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ABSTRAC'.r

This research repozt :is a ~escriptive study of the
interfa.ce between donors of aid a!'~drecipients of the aid
in [~outl1Africa. It exanlines a ro.ilge of :t'elations that
exir:;t; between d.onol;'s, particularly 1:.rU[!b~bH~SSdonors, and
J:eoipient.s.. The ~ost'libilities for deVllopi.i19 a mutually
l)!'me.ticial :relatio:us:!dp bet.ween donors and ::ecipients are
examiner'i as well. as the :t'-221lpref(;\:ren~'~s of donors and
:n::~ipients 0 The re:t;?ort focuses on the question ~hetber
ai.d. may actua.ll:ti diminish saU:-relinnce among recipi1!n{~c5o

The statistical tt'Y:'.is us~~d in this study are factor
analysis, the t-Test and th,e median.

The find,inqs cd:' the study are that aid does diminiSh
self-reliance" Relatic.nships between doners and
recipients are strained by the fact t£l~., neither full:y

accepts thQ 'eqi tima.ey of the other:.. This is
par~icularly true concerning the motives of both p~rt~es.
ThGl:'appcrt between donor.. :.nd recipients is found to be
a major factor contributing to amicable relati.onships.
Church funds as compared 'i:" other seurees of funding are
:most preferred. by both. dOl1oro and ecipient~B.. strong
negative pe~c~ptions exist about the ~ole of business in
"community empowerment"aetivities.

Based primarily on thta works of Moslay, (1987); Galtunq,
O'Brien and preiswerk, (19'BO)a:nd other theorists in this
field, the study establishes !iOme of the crucial items
involv-ad in the donor «nd rec:ipient relatio.t1Shipa In
this context therefore, as one ·of t~e exploratory studies
in tb:ts field, and in the. absence of any prey~ OU8

elilpir10al work, thft resea:rch report contriJluter.·
siqnificantly to knowledge abc~ut donors and recipients
particularly insofa.:.c as to how thuse relationships could
be im.proved.
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CHAPTER 1

i--;UE INTERFACE BETwEiN~"nAID" DONORS:MiD'~REC:;':;XENTS-il ,.._,_._~__. _

since 194:8 the implementa,tioH of apartheid, iJl:i.:th

its consequent effects OL the SC)l.lth Af:d,can
population, has combined w"",th other factors to
create widespread poverty in the country.
Homelessness, unemployment, (particula.rly youth

unemploy"lt\e,~.t,) and a grave dBfi.c.iency in
educatrLoneI C'lllli h()-'tlth facilit::~es ret".ain as some
of the m&jor problems th:;rt: face us.

The degree of inequality that exists between the
haves and the have-nots, between races and
between classes of society is a striking' feature
of South African socie1:y. Wilson Francis and
Ramphele Mamphela, (1988) suggest that 20 percent
of the population owns 75 percent of the wealth,
compared with 62 perc~nt in Brazil and 30 percent
inOthe united states. Sinclair Michael, (1990)
suggests further that

"The .factor which
distinq.~ish8s south Africa
from o1~ber countries is tbe
axtent to which the
impoverishment of the
majorit:r black IJopulation is
the consequence of deliberate
government policy and the
ochestril1ted actions of the
Whit. minority. ~he
p&r7asiveness of
insti tutionalised racism. in
south Africa is unparallaled.



.,
"

The ras It is that without
opportunH:,y advancement
or avenues of resources, the
poworlessness and poverty of
the black majority is more
absolute and more personally
deqradinq than in societies
whore the poor at least
:retaina measure of personal
dignity."

since 2 February 1990 the prospect of the demise
of apartheid has forced the major players in the
society to look be1fond apartheid as the sole
cause of pove.rty and inequality_

This perspective recognises that Sonth Africa
b~ing a developing country I albeit a strategic
economic region for the rest of Africa and
particttlarly Southern Africa, shares the major
features of underdevelopment ~xperienced
elsewhere Over. 60t of South Africa's population
is under the age of 2" population growth is
more than 2% per annum. Unempl'fi'ntent is over 20%
and as much. as 65% in some regions of the
country. The inflation rat~ is a d ;le digit
figur~ and is amongst the highest in the world.
The rev1:nt Gulf cri.sis has thwarted some of the
major ~t~orts to control ipflation.

Business and politicians have had differences of
opinion about the best way to ct:lrb inflatiotl"
generate wealth and bring about equality
(SchlemmerLawrence; 1990) The once popular ANC
slogan of "Hational.iaationU as t:he only means
available to brim about equality has not met
with any great enthusiasm from husines:s. III
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fact, there has been painstaki.ng efforts to
connter any suggestions of nationalisation as a
viable means of bringing equality" At a
confex-ence of the Sou\:h African Institute for
l<~und-raisingt Anglv American's Clem Sunter, mad:
rr c'(~rence to the fact that nationalisation car. be
1. " ~ened to slicing up a dead horse ·that
everybod.'{ should have i;a share ~ In his view this

,I;

would not work to cr~ate ~qualit:'ll but. would
rather lead to e:l{treme poverty and jPtarvation.
Wha.t was needed, he suggested, was to create
cppq.;rtunities for everybody to participate
effectively in. the development process based on a
market economy.

On the other h~d, Feinstein Andrew J, (1990) in
a key-note speech at a cencoz CSR Conference
cites Fuad Cassim, an ANC economic advisor as
saying;

"The future government will
l ... d the, chr..lJq. for economic
growth., ....... we wi] 1 use
redistribution to neet social
needs, create new demands,
and reduce soc.i.al conflict
due ~o differences in
material po~'(session" , • w.
would like to do this il'! co-
operation with the business
sector" but if that co '"
operation is not forth~ominq,
the government will not sbirk
its responsibility in this
regard,,"

In thi~ context, Feinstein, (1990) also suggests
that the corporate sector have to come out from
behind the !c'riedroanite dogma that "the Business
of Business is Businesstf, and recognise the need
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to constitute it~elf as a constituency :~n its own
right. Business must do this to ensure its
rightf.l.l. place in the post-aparthei.d scene. CSR
he !-'!t'!':mestsi

"Would. seem to be the one
obvious area in which
business can head off t.he
nationalisation de'b~tes a.nd
win the legitimacy that
it lacks at present with the
key polf tical players of the
:future. iii

For many years, apartheid has been blamed for
~'~'1der-developmentand business has been seen as
..ing close to and supportive of apartheid

structures * This Ls inspite of suggestions by
- _1:;/, ....~ ".'. , .,)'0.

'.o:":)~chle:mrter I (1.990) that .business has been less
'~.,)\.succ::assful in the sixties and seventies in

,/'j/

.~!Pg appeals for the rationalisation of
~"'tion or for the integration of technical
:,.c~";i<'l9 or the liberalisation of immigration

p'c:JL~y to offset tw~ skill shortages business
pl."ed~cteq fJ:r a1xperienced.

The indictment. aCjainst apartheid had elicited a
variety of international responses to persuade
the South African government to change its
policies. Amongst some of these :measu.res have
been sanctions, disinvestment and divestment.

In 1986: the united states Congress passed the
ComprehensiveAnti-Apartheid Act (C.A.A.A.) Which
appropriated in excei:C:; of US$ 40 million in
economic support funds (approximately R1.20
mill..ion at the time) for the financial year 1.987
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to constitute itself as a constituency in its own
right. Business must do thi::; to ensure its
rightful place in the post.-apartheid scene. CE3R
he suggests;

"Would seem to be the one
obvious a~ea in which
hU3iness ccn head off the
nationalisa/0ion debates a.nd
win the legitimacy that
it lac:!ts a.t present with the
ke.iY political pl,ayers of the
fut,.u1:'e."

For many years, apartheid has been blamed for
undez=deve Lopraerrt;and business has been seen as
being close to and supportive of apartheid
st1:l,.~.ctures. This is inspite of suggesti •.ans by

E( kmmer, (1990) that business has been less
tt:an successful In the sixties and seventies in
m~king appeals for the rationalisation of
education or for the integration of technical
training or the liberaliGation of immigration
policy to offset the skill shortages business
predicted or experienced.

'l'he indictment against apartheid had elicited a
variety of

the South
international responses to persuade
African governm~nt to change its

policies. Amongst some of these measures have
been sa.nctions, disinvestment and divestment.

In 1986, the United states
comprehensive Anti-Apartheid
appropriated in excess of
economic support funds

Congress passed the
Act (C.A.A.A.) which
US$ 40 million in
(approximately R120

million at the tim.e) for the financial year 1987
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and \ ch y(:)ar thereafter for the nVictims of
Aparth-..ldu (Baker H Pauline, 1989). Similarly
the European Community voted in. excess of Ecu 5
:million (appro:;cimately1(.12 million) for positive
measures to end apartheid. (Renshaw Paul, 1990)

Prior to this, th!!!!European Code of conduct; and
the Sullivan Code of EmploymentPractice also
existe.d. These efforts required of European and
Americanbusinesses operating in South Africa to
advance primarily the position of their Black
workers. This heralded the era of fair
employmentpractices, the eradication of racism
in the work place, the advancement; of Black
employees and '~he resultant affirmative action
programnves,the ushering in of equal opportunity
companies. Quality of work life programmesand
Corporate Social Responsibllit),T Lecamethe majr::-,r

theme ot this era. (Financial Mail, 1989)

The existence of pov!~rtyI the availability of
funding and the anathema of apartheid seemed to
open a flood of philanthropio activity around
such issues as education, homelessness and job
creation.

T'.,e communicy development sector also gained a
tleW momentum.
philant.hropic

Corporations, governments,
organisatiQns, churches and the

labour movements.gairled added vitality. This
vitality ,'ind grolJth brought about newdebates and
newrelationships on issues of funding, including
the discu;"siun on the legitimacy or illegitimacy,
of certain sources of funding.
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More recently 1 CtJntroversies arose rE~garding the
.R2 billion fund (later named the Independent
Development Trustj which the state has put into
the custody of Mr Jan steyn.

On the one hand a number of peop l.e in the Black
cOlnmunity indic~lted a reluctance to participate
in the scheme yet others were report.edly
guardedly in favour of participating in the
management of this Fund so as to have a measure
of control on where and how the funds are
allocated. Recently this Trust has unveiled its
first project being the building of primary
schools in the Eastern cape, n area of great
deprivation with unemp.Lcyment; ~lose to 70%.

(Saturday star, 1 December 1990)

These controversies are reminiscent of the 1.976

era when the business community established The
Urban Foundation. Charges were made -to the
effect that business was protecting its interests
and creating a buffer class of blacks or even
the fact that it was counteracting the militancy
of the working class.

More r~cently
i.njected a

the Chairman of Liberty Life
further R100 million towards

development efforts.

!t is against this backqz-ound of greatly
increased funding from international and domestic
sources and the rapid growth of non-governmental
organisations and projects that this study of the
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Interface between "Aidu donors and recipients
should be viewed.

1.2 ~he Research Problem and F.~oposition
In South Africa there exists an
exceptionally larqe number and a wide
variety r-;f

organisations,
cOTI~unity or service
referred t.Oo as Non..-

Governmental. organisations (NGO's) e These
organisations deal with a variety of socio-
eocnomd,c issues, ranging from. changes in

government policy through to the
eradication of ill-health and other social
ills and problems~

In a study on '~he Future of the Nen-profit
voluntary Sector in south Africa', Lee and
Buntman, (1989) suggested that there are
more than 7000 separate non-governmental
organisations in south Africa, with the
possibility that over 5000 regional
operations or branches across the country
also exist within this sector.

These organisations are
activities such as the

involved
creation

in
of

employment for the un- and underemployed,
informa 1 and formal education at all
levels I UPJ~'ooting hunger, encouraging
small business development and fighting
legal injustice f as in the struggles for
deregulation of businesses and white
residential areas. Lee Robin Hand
Buntman Fran, (1989) suggest a
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classification of 47 groupings of activity
for th~ more than 7000 existing groups$

l1icou p, .":':,.::7dnstry. (1990a) recently
conc.Iv ,Jd a quantitative survey in which

initiatives .in the area of
individual

skills
she ident.ified over 1 633

training alone, which she classi.fied into
91 categor.ies.
ma~nly non-formal,
not-f-:>r-profit.

non-governmental and

A majori.ty of the organisations providing
these se:tvices proclaim a central notion
and have an ideological affinity. This

- ~-':-

centres around the concept of "self-
reliance", or independence from the donor.
In a persuasive note for US grant-makers I

Sinclair, (1986) endorses tIli;; appr-oach
when he suggests that donors must;

"Be quided :by the need$- and
aspirations ¢~~ :bla-t:k South
Africans, alloW' :black~ to
manage the initiatives from
the outJ)!lt, address the basic
causes of :black disadvantage,
make a long-term cOllUl1itme~ot;
att.empt. to harness resouJ:oes
other than money, such as
computer and aqricul.tural
equipment, traininq and
technical exp.~tise to ensure
the effectiveness and long--
term impact of the
initiative."
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Schlemmer,
suggests,

(1990) cites Bethlehem who he
has thought a great deal about

these issues as saying that;

"Businessmen should ~ork
creatively with socialists in
th(~ communi ty ••• to promote
co-uperatives and perbaps
even help them by secQndinq
managementelO

Further, Schlemmer, (1990) is of the
opinion that by creating ownership trusts
for black co-di~ectors and managers,
business might jointly attempt to crti"jite
and help to manage black corporate
development on a scale capable of producing
a critical mass in the sho:':t-t~l."ma

Government departments, South African and
foreign business and other foreign
agencies, including church organisations,
continue to provide j~unding to these
organisations I to a,ssist \, ''''lm in the hope
that ultimately the recipi~nt organisations
,will become self-reliant. Business 1 which
is one of the leading actors in this
activity et;iS() often speak of avoi'ding
dependency and promoting self-reliance.
(O'Dowd Michael, 1982).

However, despite rhetoric on both sides;
doubt; exists as to the real effect of,.tfaid"
on recipient organisations.
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Kobus Visagie, (1990) of the
Gencor Development Trustg his invitation
and opening rerr.ar};:s at: the Gencor CSR
Conference said;

"The perd~i;!lied duplicatioli cf
effcrt ·~:l~dl wast!lge of
pre,tzion5 .I;'(.l:sources on loW'
p:ri1orit.y projects by
indiv~.dr<1:ll cC'.iX1paniesare both
limiting the effectiveness of
C.Si~R. on national level and
frl~~9menting business
ir,!lueuee as a pressure group

politically and socially.
Calls for nationalisation are
enhance~ by the apparent lack
of =o-ordination in private
sector spend inc;; in the South
African society. Therefore,
tbe need for united busiue5ls
i.ntsrvention in both the CSR
and p~litical spheres has
never been mote pressinq."

He i:urt,her s.~Jgested that given recent
pol itical developments CSR is potentially
the most effecti v~ guarantee of business I s
own long-term inteL'est in a post-apartheid
South Africa.

rhetoric from both recipients
and donors it would seem that the "Aid"
relationship is characterised by tension
and conflict. For this reason, this
study will explore the centra+. question,
"Does Aid promote or (SiJ!\inish self-reliance
in the Recipieuts?" starting from the
conflictj ng statements, and observable
contradictions that exist in the. donor and



recipient relationships amongst NGO's; this
stlld.'.t af.ma to explore;

(1) A set
between the

of rela:l.;.ionships t11at exist
recipients of funds and th~

providers ot funding, (especially the
pri.l1ate sector) for develor',:Jent programmes,
within the cont.6xt of the theory ..:>fself-
reliance .rnd community contr,~l on the one
hand and the reality of dependence creation
on the other.

(2) The extent to which fundinq helps ui

binders the attainment of objectives as
perceived and set by the projects and
pr.)grammes themselves. Do these objectives
conflict with the objectives of the
funder.?

(3) The real preferences of funders and
community service organisation (NGO's)
respectively, so a~ to provide a basis for
a more mutually beneficial relationship
between funders and the recipients of
ft.,nds. These observations could be of
practical use in a future south Africa.,

In this conte~t we can st~te as a
proposition ~b4t, the capaoity to achi~ve
effective "community empo'Yermellt" (as
advocated by the self-reliance theory) is
dep"naant on non-qovernmen·tal
orqaniaations,. business and gQvernment co-,-
.operating to bring a~out effe-r·d.ve
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development a.t tbe local, reqionC:.l,l and
natio:llal levels.

~_he Significana_Qf ttt<2_JJtl~:~1l~
The event-s that have occur-red si.nce
Febru~~ry 1990
defined- the
relationship

have set a new st.a(j0

em~Zlrgencel of a

.\
~:~. ,t.

the South. Afr J. ;,:an

Government by community organisatio>li:!,
businesses and the intarna·tional community.

For the flrst time since th~~N'ational Party
took power in 1948, the aout.n Z '.Lean head
of crtate has been received 1r1itheppzoval by

the heads of stat2 of the United Kingdom,
so::ne Eu:t'opean countries and the United
gtates. The. once high. tenlpo of sanctions
is begimling to dimin.ish in tw.e world

\\
scene. On the 15 Decentber 1990, the
European community announced the lifting of
the ban on new investments in South Afric:a.
This occur-red just after the llLNC

Consultative Conference had resol/ed that
the .intel:'national communit;y' must maintain
sanctions.

