Southern Perspectives on the Management of Aid by NGOs: Changes in Practice and Implications for Development

Workshop papers from meeting at AA, London on 21st March 2003.

Negotiating NGO management practice: implications for development

An international research team has been studying the relationship between UK donors and NGOs and their partners overseas in Uganda and South Africa to understand how NGOs negotiate changing management practices and donor conditionalities.  As key examples of new management practices the research focused on rational management tools (logframes, monitoring and evaluation, indicators), strategic planning, and other donor conditionalities (eg gender, advocacy, rights and participation).  The research has explored these issues at all levels of aid disbursement.  As the research progressed it widened to explore how these tools shape the relationships between donors, UK NGOs and partners in SA and Uganda, exploring issues of power, identity and development practice.

The research, which started in 2000, is the first comprehensive attempt to understand and assess the impact of these changes in the way aid is disbursed.  In the UK we have mapped the changing donor landscape and the impact of these ongoing changes on UK NGOs.   In Uganda and South Africa we investigated how southern NGOs understand, receive and respond to or manipulate the demands that now accompany the release of money from the North.  The research has analysed the impact of these changing management practices, and explored their potential contradictions with NGO claims of promoting local participation and empowerment of civil society.  

The current research is phase two of a research project, started in 1995, which explored the reasons for the rise of the new management systems within NGOs in the UK.  This phase of work identified major shifts in the policies and procedures around development management of UK NGOs.  It established that there was a growing standardisation of development management tools among donors and UK NGOs. A book called Standardising Development was published from this work in 1997.  

The research is funded by DFID and Nuffield Foundation.

Jenny Chapman presented the outline of the research (above) and plans for the future:

· We are coming to the end of the field work

· We are on track to complete 3 country case-studies in the next few months

· We plan to pull together and write vertical case-studies

· We are also working towards getting a book written and published

· There will be various dissemination activities in Uganda, South Africa and the UK.  

· Of particular interest to participants present at this meeting is that we are intending to hold a full day workshop in the UK to feedback on the donor situation in the UK and to allow time to discuss in depth.  This will depend on raising further funds.

· Case-studies will be distributed through the email list.

However the focus of the meeting today is on feedback from SA and Uganda.
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UK NGO issues from the research, Tina Wallace March 21st 2003.

Changing donor landscape:

DFID- CSCF (advocacy); PPAs (partnerships to LFA); contracts and contracting (NGO, state and private sector). Decentralisation of funding.

CF- decline in funding

EU- hiatus in funding, now moving to bids, large contracts, consortia

CR- growing. Experimenting with different approaches to grant making but still project focused

Issues:

· Decline in funding, growing competition

· Risks to medium sized NGOs, with specialised focus

· Growth of use of tight contracts, LFA

· Increase in reporting

· Concern with demonstrable impact- indicators, global impact

Changing NGO landscape:

Growing dependence on institutional funds- growing concern about meeting funder requirements, even among largest NGOs

Rise of strategic planning

Use of LFA analysis has grown hugely, and associated reporting requirements

Concern of trustees and chief executives with ‘what difference are we making’

Competition

Relocation to the south for accessing funding there

Issues

· Growing use of standardised tools

· Fear of closing

· Donor dominance in much discussion, procedures and policies

· Concern with partnership, but often hard to prioritise

· Rise in aid management administration, decline in sense of being development workers

· Concern to prove value, value added

Much discussion in UK about funding issues, changing policies and practice, restructuring, staff turnovers, changing profiles of UK NGOs

But who is asking about the impact of all this on the south?

UGANDA COUNTRY STUDY  Martin Kaleeba

PRESENTATION OUTLINE

· Nature of the Relationships between Donors and the Partners

· Key Emerging Issues out of the Uganda Study

· The Case Study

Nature of the Relationships

·  Passive NGO sector- highly influenced by the donors (just a few exceptions)

·  Autonomy and decision making

·  Learning:  Whose skills are being valued?



· Changing conditionalities: 

· Environment and Gender
· Advocacy and lobbying
· Listening

· Negotiation Issues

· Rational Management Tools

· Log frames

· Planning and reporting systems

· Financial policies and procedures

Key emerging issues

·   Identity

·   Whose agenda?

