESTMENTS

The words collaboration, partnerships and leverage have become buzz words over the last few years.
The continuing recession and limited resources have forced the development world to look differently
at the available options. Collaboration and partnerships are seen as one of the ways in which
development work can continue to yield positive results.
Is collaboration the answer? Collaboration is about working
together to achieve a shared goal, and that requires collective,
We need to face the fact that
shared problem-solving, which is not always easy. We need to face
collaboration does not always work.
the fact that collaboration does not always work. Tshikululu Social
Investments straddles the worlds of both corporate social
investment and private trusts. There are many examples of our attempts at encouraging people to talk
and work together that have not worked. We have learned from those experiences and we use as a
guide a model called “Benefits to Business” which can just as easily be adapted as “Benefits to
Philanthropists” – the principles are the same.
Benefit can be seen as a series of expanding circles. The centre circle which is closest to a need provides
charitable support. This is support that does not develop much beyond the transactional level and
although it produces the “feel-good” factor it is not systemically developed either by the beneficiary or
the donor. The next significant level is the more broad-based investment funding relationship. These
relationships are structured. Engagement is usually two-way and there are established common areas
of interaction between a beneficiary and a donor. The outermost circle is the one that has the most
potential for systemic change. This is the circle where shared values - about the achievement of a
particular societal system - result in real collaboration and partnership. However, this is also the part
that takes time because it requires engagement and understanding that goes beyond the palliative. It
is not an administrative procedure but a process that embraces critical stakeholder engagement. It is a
process that requires monitoring and evaluation, constant feedback, a proactive approach and open
sharing of knowledge and experience.
Tshikululu manages 17 different funds and has examples of both successes and breakdowns in
attempting to establish partnerships. However, the great value of Tshikululu is that we are able to sit
back and see the big picture and recommend partnerships not only between funders, but also
between potential grantees and development partners. The latter is particularly important as
Tshikululu is able to arrange workshops, facilitate engagement and document the lessons learned
for further dissemination and access.
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The most challenging area of collaboration is with the state, where
time is required to reach engagement that results in significant and
Political goodwill does not always
substantial connections. Political goodwill does not always translate
translate into delivery at the rate
into delivery at the rate experienced in the corporate sector.
experienced in the corporate sector
Collaboration succeeds best where there is respect for the reality
and wisdom of all partners in the transaction. It succeeds best when
all participants are honest, open and clear about their intention and values. It requires donors to be
aware that the loudest voices and the biggest projects are not always the most effective. It requires us
to be aware of the risk, to make informed decisions about the level of risk we accept, and then to
manage it. Collaboration is a way of refining processes and looking at different ways of working - and
its success depends on our being clear, honest, open and always willing to share.
By 2014 there are going to be many more corporate social investment initiatives, foundations and
philanthropists working in the social development arena. Some will be entering without the benefit of
the experience that PPC members have in the sector. There is enormous scope for building
collaborations that allow newcomers to benefit from our knowledge, experience and mistakes.

Reflections on collaboration in philanthropy
BERTIE LUBNER, FOUNDER, THE LUBNER FAMILY FOUNDATION

In trying to classify philanthropy there are two primary aspects.
Firstly, philanthropy is charity which helps those who are in
circumstances where they cannot help themselves. Secondly,
philanthropy is social investment that helps those who can help
themselves but who need the skills and opportunities to be able to
do so. Investment, irrespective of what it is, requires a return.
Philanthropy measures return for the recipients, for the donor and
for the society in which it operates.

Philanthropy is social investment that
helps those who can help themselves
but who need the skills and
opportunities to be able to do so

Philanthropic investment needs to adhere to measurement principles. Outcomes must be measured
and analysed against values, budgets, criteria and the demands of trustees and board members.
Philanthropic investment is not about throwing money at problems
- because once the money is gone the problem will still remain.
Successful funding supports programmes that are closely aligned
with the needs and capacity of the community they serve. This
means that funders need to understand the profiles of the
communities and the individuals they deal with. They have to be
inclusive in their approach which is not always easy.