Increased efforts to g2llv~mise fUnding
locally and internationa:Ll.y have become

the order of the day. Valdous causes are
advanced tha.t require u:;:gel1t funding: the;

return 01 exiles, econcmic clbvelopmellt and
other similar issues aria on the agenda in
many business boardrooms I aid agencies and
NCO's.
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Very rer.er.tly the Deputy President oj; the
ANC was d~:mied $25 idllitm by Japan, which
reportedly preferred to fund. "devel(lpment
activities" rather tha.n give money to
polit.ir.ians. (SQwetanj 30 October 1990)

'l'his r..appenf;!d ;;,.fte:<: the ANO leader had
already gained sUbstantial support in
q'-;.untries such as Indonesia, PAustrali.a and

oth~rs"
;1

Th~ Kagi50 l' •... _f OlV3 • the maj or condud,ts
c)f EU\I:-opean ass Lst.anc to thE; victims of
apartheid, recently L~..ncunoed the phasing
out. of political and legal ass.istance
progranu.iles in favour of deve Lcp.nent;

initiatives. The Trust announced a budget
in excess of R90 :million which will be
channelled to development assistance.
(Business Day, 26 Oc'::ober ],990)

Many projects, NGO's, Aid Agencies and
Foreign Affairs Min:~stries are visiting or
have visited South Afrlca :i..'eCeiltly to
revie.w th8 situation or alternut..,:,vely are
reshaping their ~>riol.·iti.as, levels of
funding and cri t,er;La for fundb'lg towards
development activity.

In the OOUl"~~e of th:!,'" com.rnitrnent has
strengthened t(,1 ai.d the poor I to cater for
the un- and \lnde:t~employed, particularly
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the youth! and to accelerate development
programme;;.

Ag~,inst this background, 'this desr-;ripti ve
and explorat:ory study into the real
prefe:r:encesI
donors and

motives and objectives
recipients alike will be

of
of

assistance to all parties concerned. 'l?he
i!publiC declaration of interests" by both
donors (particularly business) and

in working towardsrecipients will assist
effectiva social progress.

It Ls conceivable that NGO/~; will pla~f an
incrf~asingly significant role in t:t>.e

\,

determinatiol'3 of governmental prit1ritias
which should have regc~rd to the real
development and empowerment issues facing
target communities. The study will. assist
in the clarification of these issues andr=.s

may contribute to the effective use of
real, sUbstantia.l financial resources I

coming directly from a legitimate
govermnent .l~o be established in the near
future.

1." Dellmi~atj.oll of the Field of S!udy
Based in the I United states, a $outh,

African[ sincl~lir, (1986) I conducned '16
personal interviews wit:h people involved
in community development and
in$titutionally associat~d l~.ith community
development in South Africa. 'I'be~~e
included blacks running organisations such
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as the South l~frican Corom!ttee for Higher
Education (SACHED)I t.he Self :Help
AssociatE.$ for Development Economics
(SHADE), the Churchesf the Get Ahead

activit.:.ies I including

It also included 7
with development

operation Hunger.

Foundat.Lon and others.
white people associated

Based on

himself
this study, another conducted by

a:1d the work of otihez Sinclair,
(198B) suggests that;

noespite the ideological
distast~ with which Dlack5
view the global ai~tivities of
th& united states, the
reality is th.t there ::'8 1'0
\,con:.l?arable alternative s~urce
of material assistance for
Community·Dovel.opment. This
fact is an &&:41tional source
of discomfort and Ii. major
influence on t.he seemingly
begrudging attitude towards
American assis'canee.*'

Similar observations have been made by many
other observers about the reluctance of
community organisations to accept fundi~g
from South African business. [Lee and
Buntman, (1989)]

In the Amer.ican context, Micol.l, (1990b)
identified 1110ret.nan 55 South Afri~an
organisati.ons providing educational
assistance to south Africans~ Micou A

,\
}'{cKinstryand Draper, (1990) identified 61
organisations providing assistance to South
African exiles and refugees. Micou A
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McKinstry, (1989) further identified 15 US
related corpoz-abe I!'rusts in South Africa
and a significant number of US Church-
related funding organisations for South
l',frica. In this report it is stated that;

"From :interviews cenducted,
some of the mission
programmes in the US are
maintaininq their financial
suppert ef educational
programmes in South Africa,
specifically theological
educatien and work .... other
mission directers are more
politieised und are calling
fer m.ore aggressive fer:m.sof
church actien on the role of
fiuanci~l institutions and
corp,orations in South
Africa .."

in a snapshot survey conducted by the
J?inancial Ma.il, (19S9) Lnvo Ivd.nq foreign,
locally controlled Engli:sh-and-Afrikaans-
domi:i1ated companies I t.he publication
concludes:

OTher. is a definite trend
towards greater celllsultation
wi th communities.. There is
also a trend to axu::ouraqing
self-help proqraDUlles and
thc.se that empewer peeple to
take Actions te ilD.Pl~QVe their
quality ef. life."

..

Runni.ng contrary to this view, olasky,
(lSB7) suggests that the "leve of l'Ilankind"
(philanthropy) plays a relatively small

\.
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part in most company giving. Contributions
are made for very practical reasons
including 1 corporate executive personal
importance, peer pressures, spousal
involvement, ideological considerations or
simple public relations. He further
suggests that personal, ideological and
utilitarian considerJ.'tions are the crucial
variable in giving. Developmont. and self-
reliance activities are often not high in
the real corporate agenda. It must in
fairness be said that this is an unusually
negative view, balanced by many other
positive motivations. Clearly however a
difference of opinion exists concerning the
real motivation of business in providing
financial assistance to development
agencies.

The perceived economic efficiency of grant
recipient~ is also important. No company
wants to pipe money to organisations with
buckets so leaky that resultant spills
become a public embarrassment.

A wide variety of European sponsored
activities exist within South Africa, such
as the Kagiso Trust., the Churches and
European-based corporations siuch as B.P. i

Shell, and the initial sigmd:ories of the
European Code of Conduct.

Co-existent with the large number of
funding organisations in South Africa or
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assisting South Africans to ameliorate
their social problems there is obviously a
wide range of related co~~unity development
programmes and service organisations.
Sinclair and vleinstein, (1988) identify a
number of these. So doe~ the Financial
t>fail,the study by Lee and Buntman, (1989)

and other sources.

The existence of large numbers of both
donors and recipients is not all positive
news. If, as Sinclair, (1986) points out,
blacks are caught up in ideological
contradictions and debates regarding
sources of funds, this may lead to what he
terms "bad-mouthing" (Sinclab: and
Weinstein, 1988) amongst community
organisations. Then little or no effective
development will be achieved despite the
massive amount.s of funding that will be
made available from various sources
including ;:.;usiness. The varied reactions
.in l:h(~ Yl1ack community to the R2 billion
Independent Development Trust remind us
again of these ideological contradictions.

Of course, this issue has been investigated
widely in ot.hez: countries such as the USA

and many European countries. [cassen Rand
Assooiates, 1987; Guess M George, 1987;
Mosley Paul, 1987i Lappe I Moore Frances,
Collins Joseph nnd Kinley David, 1981;
Hayter Theresa and Watson Catherine, 1985].
This study will use international evidence



19

where appropriate to draw attention to
similar dynamics in South Africa.

From the stated contributions in the field
it is obvious that more empirical research
is required t.o determine the nature a
set of relationships that exist bet\'ieen
the providers and recipients of funds in
South Africa. 'I'he res;;'tarch indicates that
only the i~entification of funders and
recipients has so far been explored 1 but
not the l'.ature or quality of the set of
relationships between them. Without a
study of these relationships, prio:r'ities,
preferences and real motives I foreign aid
and CSR ini tiati ves may well continue t.o
be channelled through leaking bucketis full
of holes.

In the conclusion to their study of NGO's
in South Africa, Lee R Hand BUl1tman if,
(1989) state;

nAn area. that needs further
analysis and research is
corporate donations policYe
Very eften, there are
differences between the
stated policies of companies
and their actual donations
spending ~.~

The prElSen1.:,study pursues this.. theme, by

attempting empirically to reveal the
relationship between donors and recipients,
especially as regards the issue of "self-
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reliance" of -the recipient, as this is
perceived by both parties. The study does
not purport to offer "solutions" for this
relationship, but rather through factor
analysis of indepth interviews
propositions
investigated.

that can
to g$:nerate

be further
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CIIAPTER 2

1-"L~. _

1';.SUl,laY of the literature. on the subject:. of this
report revealed two major factors. Firstly, a large
portion of the li·terat;.lr~ and research on "aid" and
"philanthropyn con,'e.'1cra'l::es on the levels of
national governments and/or bilat(=n:-al governmental
agreements. uBila.teral" levels refers to governments
of donor countries giving aid directly to governments
of recipient countries. In many instances this ,~.3

also done through multilateral government relations -
where donor government~ have established NGO's or aid
agencies such as the International Monetary Fund
(I.M.F.) and or the World Bank to transfer. aid to
recipient countries through the parastatal organs of

the recipient countries.

Secondly I in most reseclrch on this subject: which
deals conceptually or lempirically with issues of

relationships and the impact of aid, South AfrLea
does not appear, or at least it is not counted in the
last decade. The literature therefore does not touch
on South Africa other ethan occasional discussions and
papers primarily focussing on the abolition of
apartheid. This is in part a consequence of the
acade'ni.c boycctot., as well as the relatively recent
appearance of South Africa as a large scale recipient
of indirect aid.

On self-reli.anc~ and community participation, the
ideas of Galtung J, O'Brien P and Preiswerk R,
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(1930 1 as well as Kotze D At (1983); Midgley J, Hall
A, Hardiman H and Marine D, (1985) and Korten D,

(198?) provide helpful insights.

For the discussion on aid, the literat.llre C'/cxL'vey

draws heavily on the work done by Mosley Paul,
(1987), as well as Cassen and Associates, (1987), who
seerll to provide very helpful concepts to the
understanding of this subject llV..ttter.

Non-governmental organisations involved Ln
development programmes or what..is popularly being
referred to as the "transformation Clf society"
or, alterilativ~ly "community empowermf,!nt"
programmes, tend to lay emphasis on the need for
ultimate self-reliance. This is in part an
influeilce of development theory that has been
propagated through the well-known father of self-
reJ.iance - Julius Nyerere with respect to the
Ujamaa approach and African socialism" (Many
South African programmes have tendeci to look
towards ccuncz i.ea such as zimbabwe and Tanzania
for Lnsp'ration.) The strong identification with
socialism by many development programnHl!S m:':t.,

also have peen responsible for thi.s influence.

In p(irt, grant-makers d1: ,lonor aljencies tend to
m~~ke the need fQr. self-reliance a standard
cr~terion for co~, 'el:ation of grants to
recipient.s. A conviction about and affinity to
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df'~ocl.:'acy aLso has a bearing on the way in which
deve Lopment; progra:mmes s·tructure theMselves.

In t.his section we consider the theor~,tical
implications of self-reliance 8 its practice and

outcomes.

Grc!sclaude C, (IS80) in Galttl.ng,et ali (1930) f

page 301 suggests;

none tremendous a4vantage
wit'!l. the term uself-reliancafi
is ita: openness. The term
ba.s a. certain nl.xoleus of
content, but it is up to all
of us to give it more precise
connotations. (In fact., that
would be the ollly self-
reliant wa.y of qcJinq about
defining the term 'self-
reliance')."

This vif'w about self·-reliancr .seems to suggest
.,'.\

that being self-reliant depends on oneself. The
central question that must be asked then in this
context. is; how does a concept seen differently
by parties engaging in a relationship - as in
Donor and Recipients - govern that relationship?
Is it feasible to talk of self-reliance when in
fact each party involved in the relationship sees

it differently?

The views
several

of Gal·tung, et a1 •
-I (19S0) suggest

In hisissues for consideration.
discussion of self-reliance concepts I practices
and rationale, Galtung, et ali (1980) makes the
point that self-reliance is not merely an
abstract recipe or a way of (c,rganisingan economy
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w'ith heavy emphasis en the use of local factors;
ratherl it 1.S:

itA very determined struggle
against any kind of cenrre-
periphery formation witn the
ultimate goal 0": arriving at
a world in which each part ls
a centre.iII

In this context Galttmgf et ali (1980) would
suggest that self-reliance should encompass the
breaking of old relationships in order to build
new ones. The centre and the periphery must ba
brought together on a mere equal footing.

'l'he "centre" in this context is the haves, while
the,periphery refers to the ha.ve-nots. Galtung,
et ali (1980) emphasises that the relatiQt)ships
of the develo:p,f,d countries with the developing
countries may be defined in these terms: the
"haves" and che "have-nots", the "centra' •. and
the uperipr: ~ry". He maintains that the problem
the world .iaoes is one of mai-aevelopment and not
under-·devE:.opment. In this context therefo:t'e it
would be i:'perative for each locus of activity
to be self-reliant and in that way relate on an
equal footing with any other locus of activity.

In Galtung's, et ali (1980) view, the essential
ingredie:·;t~; fot' self-J.aliance include power and
penet.rat:ion, fearlessness and invulner,ability.
A' local popu'race pursuing s~lf-reliancs. in a.ny
given situation needs to have control oyer their
ownneeds and t;he resources with which to satisfy
those needs. ~>:rnturn, the mobilisation and
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utilisa·t:icm of ref:H)UrCeS nee{'![s cr('1at:l.vi ty and
innovation. These: should lead to r.he abil:i.ty to
withst.and man:tpu1at.ion an!:.! to .increased
capahilitiet:> on the part:. of the local popu.l.ace,
The control. 0 own nee.ds and the resources
through whi ch tf•.~-'lseneeds arl\? :mot. sh;,;uld lead to

a.lienat:io:i" and to . l;Iieal baLanoe w:U:h:in

idarity
a1;

t.hat local communi.ty. should be

1980) i'\;1p1.ies that the ~rparipheryn - or:' t~!1(}

"have nots" - need to pled9c solidarity witrl
each onhez so as t:o (-;!ffeci;;ively relate with the
"centreU - {the uhl1ves1lij .• en an (~q:ual foot:blg.

Galtung's, et ali (1980) 'dews are reminiscent of

the philosoph:t of Black ccnee.i.ousnaas , WiJ.son
and Ramphelt~, (1988) f~n' instance, wit.hin the
context of providing a framework for thinking
about issues involved in eradicating poverty
SUljgest thati

IIBlack con:!$ciousness by its
very natura helped to free
Black South Afxi~;an·s
psycholO9'i~::&lly from '~~e
oppressive slav-e-me.ntalii,;y
of apaJ'l:theid and the
claustropi/lobia of White
liberals in the 1980"s.
Self· ...res);'llIu:t and self-
reliance replaced attempts to
became incorporated into
w$ll-mea.ninq, Whit-a-dominated
instituti1')ns.. Instead it
began f;o1: 'the first time to
create independent cownunity
programmes which sought to
~i va 'out these ideals in
practiii:e ....
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I:ot~~e, (1983) refers to this idea as expounded by

black consciousness as ,egomm.unalislU", evidenced
by the movement setting up communf.t.y development
projects t.o inculcate black norms and values
which stressed t~he Lnhez'errt. goodness of being
black. Within the context of what he define; as
t.he culture of poverty Kot (1983) a l ao refers
to "se1f-relianceu as a second d{YlJelop:ment:.

t;;1:rategy I the firt,:;t bah.,'] "diaso{;J<i;tionn e Self~
reliance in his view is a less :t'adical vens Ion of
dissoc:tation. Dissoci .Ion e:mphasise~ indigenous
values, corsmun l.t.y service, eccnomf.c and cu1t:ural
.i.ndependenoe requiring radical chang~;G in
domestic and international relaU.ons.

Alnlost on a continuum Kotze( (1983) refers to
a thi:r.7d strategy of development I which he refelCS
to as an ISal ternati VIt way of 1ifa" . 'This
encompaasee amongst oth(:r I hings th'e voluntary
isolat.ion of groups within ,';liety.

ConlmunityDevelopmnnt Programmes often refer to
some or all of the aspects sug~ested by Kotze,
(1983) within UH~context of self-help and self-
relianca. These; ideas are closely related to
those auvanced by Galtu1l9, et al; (1980).

'.['.:.c;kne";' 0, (198!J) in Galtung, at ali (19aO) (pgs
58-7r~) I comparing Rl'(fsseaufs concept; of self-
rli~liance wi ch contemporary theor ists I asse:t·ts
that in Rosseau's thinking f national self-
reliance was to be achieved through self-
sufficient ec()nomicorganisation, the moulding of
a strong national character and appropriate
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political inst,itutions whose forms were dependent
on geographic size.

'Ihc ideas presented by G-rosclaudc, (19BO);
Galtung, et ali (198°1; 'l':ickncr, (1980); Kotze,
(1983); Wilson and Ramphelef (19£8) on thc! issues
of self-reliance have :major il,1plications for
cGrl'rmun:i:ty deve l.opment; prograro.r:18S ba.sed upon

lial'lce.

~rl1terms of these views it must be not.ed that:
-e.... hilst these programl1les have a significant input:

make in society I they are only m.icro-leVf~l
initiati V'l~5. It .is in this cennext; the:reforc
that Midgley, et ali (1986) views must be taken
seriously.

In his cc..r:&siderationof the issues of spcial
development and local self-reliance withi~l the
context of cowl1unity pe .'ticipation, Midgley1 et~
a]j'~ (1986) is of the opinion th.at most
proponents of co:m.munity participati on seem to
neglect tha't the state is today a major pltovider
of social development services and as a policy-
mak.cr f it largely determines how sordal
development programmes will evolve. Lee and
Buntman.. (1989) for instance, in their research
on t.he future of voluntarl organisations in the
non-profit sector, refer to ~:.:~South African
legal fr<tmework within wh.ic~hthese organisati.ons
operate. It, has the pO\o1er to shape and
determine the nature of community participation
in many Third World count.ries. Midgley, at al;
(1986) argues for the need to harmonise state

1\



28

and \'!ommunit.yrel~tions in the pr-cmot.Lon of
social development.