·   Funding issues

·   Sustainability

·   Rational Management Tools

·   Partnerships and Trust

·   Participation

CASE STUDY

 (International NGO working with local NGOs in Uganda) 

· Partner organisations slowly taking on the identity of the international NGO

· Partner NGOs following the agenda of the international NGO  (key themes)…. Conditionality!!

· Heavy dependence on the International NGO for funding.  

· Adopting Rational Management Tools of the International NGO: Planning, Reporting, Financial accountability systems.

· Logos, Titles, Equipment etc…

· Trust/autonomy/decision making

· Programme themes

· Disbursement of funds

· Procurement issues
SOUTH AFRICA PRESENTATION:  Ansilla Nyar, University of Natal

Introduction

Changing NGO Identities 

The transition to post-apartheid South Africa has meant significant changes for South African NGOs. The first of which involves the redirection of funding away from NGOs who had been hitherto involved in the anti-apartheid struggle, toward government who was expected to play the leading role in transformation in a post-apartheid scenario. From the side of international funders, it was expected that government would in turn devolve funding through to NGOs. However this did not happen as envisioned and the NGO sector found itself threatened by funding constraints, to varying degrees. This post-apartheid scenario involved a serious ‘brain drain’ of skilled NGO personnel into government, leaving a vacuum of skills and capacity within many NGOs. The government’s flagship national development programme the RDP was abandoned after two years into transition, in favour of GEAR, a strict macro-economic policy, which has been called our homegrown structural adjustment policy. 

It is within such a context that NGOs have been forced to develop new forms of interaction with government, most often related to funding. The case studies that we have researched reveal a common trend toward encouragement by their funders to tap local sources on the basis of the assumption that such funding sources are (a) available and (b) accessible. The NDA is one such example. It is a national funding agency set up by the government to channel funds to the NGO sector, but which has proved to have serious capacity problems and has proved largely incapable of disbursing funds through to needy NGOs. 

This funding problem has forced many organisations to adopt a more professionalised approach. One of our case study NGOs explains how there was strong donor pressure to adopt a more business-like approach. It has had to move toward a private sector delivery agency paradigm with a strong focus on outputs and quantitative data. “the changes after apartheid call for a more sophisticated level of governance.” Forced to professionalise. Has had to ensure its financial survival through government contracts and professional staff fees. Had to appoint a Change Management Facilitator for a nine month period in an attempt to deal with organisational disarray and in an attempt to preserve the original values and vision of the organisation.

The NGO explains that they feel that their essential identity as an NGO, as part of civil society, has been compromised, with such statements as 

“this situation really places constraints on our independence”

“we’ve had to compromise our role” “we don’t want to find ourselves becoming parastatals.”

Another NGO said: “well we have to agree with the government or else they will just give the funds to consultants.”

The donor-driven push toward the formation of networks/partnerships amongst NGOs

The drive on the part of donors, toward the formation of issue-based networks is based on the assumption of a commonality of interests on the part of its funding partners. The reasons cited on the part of donors are usually that of cost-saving, the avoidance of administrative hassles and maximising sustainability. Thus NGOs expected to coalesce around donor priorities. The case studies reveal a resentment that their essential identity is being compromised or at worst that they are at the mercy of donors. 

One NGO said “the starting assumption is that we are all its partners and that we will easily work together. But being its partner doesn’t mean that its automatically so.”

Another NGO complained that “this network can only get partners together when the funder is there.”

One NGO feels positive about the marketing advantages that these donor-encouraged networks provide. It enhances the organisation’s profile. The NGO feels that its assumed that donors value these associations because it demonstrates that the organisation is well-established, fairly well-known and has a strong support base. It says that it derives a sense of validation from these networks.

Pressure to Change Strategic Focus According to Donor Priorities

Another finding is that NGOs often feel pressured to change or alter their strategic focus according to shifting donor priorities.

One NGO explains the pressure it felt from two of its major funders to shift some of its operational focus toward HIV/AIDS. They admit “it is difficult to admit that its not a critical area” but that “donors not prepared to understand the specifics of HIV/AIDS from the point of view of our strategic focus” that is it was felt that donors were adopting a conservative approach in that they were focusing largely on prevention and not as much on care and treatment. Indicates a shallow understanding of the issue from the part of donors and reflects a disturbing bent toward an issue that has been raised a number of times in the research ie that donors follow flavour of the month priorities. 