Philanthropic investment is not
about throwing money at problems because once the money is gone the
problem will still remain

The experience of The Field Band Foundation - which supports marching bands in areas of great
disadvantage - has many examples of excellent collaboration initiatives. These are not only with
funders, but with children from marginalised communities who bring with them other social problems
that cannot be separated from their experience. The Field Band Foundation therefore partners with
other NGOs who have training and skill in their own fields to work with us in building the whole child
and not just the musical aspect.
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Fundraising is an ongoing activity and is realised mainly from corporates and high net-worth individuals.
Collaborations, such as those with Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad) which
have been in place for more than ten years, continue to yield exceptional results. This collaboration
started out as a small project and now provides some 75 000 children with music education annually
and facilitates exchanges between Norway and South Africa for talented students.
The greatest collaboration challenge lies in attempting to partner with government. As civil society and
as philanthropists we need to ensure that we give this constant attention as it needs improvement.

International cooperation: A view from National Treasury
ROBIN TOLI, CHIEF DIRECTOR, INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION
DIRECTORATE, NATIONAL TREASURY

There is a clear strategy within the
National Treasury to focus on
international development partnerships

There is a clear strategy within the National Treasury to focus on
international development partnerships between South Africa and
entities such as the European Commission, the German
government and various departments in the United States
government. In addition, the role of the Treasury is to track and
allocate spending and analyse how money is used and whether
value has been obtained.

In the 2010 financial year Official Development Assistance (ODA) to South Africa amounted to R9
billion, of which approximately R5 billion is grant funding. There are three categories of ODA:
• concessionary finance which makes concessional loans available
• technical assistance which provides for advisors and technical experts
• grants which are primarily allocated to civil society and NGOs.
These funds are all obtained in a context of collaboration. However,
there are complex engagements which have to take place before
These funds are all obtained in a
we are able to access these funds and there are no short cuts to
context of collaboration
reaching these agreements. For example, a grant from the
European Union of R1,5 billion requires that we reach agreement
on strategic perspective and orientation, on the areas of support that the grant will cover, the reporting
and delivery requirements, and a further myriad of small details. Negotiations are protracted and have
to be supported by analysis, demonstrated strategic intent, aligned political agendas, clear illustrations
of value, and intersecting principles of interest - to mention only a few. Once these are underway a
country strategy is written up that exhibits what has been done before, the current status and the
difference that is envisaged for the future.
The complexity extends into the South African government. A negotiation with the European Union
cannot be taken up unless there is wide consultation within government itself. Government is made
up of several spheres and it is sometimes labyrinthine to plot a route through the multiple levels and
plans which are developed from the central premise of government’s priorities and which do not
necessarily speak to each other.
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Once we reach agreement with the European Commission, they in turn have to take the agreement
back to their headquarters and member states, which in turn may generate another set of negotiations.
The relationships are complex and take time but when they succeed and are done well they last for a
long time. Once this level has been accomplished, negotiations have to be established at the next point
of delivery. Once a government partnership is established we have to facilitate collaboration with an
NGO that will be challenged to deliver the service that national government requires, while also
adhering to the requirements of the international partner.
The following are the guiding principles that apply in identifying NGO partners:
• A government department determines the terms of ownership and leadership for the project.
• The partner must be conversant with South African accountability and financial systems that apply.
• Accountability, transparency and predictability are immutable values under which the grant
is serviced.
• A programme is derived along these principles which have to be agreed to by all stakeholders and
this is a process which requires meticulous collaboration and guidance in order to ensure that it
remains on track.
Collaboration can be painful in this context, but it is necessary as
much as it is complex and sometimes laborious. There are many
concessions, discussions, debates and re-examinations that can be
part of the process. In a true partnership, it is necessary that this
process is performed as the consequences are dire if they are not.