(1986)

order

in contradifstincticn
views, Cobbet M, (198,)

for com.'''I1unitydeve Lopment;
control of their own

Midgley, et al i
argues that in
programmes to
destiny, fullgai

partic:i.pation by group members 1f, increasing
internal p:coblem-solving capacd't.Las is esseni:ia1.
In Cobbet/s. (1987) view the participation of
the powerful mast have restricted value in
community d~vel.opment projec ~s and should never
be dominant otherwise the project will lose its
ra Lson d/etre and community participation will
decline. 'I'he influence of 'the powerful and their
participation must be monitored~

Kc(ctenD, (1987) ie more flexible. He refers to
the concept of "communi ty Management.". In this
concept, the elements of self-reliance suggested
by Cobbet, (1987); Galtung, et ali ~1980);
Tickner, (1980); and others are represented.

Korten, (1.987) refers to C01nnlunity Managementas
involving a concern with community control and
the manaqemerrc of productive resources t which
goes W'ell beyond a m:':lreconventional concern with
participation in the planning and implementation
of external~1y contx,"o1.1eddevelopment projects.
He refers to the concept of generative power
where every individual has a maximumopportunity
to be an influential member of an active and
productive comlr,unity. In Korten's, (1987) view

il
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a :position of power that Ls dependent on th~
weakness of another individual 1.s excluded.

The v:Lewspresented "oy Korten, (1987) i Galt1.mq
at ali (1980) i Kotzc, (1983) i Cobbett (1987) i
Wilson and Ramphe1.e, (19SB); Ticknerr (:!"980) I

seem. to be prevalent; al'!\iongst. recipient NGOsand
donors. Often there Hi disagre.ement about the
essence of these ccncepbs in development.
Di.fficult:ies exist :.11so regarding the extent to

we ich these sent;imer1its can be or are
.lperationalised. E'ren though there is a
tendency in Gal.tung's,! et al; (1980) view tC)

concentrata almost ex~plusively on the ~cro··
level, the pressurs::s qpeated by apartheid have
forced the strong em~kgence of the concept of

. I'
• Ii?self-relJ.ance at the i!COmmtmlty level. Kotze,

(1983); Wilson I'll andl! Ramphele, (1988) i and
Ccbbet's, (1987) vi~ws are indicative of this
trend.

ylith the a·mergence.iof a probable democratic
i

government in soutiji
(1986) views willi,
seriously. This tala large extent is concomitant
with our p:tbPosit~on that the propensity for

• i
effective communl.~'Y development is dependent on
effective eo-oper~tion between NGO's, business
and .goveJ:nment~ j

1
./

!
wii"i~ its giving progranunE~s, often
as:! cOrpQ?:Cl;~ social Responsibili ty I

I ~
! II

Africa,
have to

Midgley, et ali
be taken more

Business,
referrfi~d to
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can be soeen as part of the "centre" in
Galtung's, et ali (1980) terms. Foreign Aid and
other donors of what is traditionally referred to
as philanthropy also assume the.role of "havesIDr•

Sinclair8 (1986) refers to organisation:;;
nl:1oekets ofespousin.g self-relia:nce as

opportuni ty" thrQugh which donors can encourage
the empowerment proceas , The stud:} by Lflol:~and

Buntnnan , (1989) sug'9'est~ t:t"lt ratyv;r than
referring to thes,;.,glt'Ol1P'~, ", I,.air activi.ties as
pockets of c,pportuniti~~. the~~$,htmld La 5;-~en

fact as opportunities for empowerment
communities through 1:.he non-epzofit sector.

in

This study will attempt to deterr.tine whether
there is agreement between raci:pients and
donors about the essential factors that promote
self-reliance.. It will also establish how zhe
experience of donor and recipient :t:"elat.ionsh1ps
reinforcest compromises and or nullifies the
notion of self-reliance.

2 • AID t PHILANTlntOPY ANl'LPORPORATE SOCIl'.L

RESPONSIBIL'I'fY

Community Development Programme'';or Ernpc)we.rment
programmesas discussed in Chapter ,i, '1 deal wit:h a
variety of socially, economically and sometimes
legally disadvantaged groups. Fel' this reason,
most of these activities rely on funding
exterl1al to their own. The concept of the haves
and the have-nots, the periphery and the c~ntre



as posited by Ga1tungp et ;:,1;(1980) again plays

a significant role here.

Invariably the private sector, foreign
governments, and a 'VaI:iety of philanthropic
charities have been wngaged in the grc'wth,
maintenance and survival of
Development sector.

the communi ty

2~1 Definltion~

2.1.1 Aid
General agreement seems to exist that
Aid refers to money transferred on
ccnceasdonaj. terms by governments of

rich countries to governments of poor
courrt.rLes [Mosley, (1987)]. Cassen,
(1~87) emphasising the same notion,
suggests~

"the fundamental iC:.(ea
of aid is a transfer
of resources on
concessional terms
on terms that are more
generous and ...softe~ i

than loans obtainable
in the world's capital
markets."

The Iiterature review on Mosley
(1987) and Cassen and Associates
(1987), tends
formal.
regulated by
their own

to suggest that Aid is
It is provided and

governments through
Aid agencies or
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multilateral institutions. It is
governed by the enactment of laws for
Lnsuance , the U8 Foreign Assista.nce
AI:::!t ()f l!'j61. Its origin is vested in
the po.li.t.LcaL interest of the donor
courrcxy , .l\ degree of compassion may

exist as evide.nced in the tax
contributions made hy the pupt:~!.3.ti.on

of the donor country.
aid is primarily dete:rmlned by the
motives 'Of the donor country fit is
perceived as an arbitrary and
unreliable support for genuine self-
reliance.

2.1.2 Philanthropy'
Payton R,
references
foreign

(1988) whilst making
to similarities between

aid and philanthropy,
suggests that there is a significant
differf.mce in the two concepts * He
asserts that. philanthropy encompasses
acts of mert.'"!yto relieve suffering
and acts of community concern to
enhance the qtlality of life and to
ensure a better future for the
general public.

Payton, (1988) emphasises further I

that philanthropy has becomea third
force, an "independent sector", co-
existing with the private and public;!
secto:::s of the economy.
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Novak Z,tichael, (1988) in Payton,
(1988) (pgs 11-25), suggests that
philanthropy is voluntarily provided.
Its common thread with Aid is that
there is a sense of public-
spiritedness and the love of mankind
b:l those who have to tho5e who he,
not. Phi.lanthropv is vl.1l\mtary
giving for public purposes. It is
independent from gover.nment
initiat:S.ves, though op(~rating within
established le9al frameworks.
According to Payton
philanthropic people

(1.98C),

mobili-ee
themselves and others around moral
rather than .political or economf,c

purposes 6 Philanthropy is flexible.
Unlike aid, it does not have
for appropriations by law,
only +hose needs defined by

to wait
meeting'
the law

trrr.oughthe law. :rtis more open and

sensitive to community needs. The

public-spiritedness of philanthropy
presumably makes the meet.ing of needs
easier, but possibly also less
systematic and effective.

Olasky M, (1987) submits a dictionary
meaning of the concept of
philanthropy - "The Love o~ Mankind".
Sinclair Michael and Weinstein J,
(198B) provide no definition of the
concept except to link Pllilant.hropy

'..
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with bequests of grant-making
oompand.eeas "charity" that began Ln
the U<, S. and which extended later to
international levels.

2.1v3 Cgrltorate Social R~sponsibility
There is wide-ranging debate within
the private sector about the meani.nq
of the terl'n Co:r.pcn:ate Sociril
Responsibility. Reference is made to
Corporate Social Investment as b.:;:ing
:P'" :Lerable to Corporate Social
..esponsibility. [Rantla M, (1986) i

Epstein Edwin M, (1989) and Feim.,tein
Andrew Jr (1990)], suggest the use of
the term corporate SOCl ].

Responsiveness since business needs
to be proactive in society. Suffice
it to suggest that while no formal
agreement exists as to its meaning
there is widespread agreement
regarding its obj ecti vas and
priorities.

In an investigation of CSR in South
Africa the Financial Mail Survey
(1989) concluded:

"Corporate Social
Re3po~sibility Qr
Investment is a va,que
term, c01'",erinq 01d-
style I.:hari ty 'CO'
business lobbying on
political issues. But
most companies a.ccept
that i";9 an essential
a~pset Q~ doing
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business here. For
some • • • thE!: past
continues, its
t:oni:ributibg tCl the
building of a post-
ap~\rtb,eid society e

For others,. its being
a good citizen.."

For donors, aid, philanthropy and
corporate social ras ,nsibility or
corporate social investmellt seem to
be differen'L, at least in theory.
,Community Development Recipient
Programmes or NGOr s do not seem t:.o

make these distinctions. ['lOr this
reason we shall consider each. of
these terms so as to see where the
different points of emphasis lie.

I

'I'he present s~udy will also reflect
on how the recii"lients perceive each
c:';;' these sources of funds and the
extent of their impact in meeting the
empowerment process as defined by

recipients and donors. This is
significant as it invariably defines
the nature and quality of
relationships that donors and
recipients will maintain.

The views of Mosley, (1987); Cassen et ali
(1987) t i.fov~ .:~ (1988) ; Payton, (1.988)i
Epstein, (1989); and others seem to make
a distinction wtth ri!spect to the sources
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and purposes of funds that encourage or
pro:note command ty empowexmerrt ,

community Development Programmes (NGO's) at
all levels engD,ge with aid, philanthropy
and corporate social investment fnnds.

Preferences exist amongst NGO's about which

reliance and community empowe:t"l'!'tEmt. The
extent to wL..ich the self-interest of the
different sources of funds are perceived is
likely to defin_, the quality and nature of
the relationship between donors and
recipients.

This study s eks to explore these
xelationships so as t6 suggest that the
definition an~ mat ~ing of self-interest by

both the donor and re(,::ip:hmts will lead to
"

the mutual enhanc~~ent of the empoweirment;
p:t:ocess as defined by both parties :involved
in a don'1r-recipient relationship.

2.2 The MotivE!s ~nd_Cbi.ctivesof Aid

'rhere is a wide range of Jpinion about the
real motives and objectives of donors.
This is ir~aspective of whether donors
represent. aid, philanthropy and or
ccrpoz-at;e social investment. Howe.verr
agreement exists that this activit~·in fact
consti tutes ".big .business" in today' S

world. [MosleyI (1987); Cassen, (1987)]
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Lee and Buntman (1989) estimate that by

1933 an amount close to R2 bi).lion per
annum was being provided through various
channels "':0 South Air iean NGO•a , They

also, fairly~ conclude that during tb::
the: rfnon-profit sec.;tor has grown

fast~r than the eccrJom:i"as a whole". s i.nce
19;38~ this sum has probably incrl"ased
increased funding ft"om the USA [Sakal."

(1989)] and from Europe (Renshaw (1990)].
In addition, in 1989 Liberty .ife allocate.d
a total of R100 mi.1Li.on to _i"Fj corporate
socia} investntent prcgraJl\.'l1C,cci.In 1990, the
I:tV'lependent Development Trust' was
established with a capital base of R2
billion (of ~'hich .R160 million hnd: been
allocated by the end ot 1990). Corporate
expenditure was estima'Ced at H200 millicm
for 1989. In addition, the Kagiso 'l'rust
.will expend R90 mill:}J':m il1 1991 and
S!1Pstq:rytial funds are available through the
Canada Dialogue Fund. In announcing a
partial lifting of sanctions ee-rly in
December 1990, the European community also
conunitted itself to SUbstantial increases
in funding for development projects in

.,

1991.

Mosley paul, (1987) estimated that
development assistance funds from the
western governments constituted $35 billion
in 1985. Cassen, (1987) estimated $2C
billion in 1~a4. tyhose figures exclude
South Africa. Effectively though even if



S It.h 1.frica has not been counced as one 0:[

thi;.':! :...argsst ;r.'e;:;ipie:r.ts of aLd , .it is
obvi.ous that the anathema apa:t't:.h,;:d.d ,'la~0

pr(')v:idi',~d~ however small by irri;.(~t"r:Jatj.onal
f3t-.andal'd'ii; ~ some form of aid money $

{1987} upon 't"!hf:l:m :r hnav:Lly d:r:aw"

'tha.t ov€~rseas aid is~ a by-product::

'"overseas aid I is :'10t found ,in
n(~wspape,r;;~
,,'>,ft.()}'> the

C1;' Glff i.c:ial document.s until
Sc,,.:c.md, World War. However he

points OI!,t chat; since the 19th cencury :.I.t
has been conmnn practh~e for governments to
t:l:"ansier money on cOllc~essional terms to the

govermnent,s of their eo Ionf.es under the
label nqrAut in: aid",. "'budgetary subsidy'
or aome such term.

Mosley, (1987) fur,~her su9f:F~str~that, very
frequently Itaidii cf this sort 1.3.L,to bc!
kept going longer that;, planned because thE!

colony I s budgets had been th:r:own into

deficit by unexpect.e(.~ p.:l~~encUtures arising
from the suppressim~ of revoH:s by 'the
indigenous people. 8ra~'\ts in ai{l by

·:'olonia:i authorities to th~~iJ::' cc,loni.es
fulfilled. t.he fum::,tion of p,;.'opping up thE:::
bottom end of the int\[.::rnat:J.ol:l.zd capital
market. Th,~ I{m~~ddeve Lopment; '':'/is not: ,tldrt:,

of the :international V~:;g!J;'i.lall,'" at 'that
time.
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After comdderation of var Ious factors
lJIosleyI (1987) suggests that aid is net
well correlated with development:

"There appears to :be no
statistieally significant
corrolation i:':l any post.-wa~,'
period, either positive or
negative between inflows of
development ·:.id anI} 'che
growth ra te! of GNP in
developing eOl.mi;ries when
other c:a'UsaJ.influences on
growth are taken into
account."

Though Mosley's; (1987) discussion
primz.rily focuses on government relat.ions,
it it; not inconceivable that similar
'COCE:sses operat,e for community level

programmes recE.dv"ing foreign or corporate
fin~ncial assistance.

The political imperat.ives for aid as
motivation fl."r

actlvH:.y are
involvement
in recent

in development
times well

illustrated by

(1988) and l~akeJ:',

Sinclair and Wein:steinl
(1989) in respect of the

U,s, Governmerrt. Comprehensive Ant.i'_
Apartheid Act. (C.A•.h.A.) Thi::; Act, for
inl':;tal1ce, provides amongst other things the

t.o su.pport US policy initiatives in
Afl:.:i.ca so as t.? buil: ,. bridges betw:el'l

the states and the legally
,1 !nt.age.d. 'l'he promotion of non-

ent :;.);)]:i.t,ical.and so-:i.al change to end

through South African



institut:ions \vorking towards this objective
was central to the C.A.A.A.

'rhe European Community criteria for the
special programme for the V:.ctims of
Apa't:heid dealt primarily with the fact
that programmes t:h.at were to rreceLve
support needed be non-racial,
democratic, non-gove.rnment.al and subscribe
to. tlJ.3 gene'ral idea of uniting people of
different cultural, racial, and ethnic
backgrounds. This source also seems to
haVE;;political imperatives.

Hellinger S, Hellinger D and ()IRegan F M,
,__Jl~88) in discussing the Politics of Aid

'Jithin the context of U.S. Foreign Policy,.
suggest that its significance lies in its
policy leverage. They assert;

"As a tool of for~iqll PQliey-
lJu'f.kinq, it bas been used
consistently by the state
Department througb the Agency
for International Development
(Aln)."

Hellinger', et ali (1988)
crit,icise the lobbyists for

further
aid for

pOpt~l;'ot,t'isinq cliches such as j)aid for the
"pO(9re:at of the peor", "basic humAn needs"I
"employment qen.ration" I "rural
tlevelo:_3dleut.··and "interdependenoe" • They
a.rglle t.hat such cliches are only used 1jS
politi •.tl manoeuvres to IUrect aid where
the lobbyists want. it to go. They argue

40
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that aid is not neutral. Its Lmpact; is a
funct:ion of the institutions that utili,<;e
it. and the circumstanceii; in which they will
operate. If the appropriate institutions
cannot be funded or if they cannot operat('!
freely 1 the poor will generally be served
best by no aid at all. (this may be an
extreme reaction to the practicalities of
aid. '+-.L ... illustratebut does the
signi.f Lcance of the ext.ent t.o which donor
motives operate in determining t.he flow of
ai.d.

In a similarly scathing attack, on the Aid
community and citing the F.A.O. (l'ood and
Agricultural organisation) and other aid
/iigencies of the U. N. , Marcus Linear t

</
(1985) ar.gues that aid agencies tend to
have inappropriate standards and v::d,ues,
usually in conflict:. with the dictates of
the commun.ity they serve. He argues that,
aid agencies do not plan with their "tarq&t
consti tuencias" ~ Usually, they argue I

aid organisations work fol::' the benefit of

their own countries, with agri-business,
commer.cial banks and others benefitting
luore t.ha:n the countries th~y a:t.:e. said co be
serving.

Guess ~f GeoX'f'lS, {19S'1) vi(~ws U.s. :Foreign
A,id as a highly politic:i.sed domestic
programme ccnce Ived and applied t.hrough a
host of 1c,\rge institutions mib:ject to
federal laws and administrativE! rules.
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Rdcipient's interests arc often ignored in
beth planning and in'lplementation because
their needs cannot; be, d'efined cons:' ~l,tently
with U.s. bureaucratic rou tin(;~s0

He concludes that under these cond:i.tiol1S it
is not surprising that U.s" foreign aid is
often ineffective; the 'Wonder is that it
ever SUCCi '1ds by any c:r:it~erj_a.