One NGO indicated that: “all the donors want to hear about is HIV/AIDS” “there is such pressure on NGOs to take up this issue, even if its not our strategic focus”

Another NGO complains: “We are affected because most of our members are affected. We try to run workshops. Sometimes we even bring people in from the Department of Health to run our workshops. But sometimes donors want you to run the project yourself. But don’t they understand that it doesn’t mean that we aren’t making our members in the community aware of it.”

A northern donor responded to the murder of a South African HIV/AIDS activist for revealing her HIV status; prompting the NGO partner to get involve with the issue. Yet all along the NGO had been working in the arena of gender-based violence and the donor could not make the connection. 

However the same NGO also stated that it had felt a positive donor influence on the organisation’s communication systems among their geographically-based offices. 

Such findings raise serious concerns about the ability of NGOs to perform their essential role as independent voice for civil society. In this way, many NGOs who have had to turn to government contracts and funding sources for work, have been disempowered in terms of their right to critical self expression: “whenever we are critical we make sure it is absolutely constructive. We have to be so cautious because if the state felt we were being unnecessarily critical, it could affect our funding.”

Shifts in identity often tied to leadership-it has emerged that the rapid staff turnover and consequent ‘brain drain’ into government, has meant that the loss of highly- skilled key personnel from the top tiers of the NGO sector, has left an uncomfortable and disempowering vacuum within organisations. This raises the issue of the influential and powerful figurehead of the NGO director, when he/she exercises a monopoly on organisational funding and has formed personal relationships with donors in the course of the organisation’s history. What happens to NGOs once these influential persons leave? 

One case study shows that one such organisation was plunged into a funding crisis, the NGO director in question through its influence was able to still “remote control the organisation” from the subsequent position within government, resulting in the inability of two successive directors to fill the shoes so to speak. 

A related and pertinent question is what kinds of leaders are donors seeking? The case studies have raised in two clear incidences that donors wish to fund organisations which are run by a particular kind of manager/director ie “lawyers, directors, white people” or as one NGO stated,” donors want people who can relate to them on the same intellectual level.” “they seem to like local people, but donors need to understand that there’s a real gap between people at a grassroots level and getting these people functioning at a management level.”

Partnership

Partnership is a highly contested term in the development vocabulary. There are expectations of such ideal virtues as equality, respect and mutuality, but in reality donor-recipient relationships appear to play out largely within a context of dependency and mistrust. Our case studies have had to separate out positive donor relationships vs problematic relationships.

Several NGOs expressed quite candidly that that they have become donor oriented:“we are just following the money” prescriptiveness of donors. An NGO noted “they will just tell you this is what we’re funding now.”

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

“The joke now is that if you want funding, you have to make sure you include the words ‘sustainable livelihoods’.”

There are also deep levels of anxiety that NGOs express in their funding relationships: “I’m not good at writing” or “my English is bad” reflects the concern that NGOs do not measure up to the standards set by their funders. NGOs ask “what are those standards?”

“we didn’t have the opportunity at the end of funding to tell xxx what the problems with their requirements.”

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

One case study tells a story of the abrupt termination of funding with very little advance warning. Despite the fact that there had been a field visit from the donor, no mention was made of notice of termination of funding. Communication of the funding termination came via a letter in which the NGO was told that the donor was looking to strengthening its HIV/AIDS focus and was asked to explore local funding sources. There was no discussion as to how the NGO could better meet the new criteria which the donor had outlined. The letter also indicated that it felt that the NGO was now equipped to function without its funding. 

This is an example of a ten- year partnership being irresponsibly handled. No consultation, negotiation or even clear explanation for the termination of funding. No serious consideration given to the sustainability of the NGO; simply local fundraising was used to pass the buck, so to speak. 

Thus it was felt that donors have a limited understanding of the broader political and socio-economic environment that it works in. “donors should be using their influence and lobbying their governments in supporting our goals. If they truly wish to be partners, then they could help us by having staff placements from donor agencies. Skills locally are very expensive, eg we would like legal skills and a land surveyor but they cost too much.”

Those are a limited sample of some of the research findings we have come up with, around issues of identity and partnership.

Presentation by Isaivani Hyman – University of Natal, South Africa

Logical Frameworks

Transparency

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

“It is difficult to articulate precisely what you want to do…  The quantitative orientation of it gets in the way…programmes are really process-driven.  If you don’t include quantity, you are failing the donor, but quality is the missing element there…  Not everybody is logical or left-brained.”