Collaboration can be painful, but it
is necessary

Lessons from The Learning Trust
CHARLES AINSLEE, PROGRAMME DIRECTOR, THE LEARNING TRUST

The Learning Trust supports emerging education organisations in South Africa. The role of the Trust is
to unearth and build relationships with smaller education support projects that are within their first
three to five years of development, and to provide support for their activities. The single biggest activity
is that of building relationships with grantees and potential grantees. The Trust is proactive in searching
for organisations that fit the profile for support eligibility. Collaboration is what makes our investment
in projects work.
The Trust operates under the mantra of “first do no harm” as a donor. It continues to be the most helpful
filter when looking at organisations and their work. It enables us to take a step back before we introduce
ideas, bring on board financial resources or present opportunities. The exchange of information where
we, as the outsiders, learn about the projects - and where our potential grantees are able to find out
about us and our values - is an important moment. It is the point where we build trust.
We are a small trust with limited financial resources. It is critical that we think constantly about how we
can leverage our networks and our relationships. This is not only beneficial to us but also to grantees.
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Many of our grantees have not applied for formal funding from larger organisations and we have the
ability to act as intermediaries who are well-versed in who grantees are and what they do. Sometimes,
we are able to recommend partnerships with other similar organisations and facilitate the connection
so that it serves as a learning practice for everyone. Occasionally, the Trust will fund a project manager
or facilitator to help partnerships reach their potential.

We work in collaboration when
making decisions about applying
information and knowledge where,
and in the way, that it is
most needed

Support comes in many forms, not only money, and is given with
as much awareness as possible of the power dynamics that can
exist in relationships between donor and grantee. Whether
support is in the form of new ideas, funding, opportunities or
information, there is a mutual agreement that learning is a twoway process. We work in collaboration when making decisions
about applying information and knowledge where, and in the
way, that it is most needed. Relationships are built over time, on
trust and with appropriate caution.

Strategic partnerships in the Western Cape
AMANDA BRINKMANN, HEAD OF DEPARTMENT OF STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIPS
FOR THE WESTERN CAPE GOVERNMENT
SPECIAL ADVISOR TO MINISTER OF HEALTH AND LEADER OF GOVERNMENT BUSINESS

The Strategic Partnerships division of government focuses on bringing partners together in order to find
solutions to service delivery gaps across all spheres of government. The Western Cape Strategic
Partnerships Division is situated in the Department of Health as it is seen as part of the Province’s stated
objectives to build wellness in the Western Cape. Health and wellness are seen as development
outcomes and, in the mid- to long-term, the Department seeks to improve the overall wellness of its
citizens from every perspective. The focus is to break the cycle of poverty, despair and hopelessness,
and to collectively build a societal ecosystem that cultivates citizens who are motivated, educated and
contributing members of society.

In the Western Cape there are 12
Provincial Strategic Objectives that
drive all operations

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) have informed the
province’s vision to take a high-level view and work to build whole
individuals and a whole society, as opposed to only parts or sections.
In the Western Cape this is expressed in 12 Provincial Strategic
Objectives that drive all operations towards societal wellness and
give effect to government’s development goals. They are:

creating opportunities for growth and jobs
improving education outcomes
increasing access to safe and efficient transport
increasing wellness
increasing safety
developing integrated and sustainable human settlements
mainstreaming sustainability and optimising resource-use efficiency
increasing social cohesion
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•
•
•
•

reducing poverty
integrating service delivery for maximum impact
creating opportunities for growth and development in rural areas
building the best-run regional government in the world.6

This is pursued through a vision for collaborative engagement and mutual learning through building
partnerships with civil society, academia, philanthropy and the private sector. Analysis of results has
shown that when these partnerships are successful the multiplier effect ensures that positive outcomes
are experienced by many more than just direct partners. However, there are challenges:
• The sectors are not organised. NGOs are competing for the same funding, duplicating
programmes, not measuring outcomes and not communicating with each other.
• There is often narrow focus on one particular societal deficit with the result that it does not
take into account the whole view, and is therefore isolated from the broader environment and
unable to tackle the “whole” problem.
• There is tremendous emphasis on the survival of NGOs rather than on collective solutions
that are needed.
• The trend towards NGOs becoming more corporate in the way they operate has made many
of them administratively heavy and has put severe pressure on resources and the ability to
produce deliverables.
• The lack of professionalism in NGOs - in that they are unable to connect the cause with a
donor agenda.
• There is a lack of co-ordination between the three spheres of government and also departmentally
within each sphere.
• Growth and Development outcomes are not articulated in one
cogent strategy. This makes it difficult for organisations and
partnerships to define clearly outcomes that mesh with
government objectives.