Else.whcn:oe., Guess, (198'7) emphas Laee the
fact that often ir).Stitutil'll'la1 mistrust

aonoe occurs
where expectations aze several layers
r emoved from either rt£;cipient or denor
country. This leads to h::,~;hly
bureaucraticised prog,l':'ammes with many
unintended consequences that lEnd to
.:recipi.ent-donol: dl~'pemlency and produce
eventual "wart:!" status I C!s seel'l in
cOt'\nt:r:iE!Ssuch as the Phil ipines " Put
differelltly I foreign aid 'tends to generate
host dependency on complex proj.~Qts with

l

often unintended consequences f~~r both
donors and re(dpients.

Viewed In the

fundalMmtal concept
strict sense of

of aid as a transfer
l')f reso\).rces or. cenceas.LonaI terms - t(r,r~'I\s
that are more genE:rous or softer than Loe.ns

obtainable in the world's c~pital markets -
casaen and Associates, (198e) give a mort~
positive view of aid , They suggest that;



43

"most critios of aid are
typicall! far from familiar
with the enormous spectrum of
aid 8.c't:ivitie.s, they often
sta=t from a political
premise which determines
their conclusion e.verA betore
contemplation of such
evideni~e as they axamine" It

Iri Dtndying aid :nO;la.tionships using e~trict
criteria. such aa the G~N.P. of the
countries that receive aid and t:hose th.;>,t
give aid to specific measuzement.s of
e-ffectiveness, thl<\:YconcIude that in large
parts, aid works. CO"lntries such as
Brazil, Korea and others are. ci,ted as
examples.

They however note the conditions underwhich
aid has not; worked.. These condit~ons
obt.''''in
excessive

where, on the doner's
-::,~"

side,
motivescommercial or politici3.1

are operat ing• othEr'::- factors include
situations in which the donor is less
interested Ln developmEmtthan ·in sale of
equipment or Ln the political gain from
supporting certain r:!1lgimesI ill-;ies:igncd
pr~ljects not taking into account, the
tet.::hnical skills needed for t:.he proje<:::t, in
att ...mtlon to local circumstances an\l!',jr

to profit from
exp·;l:'ience, lack of COl!in'lF' :ication betw~~en.
one "ger,cy to another as re.gax'ds approaches
that have failed in the past; and
incenti ves to individuals in the age:ncd~s
simply to get l{)il:!lS made.
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On the recipient's side, some
factors leading to aid not, wOl~jdng

the
.
c

the in the
recipients -;perate;
deficiencies i
political !l:."cnd
atta_chmen'1.:. t:o

the recipient:
cow.mercial

'unsuitable. technology; det'!lining
assistance that is reall~1nEH?dedi

matchi.ng counterpart finance~~ due to

heavily st;rained Looa.i,budgets; lack co-
ordination of .d by donors; and
inadequate f Lnanc i.a1 manaqeraerrt . l~.s for
the absolute categorisat,ion of exactly ;-;Iu')

is responsible for the failure of aid", they
conclude it is a Uqrey areau"

!sapp~1 et ali (1981) ,..Iude thi'lt aid. has
a . tendency to reinfol:ce power relat;ionsh:l.ps
ant' fails to help the poor to whic'h the aId
l·.,....... :l'ntended. '1hey w:t:i t::e;

''''I'I'::;:;; pr?t1otion c,f this wrong
d~a.9nosi~ perm:tts many well-
intentioned persons to be
llsatl 'by the 1:'9a1
l")enefieiariea of f(;)reign aid
.. l'Qulti-na.tic:nal oorporatioTl.~
and their third-world
partner.s - who are the most
trenchant lobbyist.s for
fereign a,i~. if

Mo~;;leYI

wh(~re aid. has been used t.o affect: policic[;5
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ot reci.pient countries I but that this is
not indicat:ive of current' aid practice.
Hayter and ~'1atson,
Hellingerl at ali (1988)

(1985) reinforce
and snggest that

World Bank loans to developing countries
are sit:3n:i.ficantly anti-development.

caaaen , (1987) argues [:i.n contradistinction
to [Sinclah7" and Weinstein (1988) ;
Hellinger, at ali (1988) i LappeI et aL,
(1981); Marcus (1985) i Hayter and Watson,

(1985);] that development aid, once ViCTtled

'as an Lnst.rumant; of the cold war I is nC!w
scarcely able to carry out that role.
11os1ey, (1981) fu.rther suggests after
st.udy of suppor'::' by the developing
Gountries 'with r1espect to aid giving
countries in the U.N. General Assembly,
that it cannot be argued tha·t support. in
the U.N. General Assembly is the kind of
J;K)lltical influenCle which donors are trying
to exert. He suggests that;

"western donors have been
ilccusad of using the
.o~nditiona attaohed to their
tid as a lIlaans of forcihg
non"'aliqned " developing
countries with m:i.xed
.oono~ies away from socialism
and public ownersbip towards
free 1Ilal~k.teconomies. n

Guess, (1987) seemingly in support of
Mosley I (19B?)

that foreign
and Cassen, (1987) suggests

aid is firstly erroneously
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credited with foreign policy success, as
development projects fail and
underdevelopment may be increasing.
Secondly~ that foreign aid is unjustly
blamed for foreign policy failures.

It '''t, clear that the evidence of the
benef icial effects of foreign aid :i.S open
to different :~,nterpretatiol"is. It seems
fa.ir to say that no courrcry has solved the
problem of allocating aid purely to self-
reliant development. The issue addressed
by this report remains highly relevant.

The private business sector through its
Corporate social Investment Programmes as
well aI':; its Corporate Social
Responsiveness Progra~~es often gets
involved in development, presumably to be
pro-active. Epsteint (1989) suggests that
within the U.s., in the mid 1970's, a
strategic
c;:orporate
int:c'odueed.

and managerial concept of
Social :Responsiveness was

This concept was moze anticipatory and pro-
active in identifying social problems
within the community. Through 'this concept
bus Ineas has found means for action, rath~~r
than redefining the ends of such action.
Corporat.e Social :Responsiveness is now
primarily a "strategic manaqe~entn issuar
as is environmental scanning, social
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auditing 'nd accounting and the development
of corporate codes of conduct.

Feinstein, (1990) in his opening addre.::s

of the Gencor Development Corporate social
Responsibility SUlil1td·t suggests that the
role of Corporate Social Responsibility is
an attempt by business to fulfil a
company's responsibility to the broader
society in which it.:. operates. He further
suggests that the true purpose of Corporate
Social Responsibility is to assis,,:.in the
maintenance of a socie-political
envdz-onmerrc that is optimal to the.
practice of profitable business.

In their introductory remarks to the Social
Responsibility survey, F.S.A Contact
Lbd:ted (1990) suggest that the views of Mr
Harry Oppenheimer are probably
representative of :many South African
business organisations.

They cite him as saying;

nThe PUT~!)St; of the Anglo
Ame,rica.n corpo.t'~til)n is to
make: a prof:.tt for the
sha.reholders '}t to (10 so in
such ;a. w~y I$,3 to m~.k,e a,
lasting ,;wnt:cibuti;;m to t;l~e
conut11.:n:dtia" in it.
f.)perata$ ,
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Tlrl.e.y further cLte Gavin Reilly of Anglo
Ai1lerican corporation as maintainj ng that,

this type of vol~mtary expendLeuze is

nAn investment in th9 future
well-being of our so~iety and
of our country and must, in
the long-term, be of benefit
to our 1)'Ut) ineas .."

These viet.;s of the privat:.€! sector imp1:'l an
enlightel'led ;~;elf-interest in that the kind
of ~ocial investment Ln is
structured to guarantee the fU'cure of thE'

"co.-cporai;.ionn• [Bloom Tony I (1.985) in

Ler.Lp J. and Ow Baskin, (1985), pgs 131-

14()}. I·t guarantees the future survival
and profital:t.ilJ.ty of the busi' ~SS.

CQ_No,LUSION

If the relationship bet.\;leen donors and
r,,;cipients is to be productive, then i'l:
must be mutually beneficial. For this to
happen, there needs to be re8pect for one
another's objectives and motives.

One of the significant debates amongst
NGO's in the past years has been thl~

incidence of "ba.d-mouthing". (sinclair and
Weinstein, 1988) • Accusations were
levelled at the different intentions and
motives of donors a These accusations work
against the self-reliance objectives of the
NGO's themselves. Donors likewise have not
publicly declared t' eir own objectives in
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get..;ting lllvol ved in this
ac·tivity.

"empowerment""

This study seeks to identify which so::mr~l'es
of funding are most credible to recipients.
The matching of needs and mutual respect of
donor-s and recipients for eanh other arc
paramc.unt in successful donor-rEf"'dpi.ent
relationships. ~ro a large ext.errc t.he

motives and objectives of aDj~~rS determine
:the exteTjt to which certain funds ~;re
perceived
acceptable.

acceptoble or not

2»3 Qonor'''Reeipiel\t Relations
From our discussion of the cent.ral notion
of self-reliance which development
activities should p .csue in t.hla

eradication of pove:r:t.:y,we have establi:;;hed
a riumber of principl£s.

I,,_,ese principles could be smnmarised as in
Korten, (1987). They are: empowermentf,
bo~;;.h cUstrihutive and generative; full
particIpation ill decisIon-making processes;
aC(~i;.)untar.dlitYI non-dependence upon outside
help 3.nd community corrceo.c, These criteria
are hlplicitly .and e&plicitly supported
aLao by Sinclair, (1988) and Midgley, et
ali (19tH)).

The tension between these seht5.ments and
the views of olasky, f.l9S1} I' namely that
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corpori:'\te contributions at:e often :made for
p~rsr..mal r ideologic(;,l and utilitarian
reasons, prov:tdes an intere£!ting backdrop
trom which. to study the relationships that
exist between donors and rec.ipientf:j ill
30uth P.frlea.

Antrob'.1s Pr (1;87) .illuminates this issue
:.:urther by po:b"';dng to facts such as the
co:mpleA proces:'I; of obtaining f:Lnancd.ng for
NG~).I's for '."':l"lelopment. Hel:: di.s('!.'>~'~~i\;;n
in .Ludess
funding
political

issues such as the sour(;;,t-:. of

~a~ainst.
• i '-re..:;.ll.tH:S

t.be L~ckground of
,i

and id~o10I?'i(illl
institutionalconflicts of the day);

procedures, priorities and praccLces of
donor agencies; the constraints qreated ,~l

\i ': \ >-

th.e relativel'i) sn:)rt-ter:m n~/!t.ur~ of most
funding; and. the probl~11t,::\ ':f' yUlnerabi.!...icy

\
and dependency (.If NGO's W{~"';_...! main source

of finance are external to th~ country~
>'1

Pardon Mf (1987) in exp Ioz Inq the future
agenda of recipient organisations and donQr
organisations {which he calls l."especti vely
NGDO's (Non-Gov,-.)mental Development

Organisations) , GRO' s
organisations) and IDC 's

(Grasm:'oot
(tnstitutional

Deve'(lopment Co-operatives) points out. that
their relationships ar.e far f.'t'om
ha.rItionious. In fact,. they ~re exprt1Ssec:lin
a set of tensions and forces THbich on the
one hand. lead to attempts to mo(.Ufy tht~se
contexts and on tl1.e other hand effo:cts to

maintain the existing order ,;,f things .if
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not to legitimis~ it. These tensions are
related. to the 'often contradicto:cy
i:nter~'!sts of power groups and governments.
'.t'hey a:r:e also relat.g;d to the different
points of view of t:he NGO pEJrsonnel on
priorities, ;regional and

and even their
bar=kgrounds and ideological opi:nh.,~~s.

Nyoni (l.987) captures
contradictions well when she states~

"Moat Il,evelopment agencies
are centres of power,' "'·hich
try to help others changcl.
But they do not thQmselV~s
change. l'hey aim at ereat.ing
awaren~ss among pecple yet
they ..are not themselves aware
of yt.lleir negati"'i) ;.mpact on
those they claim to serve.
They claim to help people
change thei~ situation
t~r.ouqb participation,
d&~ocracy and self-help and
yet Many are non-
participato~y, non-democratic
and depsndent on Qutside
help for sU:i.vival.."

Nyoni! (198',) alftgues that if indigenous
NGOI S are to be 'true to the changes they
claim to :t'epresent, t:L:ey have to have
organisational structures which take
s~r iously the population serve 4 They
have tr.; he democratic,
self,wr«liant thr salves,

partic.ipatory and
as well as

promo!in9 thes' values in the society they
serve. In turn, this ra,\,.3~Sissues within
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the organisation of balancing democr'at.Lc
participation with the effective manaqement;
of funds.

While. Nyoni, (1987) aptly state:: the case
f:'or. self-reliQnc!? and democr-acy amongst

NGOifs, Midgley, et. ali (1.98 points to the
exist.ing centrad lotions of this pes -;'tio1'1w
He argues
commun.i ty
m{::l:re by

that corrcempcr-exy writ.:i.ngs on

participation are distinguished
lofty sentiments t.h'ifi hy

acn Ievemenns , 'llhe difficulties
achieving ,~ffective community participa'tion
are not a3',w3Ys:t'~cognised. Above all, he

argll~s tha~., the literature on the subject
has not d€.uJ.t adequately with the issue of

tht') role of the state Ln community
participation. Since the state now
dominates the lives and affairs of it:;;
citizens to an extent previously unknown,
advocates of community participation cannot
ignor.'e the activities of the state in
social development. Pract;~,~e
internationally shows that effective
development often entails CO-OKH;~ration
between the st.ate and NGO's. Business a:f,:;0

oft,cn ""i ays a significant role in thi.:;
relatio,dshi.p.

In a rather dramatic description of the aid
relationship, Mosley, (1987) describes 'the
impact of aid as being different for the
Finance Ministry in Tanzania. or Nepal from
what, it appears to be in Washingtc:mD.C.



53

He suggests that in the past a clEar
perception of the aid process has been
made difficul t by the tendency to :c!~gard
one or: eit:hel." party ~s J;,; iii "'ole {!ontroller
of the manner in whicl,' ·,I.j ;,. used.

He suggests that Wh"','i,st donors have theiR:
own ccnil:!,ct.:s controve:rsies at the.
different levels of implementations the
recipient governments also face a number of
dLsadvanuaqas , These include amongst
others, uncertainty of prices; quantities
of natural resources which themselves
chanqe without warning; droughts, floods
~):ld other disas'tersi lack of data; and
politit::al uncertainties due to frequent

coup; d/etats.

Mosley, (1987) al~o indicates t:lat often
recipients accept funds that are not
adequate to cover recurrent costs[ because
donors are eager to disburse money on
capital items which cannot be effectively
employed without additional inputs for
recurrent costs. He wonders why this
practice is still followed by recipie.nt
countries. The problem c multipl(;: donee-s
in simila:t' projects is also significant.
It impacts negi.:'rt.ively on the ret:!ipient as
it increases administrative overload t

allows for technolog:i.cal proliferat:i.:m,
undermines co-ordinati.on of cost 'and
benet'it I and

destruction in
leads to ,i.rwti tut.ional
some cases as well as the
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:._rob l.em of conflicting conditionalities in
the aid packages. All these are
strc~sful factors in the. aid relationshi.p.
On the eIther hand, there are obvious
disadvantages .if a recipient depends on
one source of funds alone.

Once a.gain, :from a recipie:.lt point of view i

the successful use of add to" encourage
self-reliant development is problematic.
The existing literature af.so indicates that
,empirical information on this topic is
sparse. lioweve:r:I the literature does

enable attention to be focussed'on critical
lssu~s.

\.!ONCLUSION

As set out in the available literature, the
interface between donors and recipients,
whether at gOvt.......m:nent level or through
private agencies, is fraught with problems
and tensions. These uneasy relationships
arise from the lack of public
acknowledgement by both parti'<:!s of the
legitimacy of the mot.ives and objectives of
the other party.

This study seeks to explore whether a
harmonious relationship can in fact be
enceuraqed between donors and recipients.
It also establiBtles the extent to which
donors and recipients respect each other.
Theory suggests that this cannot be an easy'·
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relationship. V~gorous cn-operation I

however I is a major pre-requisite if I in

fact, community empowerment is to occur.
The need for CO-e!d8t.em~e., toleranGe of
each other and the acceptance of the
legitimacy of donor and recipient sel:t:-
interest can produce a better an,j mO':'e

harmonious relationship between donor-s hnd

recipients.

The literature review presented in this chapter
assist~; to eLicit variables and themes to study
donor and recipient rela'f.~ionships.
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CHA1?TEF. :3

r ~:
The li'i;eratll'f~e rev lew presentnd in C1:>apter ;:; of this
study logica.lly led. to the survey design described
hereunder.

1. aURVE'i'. D~~IqH

The Survey ~iJc~signchosen for this study' had to be
suitable for the following objectives:

(a) exploring a set of relationships that exists
between dono~s and recipients;

(b) exploring the extent to which fun4ing
hillders 0):; helps the attaimlu!nt of objectives as
perceived by recipients and;

(e) est~blishinq preferences for donors and.
recip:i.&nt.sso as to provide a basis for mutually
ben~f.icial r~lationships between donors and
recipients.

Within the scope of the project: and guided by

pre.vious sturUest it was appro):)riate to choose a
surv~y design in which interviewees were
concentrated mainly in the Pretoria,
Witwatersr.And - Vereeniging (PWV) area, whil.:::h
is the hub of economic activity in south Africa.
Both the recipients and the donor-s nave their

•
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head quarters or national offices mainly withil1

The s+udy is ex-post facto.