“We refuse to use logframes.  Logframes are an iniquitous, dangerous, reductive trap…some people don’t have a choice and LFA doesn’t even work from an organizational point of view…LFA is a military planning tool.”

“LFA particularly has been on the tools that has depoliticized development…It has made development a technical issue rather than a political one.”

The above are quotes from managers from four very different NGOs.  They demonstrate the range of reactions towards LFAs.  While our research has examined various different rational planning tools, the focus of this presentation is on the Logical Frameworks that have permeated all of the organizations we interviewed in some way or another.

There were extremes in reactions to the tool.  On one end of the spectrum, there was an organization that totally rejected the tool (as evident in the third quote).  On the other end, there was an organization that didn’t know what it was and claimed to not use it.   But, when we reviewed their project proposals and reports, we found that they were reporting against an adapted version of the logframe format.  It is also interesting to note that the organization that was able to reject the tool is well-established and is well able to negotiate with donors and even reject them when their requirements are at odds/impede their work.  The other organization that is using the tool and is unaware of it is an organization that has tended to be extremely donor-oriented and dependent on donor funds and has been pulled in different directions by various donors because of this vulnerability.

The organizations that fall in between these two extremes have expressed some ambivalence about these planning tools.  Some have found them useful for organizing and structuring and being rigorous about objectives (as illustrated in the first quote).  Many organizations have been able to adapt and simplify these frameworks.  So, for example, some organizations just extract and work with elements of the framework.

People have expressed that they have found it a complicated and cumbersome tool.  One of the training organizations that has assisted in the training of NGOs on how to use logframes has observed that it is quite interesting how much of an investment such a training requires.  Training on LFA takes them approximately five full days.

Partly because of its complexity and because it is so difficult to translate and communicate to field staff, many organizations have not fully integrated its use within the entire organization.  In most instances, the framework isn’t used beyond the office or management level.  There is an example of an NGO that tried to use a simple reporting tool to monitor progress at field level.  It was in the form of a timesheet and included sections for activities and outputs.  This was intended to feed into a larger six monthly report to donors.  The NGO field staff experienced so many difficulties with this report.  Even those staff that had education levels beyond high school had problems with it because they found it difficult to reflect their experiences in such a manner.  They needed training and ongoing support to meet these expectations of them (valuable time taken away from their field work activities).

Another complaint about the log frame was that it was reductionist – it tended to reduce organizations to projects; it didn’t incorporate institutional complexity and whole dimension of qualitative progress was absent.  Some of the organizations would submit in terms of a log frame but would have to capture the qualitative developments differently in a narrative report for example.  One interviewee observed that it has reduced the number of people handling reporting as well.  Whereas in the past, there may have been two or three programme officers involved in evaluation, this has now been reduced and centralized in the hands of one person who does the number-crunching.

Some organizations were critical of the lack of flexibility of the tool.  One person expressed that when conditions shift and the nature of the programmes change, it is difficult to make the changes in the framework.  As Annsilla explained in her presentation, the political context for many of these NGOs is quite unstable.  Some of the organizations felt that their work was too complex to translate to log frame indicators.

The whole process of reporting and managing donors was found to be a rather time-consuming one.  At the field level, people expressed that they didn’t feel confident enough about their reporting.  They were stressed about either communicating in English when it is their second language or about appropriately expressing themselves for fear of being misjudged or misunderstood.  At the office or management level, people clearly expressed that reporting was tedious and time-consuming.  One organization tracked the number of hours spent on donor-related matters (whether reporting or attending workshops and meetings) and found that it consumed 230 hours in less than a month.  A project manager from another organization observed that reporting to donors now consumed 60% of his time while in the past he had spent most of his time on programmes.  Both organizations felt that they were in too vulnerable a position to express these concerns to donors.

Another interesting finding about the log frames was that it tended to encourage dishonesty.  For example, some people indicated that what they reported on didn’t necessarily reflect what was happening in the field.  Also, some felt the pressure of demonstrating change from report to report whereas change on the ground was difficult to effect quickly.  So they went ahead with “doctoring the reports” despite what was experienced on the ground.  One NGO admitted that when they sat down to prepare the logframe under time pressures, they didn’t have the luxury of sitting down with stakeholders so they just cooked up assumptions about them.  Some have expressed that logframes are very easy to manipulate.  As one interviewee suggested, “[you] set targets lower than you can achieve…[this] makes your performance look better and impresses funders”.