Growth and Development
outcomes are not articulated in
one cogent strategy

• Communication between government, civil society and donors is inefficient and insufficient and
frequently thankless in that recognition is not always forthcoming for one sector from the others.
• There is a significant differential in funding between sectors. For example, the aged environment
is severely underfunded in comparison to, for example, health or education.
The Strategic Partnership Strategy enforces our conviction that the one of the roles of government is
to create the enabling environment in which development can happen. Our job is to build bridges and
get people around a table in order to find the opportunities for successful collaboration. We facilitate
the conversations and communications and are building a growth and development model based on
partnerships between NGOs, government funders and private resources for social development.

6. Accessed at http://www.treasury.gov.za/documents/provincial%20budget/2011/Guides%20to%20the%20Budget/
WC%20-%20Budget%20Highlights%202011.pdf
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We have evidence that the model is working well. We are able to show improvement in areas of, for
example, access to service delivery, education, infant and maternal mortality rates, transport and
expanding treatments for HIV/Aids and TB. Improvement has been achieved through a collaborative
and cohesive approach, both inside and outside of government, that makes sectors equally responsible
for the deliverables in each area.
There are also the more intangible challenges to achieving the
‘whole individual, whole society’ vision. The history and legacy of
People are feeling lost amidst
our country is well-documented and we all carry a form of damage.
decaying infrastructure, crumbling
The post-apartheid welfare state, urbanisation and migration are
communities and economic despair.
only some of the factors that have had a destructive influence on
The cycle must be broken
our society. This is further exacerbated by the disconnection of
people, the impact of macro-economic policies, labour
liberalisation, the dependence mind-set, the dissolution of family units and the disintegrating fabric of
morals and ethics. People are feeling lost amidst decaying infrastructure, crumbling communities and
economic despair. The cycle must be broken.
We are working to build family and community support structures that focus on education, health, family,
youth, urban regeneration and skills development. We are supporting and developing social enterprises
and we need to shift our government spending over the next 10 years from ‘fixing’ to ‘enabling’.

Donor collaboration case studies: A group exercise
In this session of the symposium participants were divided into groups and given different donor
collaboration case studies. In each case study a key challenge or series of challenges has been identified
and groups were asked to find solutions to these challenges.

CASE STUDY 1
A partnership in the Eastern Cape is building a new school. The partnership is made up of an
NGO who are the project holders, the Eastern Cape Department of Education, an Eastern Cape
fishing company, two independent donors, and a foundation which is the largest monetary
contributor. The project is 75 percent complete, but behind schedule. The delays are due to
bad weather, hold-ups in council approvals, and a budget that has run out.
Group plan of action
• The foundation should undertake to communicate with all of the partners, providing them
with evidence of the problems and reasons for the delays.
• The vision of the project should be reinforced and the objectives reassessed in the light of
the difficulties encountered.
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• Suggestions for reassessment would extend to all aspects of the project, from a
reassessment of whether the plans were as cost-effective and efficient as they could have
been, to strategies for cutting costs in supply without compromising safety.
• The foundation has the responsibility of assisting the NGO to communicate with the
donors and engage with them transparently about the situation.
• Investigate new options for funding.
• Approach the community in which the school is being built for their help in whatever
way possible.
• Go directly to the Council to try and unblock the approvals process.