2. .~AMPLING
Due to the large number of potent.ial
inter',7:1.ewees from both the recipient.s and donors 1

clustsr sampling was chosen as

sampling method for this study.
F and Shannon PatriG W, 1989)

the appropriate
(Groebnar David

Th~ .criterion for selection in the sample
included the following:

2..1 ~llors
~he following categories of donors were
selected:

Foreign Governments, Foreign corporate
Relateci Trusts, Foreign Gc)vernmer..tAgencies
and Busl:4ess.

The interviewees from the: donor
organisations were mainly individuals Tlli th.

experience of donor-recipie1.l'c
relationships. . They were mainly Executi ve
Directors of the donor agencies,
Administrators of corporate social
Investmet*t Prograllt.'nes wit.hin the Business
£Sector; and Grant Offi1.:ers-cum-Project
Uanagers of Aid organisations. These
account~d for 18 of the total sample of 44
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doncr-s a.nd recipients. A of
:rn,\;erviewees is givan in 1>.:ppendilC1.

2.2 Rt"teip:j.eni;.~
Garilao E 0, (1987) sugg::::::-;ts that NGO's can
be divide:d into ·three main categories:

(i) !!_t.rategJe ~r~"JP-f!
The~~e are groups that. are ;~lirectly
involved at the assroots level;
confronting
home.lessness,

issues of poverty,
healt~1,ill

unemploy~ent and other social ills.
The$e groups include members 'who are
themselves victims of poverty,
hcmelessness and unemployment.

(ii) seetol;_~§lr.vice Gr(..~
'l'heseare groups formed to assist the
grassroot groups through the
empowerment process. They themselves
are not directly affected by the
problems but are close enough to the
proble!') to offer valuable services.
These include those organisations
t:hat provide iucation, training I

research and other organising efforts
to support the grassroot groups.

(iii) Institutional Gr.oups
These are groups that have grown into
insti.tutions where they no longer
deal with the grassroots but work
through intermediaries to provide
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services and research. They may

become themselves operations that
work at the highest levels Nith
iS~'ues of polley reform and p't'''.)vide
fnnding to strategic and service
gr(IUps.

The study by J...ee and Burrbman, f19"ct}~. Q~ I

(;ategorises groups in the NGO sect.or in
terms of acti vi ty . As alread:i' mentioned!
these activities cover 47 spheres,
including ~f.lult Educat'~on, Rural
Development, youth work, ...R:"\lth, crises
se.rvices I service clubs and org.llni~dtions
to mention but a few. The classj(~ication
is preliminary and more wurk is being
undertaken to solidify this classification.

Micout (1990a)

skill trainip.g
South Africa into

classifies non-governmental
::"nitiatives available in
91 classifications.

For the purpose of this l1ksearch 26

recipient organisations were selected,
representing the most important categor.ies
of N.~O activity Ln South Africa. The
sampl,~ was heterogeneous and :meets two
criteria:

(a) it includes NGO;;.. operating at
different levels, as
Garilao~s classification.

identified



60

!b) it iilcludes NGO'IJ that are engaged in

different activities as identified by Lee
and Buntman, (1989) , Mico'!l.l' (1.990a) I and

sinclair~ (1990)~

'l'he organi.sations saIT'ipled all
multiple sources, and

particularly f:t'ombusiness. All re.cipient
organisations uphold the concept o:~ "self-
reliance" and :thus expArience the t.~-msicn

at the inb:3rface of their own organisation
with donors.

3 • .Q!..!E§TIONNAIRE...J!ESIGN

3e 1 Int:erview Schedule
In order to arrive at cogent conclusions
about this vast and fluid area of research,
an interview schedule/questionnaire was
chosen as being mcze appropriate than a
mailed questionnaire.

The choice of the interview
schedule/questionnaire was based on the
folJowing factors:

(a) The Nature of the study I~self
Corporate Social Respons~,;bility has been
the tcpic of much research lately and it
was important to distinguish the present
study from others already conducted. This
made it necessary that a face-to-face
interview be conducted.
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One responden.t in fact:. nearly refused the
writer an interview becaus.'3 he thought
thz.t academics were. e:lwessively
investigating CSR. On corfirmation of the
appcd.rrtment;, the respondent gave !!\I:)re time

thd:t", vas required t .as lie show?!d keen

(b) i~'3':..~p.,;t"t~;n by~_~"cilLierJ;~
Many :r:ecipiel'ltsin tj,1e NGO se.c·tr,r are
suspicious of researchers~ They believe
that infr:mation collecter.t "1111 be used
against >,3m in many respects. Fer
example, will the inf()rmat.ion be used to
d.i~;criminate against them, or will it be
used for other reaSOIl$ not consistent with
the recipient's needs? Personal contact
and face-'to-face interviews are re.qui:ced.to
obtain reli~ble data in these
circumstances.

Walters Shirley, (1989) also ide:hti:i:ied
this problem in h~~:study of voluntary
associations in ~ape ,~

(0) ~~sinterRret~t~ons
In ordet' to avoid misinterpretation of
gu~s·tionsI an
schedule/questionnaire

interview
is the better

option as the resettrcher can clarifu
I

questions that are not cleal~ to t'hJ
respondent. This has the advantage that il~
tests what the researcher wants to test.
The disadvantage ~o this approach is that
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it: potentially increas~s 'the subjective
element of the researcher. HO'W6PJer o on
balance, a'voiding misinterpretatic,n is the
more .i1nportant criterion.

The sample
:manageable size for the research. The
cenvend.ence of' the fact that, most
respondents are located wH:hin reach was.
also an influencing c:L·iterion. This also
implied that the response rate wO',11dbe
guaranteed at 100% of those sEplected for
the research interviews,

(e) cr~dibility ot R~~'!roq
The resear.cher has <"'lorked for 14 year5 in
the NGOfield ;;"lld is well known toO !uost of
the intervll;;wees. There was a minimal
"credibility gap" ~ as can be seen in the
number and variety of respondents in
Appendix 1.

3$2 Derivation of Va~~D~~s
To derive v~rA-ables for measurement, the
literatur~_ ~~ the topic was rev'~~,8wed. (See
Chapter ~~) This revealed the basic
questiens i:'& ;"e tested and the themes to be

iru"'i1ud~d .in the research problems and
propositions. Two processesJ' were followed
in the constructitm of the interview
schedule/questionnaire. These were:
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(a) A Pilot Questionnaire and
fb) The Final Interview Questio::~l".&aire..

(a) .~il"t :r:n:tGrview Qlle9tionn~~
An oper+ended Interview Questiorma ire
was designed and tested with 4:

re:cipients and 4: d(..Jnor org~nisations e

After 2 interviews w. "~ donors and 2

interviews with
responses
questions
interview

were repeticive. TAls;
posed ;i,n the open=ended

schedule y;ere derived from
the litel:ature. These assisted with
'the derivation of variables £,,;;;r the
final structured inb3rvic: schedule.
The pilot Inte~view/2uastiQnn~ire is
included as ~ppendix ~.

CD) structured Intervie~ Sched11.1e
{Quest.ionnaire).
The final structured iHterv'ie'w
schedule/questionnaire was again
tested for consistency and
reliabili ty 1 as 'Hell as construct and
content validity. This was d" '~

thl.'C!ugh repiloting the schedule ·dith
another 4 respoildents. TWo experts in
-che field of questionnaire design were
conslllted to comment on the
questionnat .:» and offer alt.ernativp-
suggestions, [Robinson-Byrum
Beverly and Womeldorff J

DaVid, (1990) in Ffiffer J Williams;
pgs 1[;3-162.] Since
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f'ac'tor anaLys Ls was lJoin:J t.e be the
sta'tistical toe)l 2;.r f.H'alysi,s, the

stt'uctu:r:'ed intf:::r.vie':;' too.k th,3 form of
:::;tatmnents using :'.n a~jcend::L~'ig scale
1...5. The Five point Scale is a
st .,),Ilc1ard Like:i':t scate aad i~ common'ly

~si;d" The Likert: Scale appropriate
1':01,· ordinal data. This data :u,,:;

aaaumed to behave as interval da:t:a for
fa,ctor analysis. Tl&E~Pin,al Inte:rview

4.1 'i Factor, A'lal:ls.i~,.
factor analysis was selec'ted assist with
the interpl-etation of the research.

Factor Anal"~is is an impor.tant
mul:tivariat.e techn''i!ue. It comprises a set
of t;;echnlques that redl.lC(~ and simplify
<:lata. It is aime" prima'~,'-;.,lyat exploring
data and generating hypoy .ses , [Bailey
K Of (1981) i Green P E, and TullOS,
p.978) )

Factor Ar,a.lysis works through a pzooeas of'
extr.acting factors. These. .tact:ors ;::~re
rotated. The. result.ing factor pattern lnay

l':it existing theo:ry or may be used to
produce new theory. Naming or J.abelling
the major factor~ then eceurs , ':r'h~
rotations ~an be orthogonal or oblique
where t: resulting factors are correla1ted
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or not correlated, respe(!tively.
A.'l.1dre.wL, 1978)

(Comrey

;:rh*,~follo~dl'l.g steps can £:361 said to be
star.,dard Ln a Fac;t;or Analysis e:'{ercise ~

(a) Selection of.vdriables~
C.b) computaticn of t.hetlat.ri:>t of

coxrelation am)ng the variable.
(c) Extraction of ·.;nrotat.ed factors.
Cd) Rotating such factors and
(&) :rnterpret:J.:ngtbe rotated fal'.'ltor

matrix.

In anyone set of questions to generate
factors I there needs to be more than 5
val:'iables. Factor Analysl.s sr..ares some
tec:hniques and similal-ities with regressi,.i'~
analysis, discriminant analysis, clustE'r
analysis and multidimensional scaling.
varimax rotation yielding orthogonal factor
loadings has been applied here.

'l'hj$; NCCS Computer J:' ~ ckage undertakes the
complicated calculations lnvolved in factor
analysis and was ',.!.':edin this case to
assist w~th data analysis.

The present study is amenable to factor
ana.lysis 1,eca'.1.~e:

(a) the area of :r:esearch is a growing
ft..lel, where eX'_a?'lQratory. studies are
inc:t'easing;
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(b~ being
it hoped

which can
research.

essentially a descriptivo study,
-t'O generate other propositions
be later tested in further

(e) There is a wi~e variety of data which
assumedly C!1n be classified and renall:ed so
as to reduce confusi-:.;n between don~:t"s and

recipients. A possibility exists that the

study will point to common trends in
c:onceptualising certain factors. ,~hi.s
will validate 0xistinq theory on the
subject ..

(d) The data in our. questionnaire design
is nominaL in some respects, but includes
interval data.

4.2 :t-Test
In order that prefe .sces and priorities
between donors and recivients could be
compared, a t-Test was applieri to c!ompare
whetiler signif~cant diff~renc~~

'I "
bet:ween donors a(pd recipients in ~~spect of
the \ac.tors th~t emerged on the variables
tested. 'l'ht1pe are rotated factor

1/

, This enablE:';' us then toloadings.
generate a number of other proposH:ions and
hypothesis. Factor analysis yields
interval data r which is a primary
requirement for at-Test.
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A significance lev""!l of 5%was applied in
testing two samples of donors and
recipients. rl'hese sal':\ples were less than
30; Le. 18 Dernors and 26 Recipients. A

t-Test is appropriate 6::n::: small samples.
The variances are aasumed to be equal ani"
where they are not. equal, a correc"~
factor was applied.

4.3 The Median
!.['he median was used to determine whi.ch of

the variables in the interview
schedule/questionnaire were regarded as

most or least important. This approach
assisted us further to understand whether
donors and rp.cipients put different
emphasis on the variables tested. It is
assumed that this approach will enable t.he
parties involved in the relationship to
understand their sources of differences
and/or similarities.
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CHAPTER ..

[----'~-·,_· __~-_-__ R_E_g_E_AR_C_H......~ESULTS
---,____ ,_,__J

In this chapter the reEoults of the study are
presented and interpretecill in relation to the
interview schedule/questionnaire in A.ppendix 3. The
var i..ables fa:e the quesi:ionnaira were derived from the
li t.erature review as earlier indicated in Chapter 2.

The interpretation of the results was based unon
C:,tat:i.stical analysis, which incorporates:

(a)' £_'2 . ~~_atlJ11ysis.1 where the constructs have been
ci?n¢~!Dsed into underlying, .independent "themes".

j'J;
,/

. \ '~.~tt:..appropriate for small samples, that is,
".~" /~i~than 30 was applied to test whether

''8';';~> ":"1y significant differences, between donors
ctl':d ;""~~:'§~.iih;.."". In this study donors numbered 18 and

", :-;, ,>, •

_'- .. ' .'

recipienl..I~ .~'l:i, A significaf;~ce level of 5% was used

to tE:.st the·9tai::,istical difference between donors and
reoipients of the factors generated through factor
analysis.

(c) The .median was used to deterndne whicll of the
variables in the interview schedule/quest.1.onnaire
were regarded as most or least important.

In this context therefrJre it would be important for
the purposes of clarity to restate' the aims of the
study. The study aimed to e'l'":--mine:
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(a) A set of relationships that exist between the
recipients of funds and the providers of funding
(espeeially the private ~6ctor) for development
programmes within the context of t.he t~leory of sel:f~'
reliance and communi.tycontrol on the one hand and
the reality of dependenoe-c:reat.:i.on on the other.

(b) The extent to which funding helps or hJ.nders the
attainment of objecti'".i8s perceived and set. by tile
recipients. Do these objectives conflict with the
objectives of the funders?

(0) The real preferences Of fundors and community
service orqanj_sail.i.:l.~~r';r-Jrespectively in South Africa.
This iss~p "'F"'s explored in order to pro","ide a basis
fi.)r a mOl; mutually beneficial relationship between
funders and the recipients of funds~

1.1 Dem9graphic Data
This data was derived from questions 1 - 4.

1.1~1 Names of 9rganisation~ and Title~ of
!lespondent~
The names of the organisations ,md
the respective positions of
interviewees are given in Appendix 1-
Thes.:! include 18 donors and 26
zec..:ipiertts. Amongst 'the donors, 3
were executive directors of trusts,
8 were managers of corporate social
r,esponsibility programmes, 1 was a
black business leader and 4 were



field and grant officers of aid
agencies. 1 was a board member of a

trust and another was an executive
director of a business foundation.
This spread of interview'eEls amongst
donors assistE:d in getting a much
more valid and reliable ....rie'VJ of the
variables tha'c were being studied.

Amongst the 26 recipients 15 were
executive directors of the programmes
they run, 3 were field staff, 5
'were administrators I 2 were general
secretaries of the tWf') major labour
union federations in the country
while the final interviewee was the
(/

Deputy GE:;neral secretary of a major
ec~menical organisation.

1.1.2 S~~~of Resp'ondents
The spread of respondents in our
sample are presented in Tables 1 {a}
and (b).

Table 1 ta)

Donors
Business
Foreign Aid Agenci.es
corporate Trusts
InterDl~,iiaries
Total
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Spread of Respond- .rts
Donors

8usiness 50%

lnterrneolartes 6%

71

Forerg:i Aia -Agencies 22%
J.

Corporate Trusts 22%
4

Aic Interface Figure I

The percentage representation of the
sample of donors is depicted in the pie
cha1:'t. marked Aid Interface Figure I.
This indicates that 50% of the donor
sample:was represented by buS'in:?ss whilst
22% was represented by foreign aid
agencies and corp.)rate trusts
respectively. The distinction between
corporate trusts and business is based on
the fact that a number of companies
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particularly tho3e who d:i.sinvested
subsequently established trusts to carry
out social investment progra:rnmes.
(Duncan, 1989) Intermediaries who provide
funding but also engage in community
development constituted 6% of the sample.
Intermediaries are those agencies fot~:1ded

by business and are
foundations.

referred to as

Racipia;!ts
The sample of recipiel'~ts as already
indicated included 26 organisations 0

These are presented in Table 1 (b).

Table 1 (b).
R~ci2iellts
Intermediaries 7
Gras.root organisations 5
NGO's service organisations 14
Tot.l 26

The percentage representation of recipients is
indicated in the Pie Chart :markedAid Interfaca

The classificatien ()f recipient organisations is
based primarily on Garilao, (1988). studies by

Sinclair, (~'986), (1989) and (1990) and those by

Mi~oUt (1990a); Lee and Duntman, (1989) have also
helped to clarify this aspect.
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Spread of R spondents
F cipients

GraSSfGct lnt0rmscHaries 27%
7

Aid Interface Figure II

In this recipient~,sample. of
represented grassroot organisations, that;
is those that are directly affected by the
problem. 27% were intermediaries - those
who assist groups with funding Lut a.re
themselves working on significant changes
in addressing the social ills of society.
54% vlere service aqencd ea , which service
other programmes, mt':.inly grassroot
organisations \-lith training I' organising or
some such activity which we: will r~fer to
when we present data on donor and recipient
activities.
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1.1..3 Nature of Activiti.es en~d inbv
DOlf.9rS and Recipients.
In order that an understanding of how
wide the scope of donors and
recipient activities are, an estimate
of thE area of activities in which
they are involved. is presented. 'l'his
spread of a::tiv.tties enabled us to
form a clearer idea about which areas
are receiving attention from donors
and which are recei v:i,ng attention
from recipients. It is probable that
the extent to which a gap exists in
the areas of focus by donors or
recipients could contriol4t.e
misunderstandings
understanding that
donors and recipients.

or
€:~:h.·ts

to the
the

among

In thi.s context therei;ore, Table 1.1
depicts an estimate of activities
that graht recipiants <i'r.'. ~ngaged in.
Table 1.2 indicates the a<.~tivities
funded by donors.