Impact of Donor Influences/Requirements on Practice
One of the concerns raised was that the whole project and project cycle focus of donors is out of sync with the reality on the ground.  One interviewee observed that projects in themselves are not developmental.  The time constraints of project funding and the linearity of frameworks were found to be completely unworkable on the ground.  For all the reasons that Annsilla highlighted, there is a common understanding that development takes time and never proceeds smoothly.

One of our case studies is a rather sad one.  It involves an organization that started up literacy classes for senior citizens who were deprived of an education during the apartheid era.  The project was a novel idea at the time and was viewed as an interesting pilot and research opportunity.  Funding for three years was secured by an intermediary organization from a back donor.  The project benefited approximately 80 learners all over 50 years of age.  There was a great deal of media attention and interest and the project also was an example of a successful partnership amongst a donor, a higher learning institution and a community-based project.  However, once the three year funding cycle ended, the project was forced to shutdown.  There were no local alternative sources of funding and the organization did and still does pin their hopes on the donor.  Thus, in the space of eight months, the organization went from having a staff of 40 to a staff of 23.

One major complaint that NGOs had was that donors are often ignorant of the context and realities that they have to work with.  Their well-meaning suggestions often perceived as coercion (because of vulnerability around funding) can often be completely impractical.  There is an example of an NGO where many of its activities involved economic empowerment but at a very simple level.  Basically, people would run savings schemes in order to buy furniture or pay off school fees.  Along came the donor who visited these small projects and suggested that the focus of these activities become entrepreneurial.  People were encouraged to run small income-generating projects such as sewing, chicken-farming and so on.  The donor suggested that there were funds available to hire office-based savings facilitators (his idea).  The staff of the NGO went along with the donor’s idea although they didn’t see the value of it.  Eventually the savings facilitators were found to be useless and were reabsorbed into the organization in other capacities.  Also, the beneficiaries seemed to still want to save money for personal needs and appeared to need considerable capacity-building and training to become entreprenuers.  The whole process of securing loans for entrepreneurial projects has ended up trapping people into personal debt since the donor arranging the loans held a policy of entering into contracts with individuals rather with groups.   

One other issue that emerged was that donor requirements are often problematic when it comes to participatory processes.  As one interviewee pointed out, “how can we be people-centred, when we are pushed to be output and delivery-oriented”.  One organization expressed frustration at how these requirements and processes cause them to lose credibility and trust amongst their beneficiaries.  They try to respond to the needs of their beneficiaries by setting up projects that are requested by them but once these are translated to proposals, chopped and changed by donors, the project staff face the daunting task of having to explain why members needs weren’t given priority or funded.  These are just a few examples of how practice is impeded by donor requirements.

Lisa Bornstein, University of Natal, South Africa
I’m going to briefly summarise some of the key trends that we are observing, based in part on the material presented by Isaivani and Annsilla and in part on additional research findings.  I am using the word “funders” to encompass all the upstream sources of funds to South African NGOs, regardless of whether they are bi-lateral, multi-lateral or foundation sources of funds or whether they are intermediaries (such as the U.K. NGOs or faith-based NGOs) that have their own relationships with institutional funders.

First, we are seeing increasing differentiation within the NGO sector in South Africa (much like what we are observing in the U.K.).  There appear to be four different types of NGOs, as defined by their relationships to their funders, as follows:

1. Professional and larger NGOs that accede to, manipulate, or negotiate the conditions that accompany their funding.  

a. We have strong evidence that these NGOs are attempting to manipulate the conditionalities of their funding and confine their effects to the office level.  Examples: They prepare their monitoring reports in the office according to the specified outputs or milestones, with only weak or tangential links to information gathered at the project level.  There funding is based on logframes or strategic foci that again, are not translated downwards to field staff or project beneficiaries.

b. We also see some efforts to work with funders to reduce hardships associated with new management practices.  E.g.: we see efforts to co-ordinate the format of reports, so that a single report will serve all the funders.

c. We are finding that – as the other presenters suggest – that the management tools and practices employed by many funders are not producing the desired effects – projects are not better managed, outputs are not more assured, and information and learning are not promoted.  To the contrary, there seem to be strong incentives to “bend the truth” and “creatively work the system.”  There is evidence that the efforts to enhance impact are (a) ineffective and (b), even worse, are pernicious, distorting reality, obstructing learning, and establishing time frames and approaches that don’t work.