CASE STUDY 2
A foundation has a commitment to build a school. The building is incomplete. The stock market
has crashed, the endowment has shrunk and the foundation no longer has the funds to
continue their commitment to the project.
Group plan of action
• The trustees of the foundation should assess their personal liability.
• The foundation brings together all the partners to the project to communicate their
inability to continue funding the project and the reasons why this is the case.
• The foundation will explore the possibility of borrowing against its endowment.
• A reassessment of the outcomes of the project should be undertaken in the light of the
downsized budget. For example, complete the classrooms for Grades 1-3 and plan to raise
funds and complete the next set of classrooms by a future date.
• Investigate the possibility of the other partners increasing their percentage contribution to
the project.
• Investigate options for finding new donors.
• Launch a public appeal.
• Use the naming rights of the school as an incentive for a corporation or high net-worth
individual to fund the project.
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CASE STUDY 3
A foundation has gone into partnership with the Free State Department of Social Development
to fund a research project. The research is undertaken, completed and submitted by an
independent service provider. The foundation has provided 50 percent of the funding. The
Department of Social Development has undertaken to provide the remaining 50 percent and
has paid 76 percent of that cost. Twenty four percent (R180 000) from the Department of
Education remains outstanding and the service provider is now looking to the foundation for
payment of the unsettled amount.
Group plan of action
• The foundation verifies that the work has been completed and submitted as per the
contractual agreement.
• Contracts are checked to determine the legal responsibilities of all the parties.
• The foundation contacts the Department of Social Development to determine whether
they are dissatisfied with the work or merely delayed in paying.
• If there was no satisfactory outcome, the foundation, as a responsible partner in the
project, would need to consider whether to pay the service provider the outstanding
amount or part thereof.
• Given the amount of money outstanding, litigation would most likely not be an
option, but the foundation would continue to push the department to make good on
their commitment.

CASE STUDY 4
A private funder establishes a partnership with the Department of Psychology at a university
and the Department of Health. The private funder and the Department of Health are each
contributing R1 million and the Department of Psychology is contributing R300 000. The
project is due to be rolled out in two months and the Department of Psychology declare that
they are unable to pay.
Group plan of action
• Call a meeting and establish why the Department of Psychology can no longer pay. If
there is no possibility of that circumstance changing the following solutions are to
be considered:
• The remaining two funders divide the outstanding cost between them.
• The scale of the project be reduced to accommodate the budget cut.
• Find another partner to fill the gap.
• Explore using university facilities to alleviate some of the costs.
• Structure a loan to the Department of Psychology and the university.
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CASE STUDY 5
A foundation is funding a new organisation called Afri-Women Rise whose focus is on research
on how government policies and budgets affect women’s rights. The foundation has committed
R3 million, a property company has committed R500 000, an international Belgian funder has
committed 100 000 and a private donor has pledged support but no monetary contribution.
The partners have committed funds in different proportions over five years. The international
funder has decided to change focus from women’s rights to climate change and is reneging on
their commitment.
Group plan of action
• Establish whether it is possible to change the funding proportions in a way that will cover
costs for the immediate and short-term future of the project.
• Establish whether it is possible for the organisation to defer some of its activities and reschedule the delivery timetable of the project.
• Work with the organisation to build their profile to attract new funding.
• Consider ways in which the research could be made more widely appealing and thereby
open up other opportunities for partnerships and funding.
• Appeal to the private donor to make a financial contribution.

PRIVATE PHILANTHROPY CIRCLE DONOR SYMPOSIUM 2011 | SUMMARY REPORT

47

Closing comments:
Opportunities for philanthropy
GERRY SALOLE
CHIEF EXECUTIVE, EUROPEAN FOUNDATION COUNCIL

Essentially this group came together
and were able to achieve their
considerable successes because they
trusted each other and welcomed
inclusivity at every level

There are interesting models in other parts of the world that could
inform the South African context. The Network of European
Foundations (NEF) comprises the chief executives and presidents of
European foundations who get together to talk about issues and
undertake projects collectively. The NEF began with people pooling
small amounts of money in order to fund collectively, to screen
projects and to share their experiences. They have an astonishing
track record and are partnered with some 60 foundations.
Essentially this group came together and were able to achieve their
considerable successes because they trusted each other and
welcomed inclusivity at every level.