~able 1.1: Nature of \...."J;tivitiesParform4,c1by Gran~
r<ecipients

Development, ~raininq & 26
Bd.ucation
Servicing of other Programmes 23
Research Activities 16
Misc~llaneous Activities 11
Production and Manufacturing 8
Rural Development P.~>ojects 7
Urbanisation projec~s 7
Belling of Goods 6
Formal Education 5



Pre-School Education
Housing Programmes
Tota1 estimate of Activities
covered

5
3

The stepped bar chart ma:cked

Figure III prGS6n·;':f.3 the

Aid Interface

acti vities el1gasc.rc:;;c

number of
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each recipien't could be
It

also indica·tes
i.nvolved in mort;; than one of the act.ivities

indicated.

Prod
Sales
Res
Dev

F.Eti.
Serv

Pre.Ed
HOlJsing
Rr;t.Oe"v .
I

Urban
Mis..:-:

Activities
Recipients

o 15 25 so

Aid Interface Fiqure III J
!.---....-----------.!

5 1Q 20

t, - Series 1J
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.'rne grant recipients inte:cvie\led .idelrtified
a total of 122 comratmf.tiy devc.lopment; areas.
in whicl" they operated. Some recipients
indicated that t:l:u?y :may bs i~vol ved in more
than one ac+ . ifi ty. For example a
:;:ecipient may be involved in d(;:',"~lopnent:I
education and training activit:.,3s whilst at
the same ti.me they might be _.nvol?v".d in
research acti.'.d th~s.

Table 1.2 : ._~a~u;-_~___Qf_Aetivit~eg _Funde.~~
Donor_~

Development, Edueation and Training 15
Liter~ey cPt'ojects 13
Mis~e~laneQus Activities 13
Formal Education projects including '\ 13
Bursaries
co-operati ~"JDevelopment '\"enture 12
projeets
Rural. Devel.opment Projects 12
Uealt'tland Welfare 12
small Business Development 11
R0search Projects 11
Capital. including Buildings and 10
Equipment
Form~l Education excludinq Bursaries 8
Publications and Media projects 7
Hou~ing Proqrammen excluding Infra- 4
strlk~ture
Housing Programmes including Infra- 3
structure
Total' Estimate .156

Ii total of 156 activities in which donors
claimed to be involved is shown in Tabla
2~2. Once again. donors indicated that they
d. not fund only one activity but may fund

more ·than one type of activity amongst
those indicated in this table.



The stc~ppod bar graph mazked A.id Inti.~}:f<'H:;e

Figure IV presents i\:he f!:equency of donor
ft;_nd(r-d activities~

Activities
Donors I

I
I

o 6 a

ut,
Dell. 15

S8DEN.
CO,CPS

Ret~.
Publ.
FEd.a
FE!I.
Can.
H.I.
tU:.

R.Dev.
Health
Mis<:.

4· 10 12 16
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14 18

A comparison of recipient activit~i.es and
donor funded activities Lnd.i.caties thaI.:
,r:r:cipi(mts are higl):ly
development training
pIo~ammes. A frequEmcy
followed by secvicin~r of
with a frequency of

involved in
and eduoation
of 26 i.$ counted
other p:'t'ogralnmes
23. Research

activities have a frecpency of 16. Fo:..tr of
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the recipients int~erviewed were involved in
housing programmes.
count of 3.

'rhis has a :f:requel"l.cy

Demers on the other hand seem to have a far
more equal spread in the. fund.ing of
aGtivities. De.velopment, educa (~. and
tralin.i.r.g
foJ.l<.')wed

pr(~jects
housing
J;lrJ.or it.y

however receives a high priority
by literacy r formal educat Lon
and other activities. Again
programmes aoem to racei ve lc;w

'_oj t \ fact simi lar to

TwCf conclusions can be arr ived at from
this aspect of tha research. The first is
tha.t it shows current trends among the
respondents. These indicate that
development educati.on and training are the
major activities l1mgaged in by both donors
and recipients. Housing programmes se~~ to

-,
receive low prio:l:ity I even. thO'\,lj,gh
theoretically housing forms part and par.cel
of the development activity" A restricting
factor with regard to hcusInq ;;oulcl be the
cost of housing and the fact ~~at many
respondents indicated. that insp;te of the
fact that housing is important, it is
pr.i.ma:cily the responsibility of government.
Business respondents indicated that they
were invnlv6-;1 in hous,L"g mainly through
their quality of work life programme~,
which are mal.nl.v in-house operations
directed at employees of the company rather

-,:::
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than bein\; motivated by social
re~;pcmsibility or philanthropy.

St~condly 1 it can h~ deduced that it is not
clear whether it is the donors or
recipients w'h.<) determine priority areas of
a.ctivity. 'l'he fact that: donors axe seen to
have a more evenly spread response. than
,c:',::'!cipients in terms of acti vi ties is
indicative of th:l.$ fact.

ASi: opposed to ~li:mply identifying a wide rang~i of
a(:~tivities in ;vhich donors and :::ecipient.s were
ixwolved, it was also important to establish
which areas of activltit!.!s should be receiving
priority funding. Again ·th~_swould establi.sh
trends and differences
recipients ~ihich have
relationships.

Ii

amongst nonors
implications to

and
their

The responde1;.::s were required to identify
priority areasli Qf. fundi.ng llsing a standard Likert

I: ,',

scale "W'here1// was not important and 5 indic<lted
j:

that th~ 3ct~'.vity 'Wasmost important in the views
of the resp6I1dents.

21 items w{~re rated and subsequently .c'Cnk-
ordered. Appendi.x 4, Table 3 indicated the
number of and percentages of responses by both
donors and rt;!cipients on each item of the scale.
Table 2.:t (a) and Table. :::a. 1 (b) indicate the
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medians and rank orders of both donors and
recipients on these 21 items.

The 21 items are t;hemselves an indication of the
activities identified in 1.1 and 1.2 above.

X!\.l;»..1a 2.s. 1 La) : Don"g±~Ratings of ~tiority Areas
Q.f~Fundj.M

PQl!9.~ Rank
;:Lctt.ing~o

L Preschool Education 4.81 1
programmes

2. Community Development 4.15 2
Programmes

3. Management Training 4.21 3
4. Tet.tiary Education 4.17 4*
S. Rural Development 4~17 4*
6. Human Rights & Justice 4.06 6*

Issues
7. primary School Programmes 4.06 6*
8. Small Business-Development 4.00 8

Programmes
9 High School Education 3.86 9

Programmes
10. Youth Programmes :3.80 10
1l- Literacy Programmes 3.70 11
12. Labour Development 3.64 12

Programmes
13. Health and Welfare 3.61 13
14. community Co-operative 3.50 14*

Ventures
15. Community Related 3.50 14*

Researt'!hProgrammes
16. Housing Programmes 3.36 16
17. Political Awareness 3.30 17

Programmes
18. Urbanisation Programmes 3.10 18
19. Art & Cultural Progralll.lneS2.83 19'*
20. Relief Programmes 2.83 ;19*
21- Academic Research 2.50 21

Programmes
n = 18
N ;: 44 nl = 18 :n2 ::: 26

* Indicates a tie in the ranking
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Table__!~. (~) ,Recipient Rating_~ of Priori ty:
Areas for Funding

community Development
Pr<.)grammes
Prt~scho~~1.Education
Programma'\1
Housing Pl,'ogrammes
Rural Deve::"'Opment
Progranmies
primary School
Programmes
Community Related
Eesearch
Hanagement 'l'raining
Youth Progra~~es
Literacy programmes
Health and Welfare
Community Co-ope:::ative
ventures
High School Programmes
Uuman Rights & Justice
Tertiary Programmes
Labour Developm~nt
prog3:ammes
U:rbarlisation Programmes
Poli1:ical Awareness
Progl::'ammes
Acad~~mic Research
Progl~ammes
Small Business
Development

20. Art ~( Cultural programmE!S
21. .ReliE~f Programmes

1.

3.
4.
5.
6.

'1.
S.
9.
10.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.

n == 26

N = ""

R~ci,pien~
Rating

4.50

4.39

4.36
4.32

4.14

4.07

4.03
4.00
3.95
3.94
3.93
3.93
3.92
3.70
3870

3.59
3.50
3.38
3.25
2.92
2.72

where m, ::: 18 and :t.~2= 2G

1

3
4

5

6

7
8
9

10
11*
11*
13
14*
14*
16
17

18

A comparison of donors and recipient
ratings as well as rank clrders indicates
that donor's see pre-school, education
programmes, community development
progratr.mes, management training, tertiary
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education and rural development programmes
as the top 5 that snou Ld receIve priority
funding. These i terns re(~ei ved a median
rat.ing of 4.31,4075, 4.21,4.17 and 4.17

respectively. These are close to 5 on the
Likert scale. RUl:."al development and

t,ertiary educatif.on are tied in order of

priorit.y.

Low priority programmes fo~ funding are art
and cultural programmes, (2,83)~ relief
programmes, (2 , 8:f) I and academic research
progranimes.

respectively.
The.se are ranked 19 and 21
A tie for relief programmes

and academic research was found.

Programmes that were seen as very important
for funding amongst donors were human
rights and justice programmes, primary
school programmes, small business, high
school, youth, labour development, health
and welfare, community co-operative
ventures and co~~unity related research
activities. These received a rati.ng of

4.06, 4.06, 4.00, 3.86, 3.80, 3.70, 3.64,
3.66, 3.50, and 3.50 in that order and were
ranked from 6 14 with community co-
operative ventures and community related
research tied at rank 14. Human rights and
primary school progra~~es tied at rank 6.

Housing programmest politi.cal awareness
programme:s and urbanisation programmes were
seen as somewhat important by donors. They
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reced ved a lukewarm response Ln respect of.
priority funding, and \'lere rated 3.36, 3.30

arid 3.10.

We note that amongst donors high priority
areas for fumling are clear. These are
preschool eesucat.Ion and community
development programmes. I>!any donors
interviewed indicated that even though
these are priority a:r:eas for funding for
them, other areas are also important.

On the other hand recipients rated.
community development programmes f pres·-
school education, housing prngrammesf rural
development and primary school programmes
as the top five priority areas for funding.
These received a rating of 4.50, 4.39,
4 • 36 r 4 •32 and 4 • 14 • The three least
important. areas for funding amongst
recipients are small business deve Lopmer:"
programme' art ann culture and relief
pn:lgrar .JlS each receiving a ratinq of 3.25,

2.92, and 2.72.

Conununity
training,

related
youth

research, management
programines, lite.racy

programml?s in
very important

health and welfare, community

ventures, high school
human rights and justice

that order are regarded as
by recipients.

programmes,
co··operati ve.
programmes and
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The
that

research indicates, using rank orders,
community development and preschool

education c)grammes are regarded by bG':::h

donors and recipients as

fox funding. The median
that recipients did not

high. priori tiOi3

Si....oresindicates
rate the 5

i-terns as ~1t:rongly as the don.ors. 'I'ne
donors are more direc';; about which areas
they fund.

A number of other differences in the
ratings ez.ists between donors and
recipients. Management training is ranked
No 3 by donors whilst recipients ranked
this as No 7. Tertiary education is ranked
No 14 by recipients whilst donors rank this
as No 4. Small business development is
ranked No 8 by donors whilst recipients
ranked this item low at No 19. Housing
programmes are another notable difference.
Donors rate this item at No 1.6 Whilst
recipients rate this item at No :3. The
median ratings for this item thtmgh are
3.36 by donors and 4.36 by re(.~ipiEmts
signifying that housing is very important
for recipients whilst it in only somewhat
important for donors.

Suffice it t.o say that there are notable
differences between donors and recipients
on some activities as priority areas of
funding whilst there is agreement 01':1

others.
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It is probable that these differe.nces in
priority for :funding contribute to the
variability in relationships between donors
and re~;ipients and the extent to which
self~reliance is achieved or not achieved.

Donors and recipients often enter a relationship
around a number of criteria. These criteria are
often made known by donors in their publications
and broc!xures and are implied in the way in
wh,ich tb.c:y selent programmes for funding.
1?E-:cipients also select donor-s on the basis of
cri.teria that the:~{ have consciously or
unconsciously defined. These are largely
reflected in the preambles, constitutions or even
in the nature of the project activity l/eself_

variables were
of this study,
selected fl.;'ol'i\

a number of
'the pilot

For the purposes

interviewee~; for inclusion in the interview
schedule/qu~~sthmrmi:J.:e as variables that needed
to be tested.

Again 'the elstablishmellt of criteria for entering
into a relati.onship betueen donors and
recipients is an important elf.:mentin donor and
recipient relationships ..

T:;o processes in this regard have been followed
in th •.': sT:.udy" The first, WnS to determine
through the Likert scale which criteria both
:t'ec.ipiEmts and donors regarded as most important
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and which were regarded as not: important. '1'he
scale was from 1 - 5, with 1, Indicating the
criteria as net important and 5 indicating that
·thE:: criteria were most important.

Sf' bndly I a factor analysis was perfcn';:med to
reduce thoa c:t'iteria to a minimum so as to explain
them in. relation to the theory. This in done
either to confirm ~xist.ing theory on this subject
en:: to genera-t.e propositions tha+d can further be
investigatE~d in other research.

A similar process has been followed in respect of
donor and recipient objectives, motives;
relationships and the issues of self-relia~ce,
control mechanisms, administration and
accountability.

In each of these cases where factor analysis is
performed, a t-Test was conducted on the
resulting factor scores so as to establish
whether a. statistically significant difference
exists between donors and recipients in the way

they ViEIW these items.

This approach is important if we are to explore
the dynamics that are imperative in defining the
ex~ent to which donors and recipients will co-
operate, :mutually co-exist and benefit in the
p<::ocessof communityempowerment.

3..1 Median Ratin,.S!Land Rank ()rders o'f oriteri~
In Table 3.1 (a) donor median rat.ings and
the rank orders of C1.iteria i;lre shown.
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Table 3.1 (o) shows the median ratings and
the rank (;irders of reC!ipients.

Donor
Ratings

1. Relevance to community needs
2" Direct support to t:0l!Ul1tm1..ty
3. Multiplier effect
4. Ncn-rtv:dal make-up
s, Long-term self;~sufficiencyo. Competent st~ff
1. Cost effectiveness
8. Non-governmental
9. Abolition of apartheid
10. Relatively inexpensive

4.94
4.40
4~25
4.25
4.20
4.20
4.17
3.50
3.50
2.93

Rank.
Or~er

1,
2
3

"5
6
7
8
8

10

Table~) : ReciRient Rat:!!1..rutof Crite~;i.a.

:tteiq ~eci:eien.t Ran~
Ratings Orde1:

1. Relevance to community 4.85 1
naeds

2. Competent staff 4.78 2
3. Direct support to community 4..50 3
oft .. Project cost effectiveness 4.50 "5. Lonq-term self-sufficiency 4.23 5
6. Abolition o~ apartheid ....10 6
7. Multiplier effect 4.04 7s. Non-governmental 3,,75 8
9~ Relatively inexpensive 3.36 9
1O..Non-l.·""cialmake-up 2.23 10

A comparison of the criteria by both donors and
reci);>ients indicates st:rong agl:e.~ment on the
select:ion of the projects for fUl1ding on the
basis that each projer- jhould have relevance to
community needs~ I



"e fact that it should provide direct support to
the community as in relieving unemployment, i11-
health, or providing a significant service [,].so
indicates st't'ong agreert"lent between donors and

recipient,s, who ranlced this criteria as number

2 and number 3 respectively. The raedLan ra't.ing
of 4.50 by recipients
agreement, reinforced by

ra'ting of .4.40.

indicates a strong
donor-s \·iith a median

The fact that the availability of competent staff
in the project is ranked high amongst recipients
at No 2 and 6 by donor-a indicates another
difference between donors and recipients.

The abolition of aparthedd as a criterion is
rated as somewhat important: by donors whereas
recipients r~ted this criterion in the very
importa~t c~tegory.

Donors rate the fact that the project must be
non-racial in its make.-up as No &, whereas
recipients regarded this aspect as the least
important. p" clear difference of perspecti ve
exists in this regard. Many donors have
recognised that even though this was what they
would look for it is the context of working
towards a non-racial society that mak.es this
cr tterion imt;ortant. They noted however that a
siqnificant number of the progralnmes are based in
black communities and addreos largely the
diffi~:::ulties in these areas. Recipients on the
otihez hand indicated that even. though they are
working towards a non-racial society the ~ssence



of their r)rogrammes are focussed on the plight of
the affec::ted and disenfra.nchi.:;ed and these are
essentially black people.

Both donors and recipients agree that the
crit'9rion of the projects being relatively
Lnexpene Ive was not Lmpoxbanc ,

The very important. crit.eria for both and
recipients were indicated as the tact 'that:

(2) The project must be self-sufficient in the
long-term. Both the donors and recipients ranked
this item as Uo 5.

(~J The project must be cost eff4Jctive. Donors
ranked 'this item as No 7 with a median rating of
4. 17 which indicab.o:d that it was very important.
Recipients c the other hand ranked this item as
No 4 and r<:':t:ed it at 4.50 indicating that it. was
most impo":;ant LQr them.