2. This is even more the case for the next group of NGOs.  Many smaller NGOs and CBOs, especially those that are rural-based are struggling to cope with the new management practices and conditionalities.  There is lots of field evidence of lack of understanding of the frameworks and tools with which they are now required to work.

3. There is a smaller group of NGOs that are redefining relationships with their funders.  Many of these are in the OD sector or have benefited from longer-term positive relationships with one or two funders.  For example, a number of of South African NGOs have insisted on the need for capital reserve funds, from which they can draw interest to cover core costs or pilot projects.  A number of funders refused to finance projects when the organization had such resources.  Several NGOs said fine, we won’t take your funding under those conditions.  The funders came back and after several years of negotiation have agreed to provide project funding and the NGOs maintain their investment reserves.

4. There are countless smaller NGOs and CBOs that are not linked into international funding flows or that are linked into government funding relationships.  We know very little about these organizations.

We also observe and hear about different types of funders and grantmaking practices.  What is most notable about NGO reports on their funders is the level of ambiguity.  NGO staff differ greatly in who they pinpoint as the desirable funders.  Nonetheless we can identify certain cases that are described as positive, as follows:

· Funders that put time into building a relationship with partners.  In South Africa, these are less likely to be in the form of a formal partnership or membership agreement (though they do exist).  These relationships are characterized by frequent visits or calls, e-mails, feedback, interest in the field results, and are built over time on the basis of personal relationships.  

· There are risks currently facing such relationships, a few of which I’ll mention: Turnover here and there; requirements that organizations here (in the UK) must pass to partners; changing priorities and the need for support from local constituencies (e.g. marketing)  that turn visits (for example) into displays instead of opportunities to learn and listen; inadequate communication of debates and pressures in the UK to partners in South Africa.

· Funders for whom the money is the only real link to the South African NGOs.  Not a relationship but “easy to manage” – just fill in the forms and file the reports.

· Leaves open the question of what happens on the ground

· And is often accompanied by conditions that undermine NGO efforts to isolate their funding terms from operations and program/project level activities.

There are also interesting results and insights into funding relationships that arise from our research itself.  I’ll cover – briefly – four issues: access; confidentiality; fear; and use.

Access to the organizations with which we wanted to work was difficult.  Often we had to make repeated phone calls to establish initial contact or to secure interviews.  Sometimes we did not succeed or staff decided not to continue (often because they were in vulnerable position at the time or in the midst of a period of intense work). People were busy, and also cautious about the research. In one case, a UK organization participating in the research refused to even give us the names of their South African partners, insisting instead on contacting them directly about the research and indicating that they could – or not – choose to contact us.  None of them, not surprisingly, did.  As it turns out, we already know some of the partners through our own networks and several of the organisations did agree to participate. However, we have no idea how representative they are of the overall partners and, as researchers, feel strongly that the staff of the partner organizations should have had the chance to decide independently – based on contact with us – whether or not to participate, as other organizations did.

Confidentiality was an important issue for many respondents.  Almost all did not want to be directly quoted.  Most wanted all comments disassociated from their organization.  A few, though agreeing that the material drawn from interviews, field visits, and office documents could be used, did not want their organization even mentioned as a participant in the research project.

We attribute the concerns about access and confidentiality to a high level of fear about the repercussions of the research on funding.  People were very concerned that information not get back to their funders (or to their recipients in the case of intermediaries).

There were also concerns that the information be put to use.  And I’ll just quote from field notes to make this point: 

Isaivani: When I first approached XX for an interview, XX asked a lot of questions about the purpose of the research, who would read it and what kind of impact it would make….She explained her need to find out this information.

“I’m often a bit worried about research projects that are about excavating information that potentially have no benefit to those that you’re excavating information from.  And there are always different kinds of interest served in having certain kinds of information.  It is just important for me to know where your will is and your interest lies before we start sharing a whole lot of our experiences.  Our experience is unique and something that shouldn’t just be given away with no kind of sense of…if this information is going to influence things for the better, then great, we choose to use our time to spend talking about our experiences if we know it might have some meaning for the NGO sector.”