The Hague Club is more than 55 years old and started off as a traditional European male social club.
It has gone through many transformations and today is a meeting point for foundation executives who
talk to each other in a fairly unstructured setting. It is somewhat invisible in that it has no website and
very few references can be found for them, but it is nonetheless an important forum for sharing and
exchange of ideas. In the USA the Chief Executives Group fulfils a similar function. Their meetings are
not recorded. They make no public statements. However, they are nonetheless extremely strategic and
underwrite many activities that happen across the philanthropic spectrum.
The European Foundation Council (EFC) sees these various European associations not in opposition to
each other but as a support. Members belong to more than one association and although there are
differences all of these associations are coming together to try and solve the same kinds of societal
difficulty. The differences have a positive effect in that each organisation can serve a different purpose
at a different time. The networks created through each organisation are extensive and there is a huge
amount of trust between the organisations and their members.
Partnerships take time and the nature of partners is that different people do things at different times
and at different paces. That kind of diversity has to be accepted and sometimes the roles have to be
left to play out over time before lasting value is realised. Diversity is visible in most foundations and
particularly in South Africa, Latin America, Africa, Asia and Europe. Things get done in different ways
and with different systems and reflect the diversity of the communities in which we operate.
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Foundations are like the dark arts in Harry Potter. They change all the time as they deal with new
challenges, new concepts and new innovations. Responding to contexts requires flexibility and an
alliance which may not work for a foundation today may well be the best solution for tomorrow. One
foundation cannot actually teach another foundation how to work. Each foundation finds its own way
through singular interests, changes in leadership, distinct commitments, and the interaction it has with
the grantees. South Africa does not need to be in a perpetual state of learning from others. Of course,
there are opportunities for learning, but there are also instances where South African and African
organisations are leading the learning curve.
Trust Africa is an African foundation based in Senegal that works across the entire continent. At a
recent conference it was interesting to hear North African participants who come from Libya, Egypt,
Morocco, Algeria and Tunisia talk about their civil society structures. They are not looking for models
and, in fact, actively resist using models from elsewhere - and in so doing have built a community that
has much to show other parts of the world.
South African organisations and institutions have much to offer Africa and must continue to put energy
into the networks and linkages that are opening up across the continent. South African organisations
are sometimes in danger of isolation and one avenue for averting this can be to make meaningful
connections with other continental resources, networks and organisations.
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Looking forward:
The Private Philanthropy Circle in 2012
AMANDA BLOCH
PHILANTHROPIST AND INYATHELO ASSOCIATE

The final session of the symposium concluded that the PPC would continue to strive to achieve its aims
and objectives. Key objectives include:
• raising awareness of social giving in South Africa by bringing together South African
philanthropists and those working in the private grantmaking sector to explore how to grow
the sector in the country.
• exploring the practice of good grantmaking and to develop mechanisms to enhance the practice
in the local context.
• producing and disseminating knowledge about South African private grantmaking to the general
public in order to encourage good practice and to grow the community of grantmakers.
• gain recognition for the philanthropic sector, as a key partner, in government.
In order to achieve its objectives, the PPC will undertake the following activities in 2012:
• bring together existing South African individual and foundation grantmakers through specific
events, both in Cape Town and Johannesburg.
• provide an opportunity to explore common ground and to share grantmaking practice within
the sector.
• debate philanthropic challenges facing South Africa and provide potential solutions to these
challenges (such as tax issues and community development goals).
• provide an opportunity for peer learning, sharing and networking.
• develop a group of South African private foundations who will play a key role in growing
awareness of private philanthropy and social giving in South Africa.
• enable Inyathelo to build a support programme for local foundations.
The network will continue to offer:
•
•
•
•
•
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peer-learning and sharing opportunities and events
opportunities for joint action in affinity groups
capacity-building in specific areas such as evaluation and monitoring
resources such as a newsletter and website
potential ways to link with other role-players such as civil society organisations, government and
the corporate sector.
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