(3) 'l'b.e !project must have a multiplier ef::a'ct"
Donors ran: c:;dthis as item 3 and rated it at 4.25
meaning that it is very important. Even though
recipients ranked this item No 7 it was also
rated 4.04 which puts it in the same categor.y of
very important identif,i(~d by donors. Again.,
there nc significant differenc;c on this item
betweEmdonors and recipients ~

(4) 'l'hefact 'C;hatthe project should cont~:cibute
towards the alloli tion of apartheid was ~een as
very importaE~ by donors rating it at 3.50 but
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also as least .imp(:>:ctant in l~'cmk oz'dez e It wa~:;
r.anked No G out of 10 items. Re(~ipient£l
this item as Uo 6 and rated It iflt <1.10 putting it,
ill tho category of veJi'Yimport.a~lt. Clearly there;
i::~ no dift\.},':ence of opi.nion in this r,~gard when
usin; descriptive stati8t

(5) ::L~ha fact t,~l,at t;li.Ij,'; projeot li'I.ust~be non-

tJ,:'¥'er:n.m;6.'li:,alin :aatti:h'ltl, was rated 3.50 an.;',i, :3. ';1~i by
dcners c.nd recipients respet,;;ti veIy , '.rIlls
indh~iJtted that. this criterict 'vas very important
by both dcnor s and recipient::~" D1lril'HJ the
interv,iE~lj';;;.. respondent~:; 'c.:,c:.(lthat some

prcIgr'arn:rnes such as educ~,t.ion, heialth. and welfarE:;
a:-..;' hcu.si.l"'1 are arguably within "the government.' s
sphere and tha";. recognition muat; be given to the
fac..;t that: thes~ type of progl:'al'l"llu~S are largely
state funded.

:3 ~2 lac't.o~~n~is _,pf ,cri;t;.~JA
A number of t.he fact:ors ·that, e1'!\(~rgedfrom
th& factor analysis, the .i.'Jr.,,/)rtant labels
or names that enlerge as ;e:;urr':'Jmingother
variables :measuring criteria are" tabled.
{l~heeigen values indicate the extent of the
significance of the factors. The factors
are explained by the :percentage of
cumulative
gen(.~l"ated•

variance each factor

~~ __q~ulativ~ Eiqenval~es
Y.A:rj.an~f!.

Factor 1 Multipli~r
Effect
c?lIllIlunityll'a...::tor 2
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Facto:t: 3
Relevance
Oost
Effectiveness

1.5234

1.3113

The fo},lo'Wing eons';:.::-nc'ts load tleav:i
fa(!tor.

t:,his first:

Rotated,. Fa,g!:_qt;:
l.o>~cu.n~

Multiplier Effect Potent.ial
long-term ...self"'suflieiency
Inexpensive proqrawne
Com.pet'tnt programma staff

.6824

.6241

.6889

.6690

Using a 'C-'l'est
a ~tatistically

compar-e whether there is
~ignificant' difference

between h~:>\<ldonor s perceive the issue of
multiplier effect in the aid interface,> it
was found that tht! probabi.lity value was

• '01 '4" '\\.2234 uS1ng a s1gn1f1cartce
conclude that there is
differenco botween how

level of .05, we
no significant
recipients and

donors per-cai.ve the lllatter of nrultiplier
\effect in entering a relationship in
communitydevelot>ment activities

Table 3.2.1 indicates the t-Test results of
the factol.·s1, 2 and, 1 tested. For the
purposes of clarity, the t-Tests for other
factors of the study' are included in
Appendix 6 of this study.
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This factor is called the ;~*ultiplier
Effect" factor since it correlates highly
with the not.Len of empcverment , It is
submitted that if and when community
empow~rmentprogrammes have competent staff
the likelihood of the programme becoming
self-sufficient is high. It is also
probable tt ..t:. the programme can then be
inexpensive in tHe long-t2:i:111. The long-
t:.erm commun.ity be''lef::''t and the spread of
resources are based upon competen6~ • We
can postulate that; the employment of
(~c!li.petentsta:ff i. a co_unity empowerment
,·roc.~s tr itself sinee it should
theoretically lead to lonq-term self-
8ufticieney and the replication of
rosources and benefits t~ SQci~ty.

FACTOR i ; C0.HKmflU_ RELEVANCE
The following ccnscrucce load heavily onto
th~ second factor.

" ;

Relevanc. to community Needs
Direct support to Co.. unity
Non-racial maka-up of proj.ct

.'1216

.1059

.5713

The test of significance at the .05
significant level indlcates a probability
value of .0458. This is ~los~r to 5% and
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'tells us that the.:~e is
significant difference

a statistically
between the

recipients and donors r:egarding their
perceptions .:>f this censcruct.,

This factor is named "Community
Relavance" due to the fact that the h;sue
of providing direct sup1.ort to the
~omrr.unity in
limiting ~mcial

terms of jG~-creation,
.''C 1,\'.:neral1y leads to

community partir,::} .,atiol1® 'l!h~ :s5\le ot non-
racialism h,,; reminiscent of the major drive
and criterion that most programmes are
pursuing. It is a measure of relevance
with respect to empowering communities to
move towards a democratic non-racial south
Africa and is thus not surprising.

FACTOR~ ; QOST ErFEqTIV~NES~
'l'ho following ccnst.ruct.s load heavily onto
this factor.

,
Qonstruc~ Rot~t.d Faetor

LC;a~;\ng~

The project must :bP! eost- .6846
effective
The project must b. ner, .5686
governm9:ntal
~h.project Must have a .6902
political objective to end
apa:ctheid

1'his factor is called "Cost Effectivess".
Studies by the World Bank, Garliao (1987),
indicate 'that non-qoveznmencaj
organisations by far are able to reach a
wide. spe Jtrum of people, easier, quicker
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':'; ..

and more cast-effectively
government inst:H:utions.

compared to

l"or many donors as well as recipients I

cost-effectivencfJs is paramount as a
criterion fu.nding~

The notion that. the pr€:sject in order for it
to be cost-effective must have a politi<::a't
objective to end apartheid signifies a
strong concern amongst the respondents
about; the costly nature of apartheid hence
the wide number of activities engaged in by
many NGO's to fight social ills, paramount
of which is apartheid.

Again, a comparison of donors and
recipients using a t-Test at the
significance level of .05 indicates that
there was no significar.t difference betw~~en
donors and x'eci.pients. The T-value on this
theme is .6849 which is higher than ..05.

4. OBJECTIVES

A numbez' of variable.s were elicited that indicat~t
donor and recipient objectives. The assumption
in this instance is that donors have objectives
which they want to achi~ve by giving aid.
Recipien likewise have their own objectives.
Both parti.es engaged 'l.n the relationship tend to
express these in a number of ways. At a pilot
stage of the research some recipients indicated
for instance that donors foster their obje.ctivc;s
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through carefully prepared packages, and by being
prescriptive.

As a way of fostering financial management skills
in recipients some donors would not give
financial aid to groups until they can prove a
capability to handle funding.

Donors and recipients both accuse one another
about not knowing enough about the objectives of
their counterparts.

The level of assistance that recipients request
from donors ana th,:;!long-term or short-term
nature of funding can serve to enhance or
undermine the objectives set by the recipients
and subsequently inhibit self-reliance.

A number of objectivQs were generated through 'the
pilot interviews. These are rated on a Likert
scale and ranked for both donors and recipients.
The results given in Tables 4.1 (a) and (b)
indicate a considerable similarity of opinion in
this regard between donors and recipients.

Tabla ".~) : Do~or Ratings and Ra:nk Order of
Objectives

Donor
Ratings

1. proj.ects accept funding offered 4.39 1
by donors eV9n if funding is not
SUfficient for achievement of
objectives

2. projects sh ,.1dnot be qivan 4.25 2
large amounts of money until
they have proven their
capacities



3.. Projects must understand thl"t 4.25 2*
donors are governed by
<lj,fferentregulations and
policies

,. projects must have multiple 4.13 4
sources of funding

5. projects don't understand donor 3.92 S
priorities

6. Donors do not understa~d what is 3.88 6
involved on the ground

7. Long-term programme funding is 3*83 7
more preferable tha,n sbort-term
fundiliq

8. projects seek funding beyond 3.30 8
their capacity to implement

9. Projects meeting grant 3.00 9
conditions secure Quqoinq support

10. Donors are prescriptive 2.88 10
11. Donors come with package deals 2.79 11

Table 4.1 (b) : Recipient Ratings and Rank order_gf
Objectives

Recipient
Ratings

1. Lonq~term programma funding is 4.69 1
more preferable than short-term

2. Projects should not be given 4.3S 2
lArge amounts of money until
they h&V8 prov~A theircapaeeities !

3. Projects must have multiple 4e30 3
sources of funding

4. Projects must understand that "012 4
donors are governed by
different regulations and
policies

5. Projects accept funding offered ".10 5
by donors even if funding is not
sUffieient for achievement of
objectivQs

6. projects donlt understand donor 4.06 G
priorities

7. Donors do not understand what i. 3•.~~ 7
involved on the ground

8. Project~ meetinq gr~nt conditions 3.50 a
secures ongoing support
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9@ projects saek funding beyond
tdeir capacIty to implement

10. Donors are prescriptive
11. Donors come with package deals

3.14 9

3.08
3."6

10
11

N = 44 where nl = 18 and n2 = 26

In this case the respondents needed to expresG the
extent of their disagreement and strong agreement
\,;ith the statements made. The :results reveal the
following.

(a) That th~~re was agreement that projects accept,
funding even if that funding is not suffici.ent to
achieve the project objectives. Donors rated this
item at 4. 39 wh'~.Leasrecipients rated it at 4.10
indicating an agreement on this variable.

(b) Agreementalso existed on the fact that projects
shOUldnot be given large amounts of moneyuntil they
have proven their capacities~ Donors rated this item
at 4.25 whereas recipients rated it at 4838. There
is a close alignment on this issue.

Overall, there is a blose alignment between dcnoza

and recipients on objectives, the notable difference
~eing the statement that long-term prograrr~e funding
is preferable to short-term funding. Donors rated
this item 1>~:' 3.83 when recipiey.'lts rated it at. 4.69.
Donor agreement was not as strong as that of the
recipients. This aspect of the research will be
further analysed in Chapter :; in terms of the theory
on the subject. It is probably informed by the
experience that donors have in this regard,
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particularly in relation to the !-cactice of shot"t-
term fund.ing preferred by donors.

Factor Labels ~_~f cumula~'l:iv. El.g_envalues
'lar.iance

Factor 1 Donor Imposition 26.0. 2..8648
Factor 2 Donor Imperatives 15.,4' 1"'035
Factor :3 Implementation

capacity 11.96 1..3161
Factor .. Multiple Donor 10.22- 1.1241

support

The. T-Values ineicated that there was no significant
difference between howdonors or recipien":.3 perceived
these aspects. The T-pl~obability value at the
significance level of .05 is .6238 on this factor.
other factors are disl)usseci later but also show no
statistically si~nificant differences.

INTERP).:tETATI'ON O:F F~CTO.RS

,ACTOR 1 DONOR tMPOSITIQN
Tlle following constructs account for this factor.
! \

Rotated Fa2,tor
Loadj.ngs

Donors don~t understand what is
happening on the ground
Recipients acceptance of funding
even if the funding is not sufficient
for project objectives
projects not to b. given larq. amounts
until they are capabl~ of handling
funding .
Donors come wi th package dea:ls

.i4l2

-.5580

'-.5593

,7917
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This variable is named "Donor Imposition" on
recipient objectives.

We can postulate thati where] dont:Jrsdo not take the
pain to understand the recipient's objectives, cl~ld

where t.hey indicate, unintentionally pe~haps, lack of
'crust in the :J:'6cipients'capabilities, relatiolts are
~ound to be unpal~table. Recipients in their
eagerness toO recei W.' funding because they rely on
external sources to themselves, will not fully
achieve their objectives of becoming self-reliant.

FACTOR 2 : DONOR IMPERATIVES
The following constructs account; fc"":this factor.

Rotated Factor
Loadipg_~

Frequent Donor Priority Cbang(:'{3
Donor Regulations and PoliciB,

.7254

.7172

This facto~' is named "Donor Imperatives" since the
indication of the factor is that what appears to be
important for donors are their priorities and their
regulations and policies. This suggests th~t donors
tend to be concerned with their own structures and
with maintaining the status quo in their ranks.

FACTOR 3 ~ IMPLEMENTATION CAPAC1!X
The following constructs account for this factor.

construe!; Rotated Factor
- LoMing§.

Heeting qf grant conditions secures
ongoing support
projects seek funding beyond their
capacity to impl,ment progr~es

-.7530
.6818
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This fact:or is labelled ulmp1em.entati.on Capacity"
since the wt?eting of grant conditions and securlng
r.ngoin'J support is probably highly related to the
,.;apacit~{ 0::' t.he project to implement its objectives.
WC~ car po~tulat:e. that; the levels of reque~t
submitt .:d to dOllors should be ;cela.tGd to the capacity
of the re.cipient to imp1e:m!tnt their progra.mllic
obje~,;tives.

lAC.T.9_lt_.( : MULTIPLE DONOR.~g..a't

This factor lP labelled "Multiple Done"t' SUI' c>xt" due
to the ·tac~thatthis is a preferred way of operating
by :manyrec.i.pients and donors alike. The fo'llowing
const:cucts account for this factqr.

Q.onstruct R,':';cated1"a.~tor
~- Loa~:inq~

- .9C83Projects JI1ustha e multiple sources
of funds
Prograwa.e l'Undinq covering a longer
time .froe is mora preferabla than
short~ter. fun4ing

- .S12fi

It is sUqqested h6:t'e that long ...·t.rm fundin; is
preferable sinee it allows for propsr planning
and fored&.sting.. Ttl. re1i&n". on one donor is
detrimental to self-reliance and ma.y 9i~"e the
single donor oontrol ovar a recipient. I~ would
~. imperative tbat recipients saek as many and as
varied .r. donor as is possible" MoslE::l', (1987)
warns against this and suggests that the
difficulties that (~ter, ar:'.;se witl'i regard to
reporting requirements and time available to
recipients to involve themsglves in their
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act.ivitie.s 1s adversely ·affected by the
conditioralities of different donors. If we link
this 'l'1ith. cur previous findings wit.h r~gard to
Factor 2$ donor' ilTiperatives~ we can see what the
difficulties of thls approach can :bo. r1any
donors have vartinq interests,

and standards. This
repo:t'tin~j

t'~reates a
burden on recipient,s 'Yiho Oftt~l"1 have to build
oureauer acxee t.o meet the report:ing needs of
donor's ,

In referenc::;e to Tablf':t /1.1 (a) to determine
~ifferences betvlt:'!en donor s and tecipients using
tha median and r::l.nking, the important faGt for
dcncr s is that thei~'e is ag:r.eement that projects
tend to accept funding even if that :funding is
not suf.ficient to meet their objectives. The
fact th:st projects must not be lJiven large
amounts c;;f money l1l1ti 1 ·they are capable of
handling such funds and the fact that projects
must In,der~rt:and donor- regulation:; and pOlicies
received strong agreemt.mt from dencr's , That
projects must: seek If,llltiple sources of funding
was also significant

as indi.(~ate:d,
not br~ (]iven

I')n

until
of

that:: they need t n have
fundinrf·
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priority No 1. Perceptuall:r· this might LndLcat;e
t.ha-:.:there [n,"e differences between donors and
recipients on this issue. statistically there is
no significant di.:f:f:'erencE: be'tween donors and
recipients on this Lssue as reflected in the t-
'rest of these factors with probability values at.
06226, .4010, .285-6 and .3465 on factors
l./2,3,and 4 respec.:tivelY9 Since scores were
less than or greater than the 005

significance level. a~)plied.

5. MOTIVES

The factor analysis on moti.ves .indicates the
major factors 9xtr~'ict.ed and their eigen values.
The conat.rucus that account for the Ie-.beis ara
indicated 'lNi th rotated factor loadings as in
other cases. Table 5.1 (a) and 5.1 (b)
compares the medJan scores
recipients on motives.

of donors al.d

Lcumulativ~
yatianc@

Fa 10':to::"1 Enliqbtened
s( ...f-intereet

Fact~r 2 compassion
25.71
20.95

3.21.:.:-
1.8652

INT,~RPREl~~:tON .OF,_IACTO~S

The follow5.ng constructs account fc:e this fact.o!"e

Rot~l!.ctot:
Q2n!~rqc~ ~~.din~
corporate giving i~ bAsed larg~l. on Q88CS
self-interest
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cO.1='porate investment in Cl~nununity
secures the future of the business
Self-inter9st above all else is the
motive for can
Donor policy framework determines
givinq
For~iqn aid primarily shapes BC .ety
for its own Lnterests
proj acts lilt.edonors uphold primarily
their self-interest

.6235

.6206

.5794

This factor is named af~er Bloom's. (1985)
explicat.ion of why business needs to become involved
in communities and shew .interest in issues :tn the
communi ty. Business can (:'Inlyco-exist peacefulll' w~ th
tbe communities within whi~h it ope~ates if it can be
seen to be qanuinely concerned about what is
happening in that cODl.Dluni ty. This is al450 in the
interest of X'acipient organisations as thay uphold
their self-interests pri:m:5.r:i,"1. This is indicativa
of Epstein"s, (1989) concept of Corporate Social
Responsiveness.