As researchers, we share our respondents concerns, and very much hope that the research will lead to better understanding of current funding and management practices, their effects, and possibilities for more just and effective approaches.

Thank you.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Questions asked at seminar

After Martin’s presentation:

Mike Day, Community Fund: Are there any real strengths that have been emerging?  What are they?

Janet Townsend: Found exactly the same stories in her work.  Thought it was a wonderful presentation.

Felicity Hill, CAFOD:  Did people come up with alternatives to rational management tools?

Ben Green, DfID: You describe the sector as passive and highly influenced by donors.  Did you look at the different types of NGOs eg urban, those with a constituency?  Is there a difference as to their dependence on donors?

Jonathon Burton, VSO:  You talk about one conditionality being consortia to bring NGOs together.  Your methodology talks about a vertical slice.  Did it allow you to look at horizontal networks?

John Hailey, INTRAC/Oxford Brookes:  Why is there an increase in rigid systems when other sectors are rejecting them?  What is the response when you feed back to donors?

Elina Bardram, PARC: Do you have data on how much time reporting etc takes?

Andrew Bunbury:  Is there any evidence that donors ever talk to each other?  If they did then it might ease things.

Alan Thomas, University of Wales, Swansea: It is fortunate that the logframe has been going so long that have been able to build up a critique.  In Wales there are 33 different frameworks for NGOs

Uganda is famous for its PRSP.  Big donors are supposedly moving towards sector wide/Poverty Reduction Plan.  Local NGOs are theoretically moving towards more advocacy and watchdog role.  

After South African presentations

Mike Day, Community Fund: I am struck by the fear about what is fed back to donors.  This fascinates me about partnerships.  I am also concerned about the emphasis on advocacy and lobbying.  On the one hand have NGOs and CBOs that are lobbying governments yet they are really reluctant to lobby donors.

Adam Platt, Help Age: Organisations are not necessarily homogenous in how they see their positions vis-à-vis other organisations.  It depends who your respondent is.  There is fear of staff within organisations about the hierarchy of the organisation.

Janet Townsend: We confirm [response that fear was found at all levels] from our own experiences.  Even the most open organisations are not prepared to name individuals.

Liz Gascoigne, NSCE International:  Is there a trend of donors directly funding SNGOs or is it going via large INGOs?

Sarah Crowther: I am fascinated by the question of identity.  I would like more detail about the question of identity to do with individuals: a sense of who they were and why they wanted to be there.  Or is it to do with the organisation’s identity?  Are there age or gender differences coming in there?

Also interested in the dynamics within organisations.  From the first phase of the research I was quite surprised about the drive for growth in UK NGOs.  It was a slightly macho kind of thing.  I am wondering if you are finding the growth ethos in organisations?

Eiman Hamza: I am doing a PhD on conditionalities in Uganda.  I was working for a SNGO.  The questions of ethnicity are not touched.  In North there is some kind of place and venue for knowledge coming down.  There is no venue for information to come from the ground.  It is a question of who are those who are poor.  We are still in the trap where the donor has the conventional wisdom and is telling us what to do.  Why is anyone afraid?  We are talking about real issues.  This is not serving the real issue.

Elina Bardram. PARC:  There is an interesting parallel between the discussion here and the discussion in Glasgow of OECD donors.  There is a broad consensus that it should not be a donor driven process.  I don’t think it should be an INGO driven process either.  It is felt that reporting processes should be built into existing mechanisms.  

Brian Rockliffe, VSO: In many INGOs there is a very sharp difference between the rhetoric on partnership and the picture you paint.  Is the picture really that bleak?  Did you see any good practice?  If you didn’t did you get a sense of what good practice would look like?

Charles Owusu, ActionAid: These relations are replicated at the community level between SNGOs and communities.  I am interested in the extent to which communities were able to negotiate themselves with determining their own development needs.

Simon Starling, Save the Children: Most relationship problems seem to be related to funding issues.  But they have been around for 20 years.  What evidence is there that donors or INGOs are supporting access to alternative sources of funding.  Or are INGOs and donors quite happy with the situation?

Alan Thomas, Swansea: The question is how are different groups of SNGOs moving?  Will we see the passive ones becoming more independent or is the trend the other way, more are just following?
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