FACTOR 2 : CQMPAS~IQN
~otat.d_lactor

C2nltr~c~ ~J.dings

compassion and th~ Lov. ot Mankind is .6959
paramount in the d.cision to give
The s.lt-reliance of recipients is ..1849
prim~ry in determining Aid
Match~.n9of obj&ctiv.s by dOfior. lind .57&7
recipients

Enlightened self-interest and the agreement to match
s~lf-interests and objectives by donors and
recipients is a factor that seems to appeal to both.
The rotated loadings on the compassion and the love
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of mankind do not necessarily suggest that C0'1i13.ssion
and the 10\'e of manki.ndis ralN)Ullt.in the detd.sion
to give. Wha1: seems to be more important is
enli.ghtened self-interest. The 'I'-Val'1.H~en this
factor .05 which is equal to the significance
level of. 05 suggesting t.hat: 't.here is
statistically, a signifi.cant differenc€~ betw~~enhow
donors and recipients view this issue. TIHI.c'e is no
significant diffeI.'encc; in Factor J. at .3366..,

1. Projects and donors must realise
that both have objectives - they
must match these
Corporate giving is based larqely
onoself-i~~~rest
Political interest to shape
society is a primary motivati.on
for foreiqn aid
projects like donors primary
uphold their ••If-inter.st
Bnq4qing in social in''i76stmGI:;,t
secure. the future of the
corporation
The a.If-reliance of r~ ip!.nts
is primary in determining aid
S.lt;;..inter••t above all el.. is
the primary motivation for
qivinq
Policy framework c1.t.r.i~&d b¥
the donor is the only c1rivin~
tore. for qiving
Compassion and thftlove ~
.ankind is paramount in tbe
deoision to give'

2.

4.
s.

8..

Donor Rank
Jtit!nq~ ~~,~

4.68 .1

3.'3 2

3.79 3

3. '17 ..
3.75 5

3.30 6

2.70 7

~.70 1

2.00
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R~.iPi~r~~SA~inq~

s.

cori ra.te qivinq is based
largely on self-interest
Enqaging in social investm.ent"
secures the future of the
corporation
proj ects an~ donors J'!!lU.st.
rfl'alise trlat both have
objectives they must match
Projects likeclenors primarily
uphold their self-interests
Pol!ticl'.l inter-ast to shape
society is the primary
motiva.tion cf aid
poliey' fram~work determined by
the donor is th@ only driving
force fer giving
Self-inter.st above all else
is the primary motivation for
corporate giving
The self"'relianc411 of recipi'tn'ts
ia primary in d"t6~mininq aid
compassion and the l.oveof man-
kind is p.ruount in th4t
d.cision to qiv.

3..40

4.

.12

1.

8.

9.

B-Ank
Qrd!lr
1

2

5

"1

Accordi~g to Table 5~1 (a} donors strongly agreed
that projects e.nd donors m1,lst realise that both
have obj~ctives which ithey 1'nustmatch. This was
rated on a median of 4.~8.

Demers also agree that corporate giving is based
largely on self-interest, that political interest
t;" shape society is a primary motivation for
foreign aid, that projects li:K,e donors ptl:mC\rily
upho+d their self-inter.est and that engaging in
60cial investment aecures the future of the
(.:orporation.
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The ,:jelf-reliance of recipients as b(1ing primary
for determining aid racei ved a ~'somewhat agree"
response from donors.

Donol.~s disagreed that self intereE't above all
else is the primary mc:)tivation for gi vins I that,
the policy framework determined by the dUh~ is
the only driv3,ng forc(= fOJ:':' t'Jiving. Compassion
and the love: of mankLnd being paramount i11 the
decision to give 'Wasalso rejec:ted by dCH:h:J:i~S.

On the other hand frorr. Table :;.1 (b) it can
seen that recipients agreed (but not as

strongly as donor-s) - that corpol"llte 9iving is
based largely en self-lnterest. Recipients also
agreed on the fact.' 1::.hat engaging in social
investmerlt secures the future of the corpor-at.Lon,
projec.::ts and donors musrt realise that both have
objectives which t.hey must; :match, that pro:iects
like dcnozs uphold ptima.lrily their self-interests
and that political interest to shape society is
the primary lnot,ivaticn cr

The p.t:oposi ti.on that the policy framework
det~rmined by the donor is the only driving fc<r.ce
fer givii'l9 and that ~elJ:-jnterest above all else
1s the p:r.'imary motivation for ~orporate giving
1N'aS 1'01:' e:nth'US1iasti..::a21y at;:rreed upon by
recipients ..

})lsagreement and strong cUsaqre~'nm".j'i:wa~ found on
the fact that se t:f"'re'l:1.·rtnce of recipients is
primary in determining aid and the that
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compassion and the love of mankd.ndis paramcunt;

in the decision to give.

Clti-:<.:.rIy 1 there is agreement between donors and
~i'?dnt~about the fact that comrassion and the

rnanklnd Ls not paramount in the decL::dop.
,,~gl..eement, also existo between d',·>l.ors

+he primar1f motivation for
giving. This aspect will be

Chapte.t'" 5 as it validated both
by donors and recipientc; as well

sUbject.

requj.re.d t.o
i-C) & respondents w£!re

t:he most il'r;portant .'l'actors
amicable donoz and recipient

relat.:lonsh.:'-p.

T2.l:,le. 6.1 (a) and 'rabl!':" 6.1 (b) be.low show the

T.a]j!.~L,§_,,~~_i~L...L.J:!.Q..l'!Qt"Rati~g of Factors Governing an
l\m.;g~.1~LB~1~t_;""onshie

1... \~l;lgular financial and narrative
't•.•·eports

2. .Happort.struck between donQ%,a.nd
reci.pient officer,

:3. compliance wi.th COlltl"actual
agreements

e, ongoi,nq fund;i.nqs. contractual aqreem&~ts between
donors and xecipients

e, l?t,·lit:ical popularit.y Qf the
project

Donor Rapk
~atin9't! grder

4.25 l

••17 2

3.83 3
3.50 "3.10 5

3.10 6
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7. The fact that funding is ?nce off
0. Donor board reprasentation

on reoipient project
1.50
1.50

7
8

~oI!~leG.l {b) ;:F,ecipient_Rating of Factors_governing:
An Amicable RelationshiB

Re~:ipient
~~

:Ban~
order

1. Regular financial and narrative
reports

2. compliance with contractual
agreem.ents

3 .. Rapport struck be'tween donors
and reci.pients

4" ongoing funding
5. contractual agreement between

donors and recipients
~e Political popularity of the

project
7. Donor board representation on

recipient projecta. The fact that funding is once
off

1

3

"5
6

1.88 '1

1.61 8

It was found tha.t donors l.ihought it very important
that regular financial and narrative reports be given
and that tha rapport struck between donors and
recipient officers is responsible for the maintenance
of an amicable relationshi.p. Compliance with
contractual agreements was somewhat; important. fOl-

donors! as was ongoing funding for the relationship.
contractual agreements between do~ors and recipients
as well as the political popularity of the project
were also found to be somewhat. j:mportant for donors
and !"ecipients to maintain an awicable relationship.

Donors beJ ieve that once-off funding and donor board
rt:~presentation were not important factors in the
donor- t'ftcipient relationship.
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Recipients on the other hand felt tha.t the following
factors were very important in maintaining an
amicable relationship between donors and recipients:
regular financial and narrative reporting I compliance
with corr0'.:'3ctual agreements, rapport struck between
donors recipients, ongoing funding and
contractual agrreemerrt:sEJebleen donors and recipients.

As opposed to donors, recipients indicated that the

political popularity of the project is the least
important fac't:or to govern the relt:r~:ionship.

Like donors I t":.!lcipients agreed that donor board

representation on recipient proj ects and the fact
that funding is once-off were not important factors
in the rela.tionship. Through factor analysis the
following constructs brought about the ensuing
labels/themes.

Factors Label._ !_9f Cumulative Eigen Values
va"rir.nce

F.actor 1 Rapport
Factor 2 Political

popUlarity
Factor 3 contractual

Agreoments
Factor 4 Donor

Represent.ation

30.01
17.71

2,4001
1,4219

1••31
12.59

1",1446
1,0074

!~~ERPRETATION OF FACTORS

IAQ10R.l : RAPPORT
The following ccnstrruct: loads he;:r: y on this factor.

Kq.,tatedFactpr
Constru~~ Loadin~,
Ongoing funding ~7~~S
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Rapport struck b~~'o:':f.ieers -
donors and recipio:.'.c:s
Regular financial c,,}\lnarrative
reports

.7090

.1707

This factor is called "RapportC;. It is suqqested
that a good rapport :b~twee:n,a dOllor and ~ recipient
will lead to an amicable r81,; t,onship.. This, will
further be enhanced and maintained by regular
financial and narrative repor.ting. IIh.a likelihood of
receiving ongoing support will be high. Ma',y donors
and recipients confirmed this view during the
intervi~ws ..

FACTOR 2 : POLITICAL POPULARI~X
The following constructs load heavily on this factor.

Rotated Factor
construct Loading~
The fact that funding is once-oft
'the political popularity of the
project

.8.0150

.7351

This factor is called "Political Popularity!lG Many
recipients during the intervh, ;\''S indicated that.
donors tend to seleot projects on the basis of the
projects political popularity. Whilst donors
certainly acknowledged this they did not believe that
th."Ls :;ontributed in any way towards an amicable
reI ionship between donors and recipients.

:~·~gT01i.3 =.,gO!.lTRAq,TUAL AGREEHlll,oP.t'S
i'f)11ow.ing factors load heavily on this conetrructi,

Rotat,d Factor
~on~t~U~t Loa?jng~
COlltr8.G:tualagreements butween donors
and reCipients

.8366
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compliance with contractual agreements
by reoipirnts and do..!ors

.8447

It is suggeste.d that the exist~ne& ~f cloar
contractual agreemeuts bo~,.,aan donors and recipients
and the compliance with sucb contractual ag:t'eements
are imperative in the promot.ion of alt1icable donor-
re~ipient relationships.

FACTOR_i_:_DONOR REPRESENTATION

There is one construct which account.s for this f~ctor
which is self-e}{planatory.
Representation".

This is called "Donor

Rotated Pactor
copstr~et ~oa~ings
Doner board member repreaen'cation on .9590
recipient board

On these factors, the ,t m,,:~st indicated that there
\"is no statistically

between donors and

significant
recipients

difference
which is

represented by probability T-Value ~f .1708,
.6897 I and .'46815 in 'tha.t orcler at the ,,05
significance level.

,\

Recipients and donors show that there is a
striking similarity in respr,ct of the factors
that account for an amicable relationship between
dar-ors and recipients. These are the facts of
regular financial and na:r:rativ~ zepor ;~,
compliance wi th contractual agreements and the
rapport struck by the officers of the donor ~nd
the rec.dpient.
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Using the Likert: scale the respondents wer~
requested t.o indlf;,~te th£'"~e..·t,ant to ~ihich they
agreec1 or disagreed ~'h:?! th..s: variables in Table
? • 1 (a) and 7. 1 (b) b~~..'~•

Ie projects cannot be sGlf-~~liant
as long' as tht=y do not generate
their own funds

2~ projects must maintain a
partne~3hip relationship witb
donors

3w Donors must give sufficient
funds tC, a1.1aw for $u!:t.f-
reliance to emerge over time

4. Self-reliance is not possible
due to lack of participation
fin~ncially by cummunitiess. Self-r~liance is not possible
due to fl~ctuatinq donor
prio"'iti~s

~~1lM
Ratil1g_s

1

~.25 2

3.25 3

3.00 5

Table '1.~, (bl : Recipient Ratings of P',Actorsof stlf-
Rel:"anee

1. Donors :mustgive SUfficient
il:und~ t!\ allow self-reliance
to emerq~ cve~ time

2c projeets must maintain a
pa~tnarship relationship ~ith
donors

3. Projects cannot be selt-reliant
as long as they do not qene:ate
their own funds

4. Self-reliance is not possible

Recipient Rank
Ra~ Order

1

2

4.19 3
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due t~ lACk Oflip~~ticiPation
finaui;.>.ii.ally bY:C::))Ul'Uniti••

5.. Self-rel:i.ance l. not possible
due to fluctu.~inq dcnor
priorities I

! I
nonore a~re€'d thaii projeqts cannot be selj:-reliant as
long ~a~ they do :hot ge;dJrate air own Ifunds, thatI, '. Ithey nv;,st, :r'i:\l~ta;rn a partnership relatil~nship with

t.~onol'S <.tnd'th~H~S.i~lf-r~lianoe is not, Pos

4
1:u'ledue to

lack of pa;;'L~.Ci.pai[ionfinancially by conun\1it.:i.es.
I '
'I '

Donors also sor'lirWh9.t agree that, they I, must give
SUffici~nt ft:!~~?s'K':) /~l:lOW for self"'.relian4~ to emerge
ovez time and t,f,;,.t..-J.t is ~ot possible. I to achieve
self-reliance ctti"l~Ofluctuating donor pri1,ri ties.

;.': /-// ,1

Recipients belie\~ \that donors must give Ii sufficient
funds to aV.ow foj self-reliance to emer~e!!over time.

: Ii
They agree wijh donors that .a \partnership
relationship nlUS~, be ma.intai.ned and th1'~" projects
cannot be self""'~eliant as long as th~y do not

i !

generate th!.S'ir ow~cfunds.
-{:

Th.ore Ls (5'3~'eem~~1between donors and red~Pients on

the ,fact:, t~ha.t se~[f-reliance is,. not possd r1e due to

l,aCk<~,£ particiPa~'tiO.n financially by comm r.ities and
that ~':!elt'-relianc\ is not possible due I to donor
fluctuating prie.rii 4~s.

Through facto.'" "J1YciS two factors
for the variabLe 0$ self-reliance.

I
'I

3. ~'1
I

5

~ 2t' cymul~tiv.
1.,iano.

,

were \1 extracted

Ii

J~n vll~Y

Facto.t-1 :1uffi('!i&~·~of
,,_\



116

Funds
Factor 2 Generation of

own Funds
35,,56 1.1781

"F"",q'!:OR1:_.J_~;';U~:Frc~lENJi.Y OF FUNDi!
The iollJJwing consbruct.s load onto this 'facto}:.

Rot."tj!d rM~.o:{
g21z.@t!'.W~t" ~ga!1i~lg~

DonQrsmust gi've sufficient" funds to ,6311
allo'V :io:t' s-:tlf""reliance to eLlerge
Glvltr tin'~Self-'!'elianceis not posltiblO due to .'1344
donor fluc:tu~tiQ:rE'
Self-reliance i& not possiblv due to .7331
lack of communitl~partieipaI,"'ion
linancially

ji

This. f,actor is called nsuftieiency of Funds.... This
suggests that in order for self-reliance to emerge
donors need to be patient and also give subst:ant.ial
amounts in order t.hat the project. can move towards
self-reliance. The disadvantag-es of povertl~ have
cauBed recipients to expect that the ompowermftnt
pr~ees5 must ~f neces.ity b. finaneed by donors. The
t-'l'est value at the ,05 significance level shows that
there is no sl.gni:fJcallt difference between how donors
and reci:t.d ~nts perceive thi~,i issue, the t-scor(,J being
..1879,. which is greater than '1\0,5.

i:,i

F~Ci:OR ~_L" GENERAT1_wr_OP_UND~.

The .fallowing consta-iccs account; for this factC"lr.
Rot, te~..F.actor

construc1; Ilo.dings

Projects must maintain a partnership
relationship wi t,h donors

".8333
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projects cannot be self-reliant as
lonq as they do not qenerate their
own funds

-.sa37

This factor is called "Generation
This is essential for self-reliC:lllCe and the
independence of recipients f]:'om nozs ,

It is r-ot understandable in te,,'ms of theor~.r why
these i;.onstructs are grouped toget.he:r'. A
partnership :celationship is obviously highly
d~si!'ed by both. donors and recipients. It. is
difficult to k~ow how it facilitates self-
r:eliance tor whi,;;h the generation of own funds is
paramount. The 'i~~otatedfactor loadings on t,hese
eenscruct.e are both negative but suggest a
pc)sitive correlation to the varia'bles under
study.

During interviaws a substantial number of
recipients and donors advocated a partnership
relationship. Its meaning and implications from
a donor-recipient relationship perspective though
is suspect.

Using Table 7.1 Cal and 7~1 (b) we can see how
donors and r (.dents viewed the issue of self-
relial~c:e and which factors they stroTJgly agreed
were primary fer self-reliance to emergt~ amongst
donors.

There is agreement on the part of both donors and
recipients on the three essential factors that
compz Lse self-relian(.~e.
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The research suggests that donors and recipients
prefer to get involved on a partnership basis.
The implications for do~\ors to g3.V9 :more funds to
cover a long period is a.esc ~"'<:':'J.ltsisedand needs
to be examined.

Five sources of funds were identified.
Respondents were then requested to indicate the
extent to which they agreed with the statements.
The following is an indication of how donors and
recipi~.!:1ts responded.

8..1 m:~dil!!n:3for 'the _.acceptance .9L. tund:.~..b~l
Don9-~s and Recipient~

Tabl._J_~~_Dono~ Ratings of t~e Acceptability ot
,!!ertaipSources oj! FuneSs

Poreign Aid Funds
SA Private Sector Funds
poreiqn Corporate Related
·trust.Funds
Funds with atrinqa attached
South At~iean Government Funds

Donors Rank
Order

4.40 1
4.20 2
'1.10 3

2.00 4
',,,83 5

'fable_J_!..l_._Llll_ .: Bel'ipient Ra;ings __Q.f. the
)\ccep1;Abilit:y:_ot Cer~ainJourees 9..t. Funds

Rec::ipients Ran.lt
Order

Foreig:o. Aid Funds
SA Pxiv:lte Sector :runds
Poreiqn corporate Related
Trust Funds
Funds with strings a~tached

4 ..3'1
3.93
3.6"

1
~
3

1.31
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South Afr:ic~an Gover:nment Funds 1.71 5

These tables show complete agreement between
donczs and recipi.~nts. In the interviews a
numberof respondents indicated though that the
emergence of a 'new and democratio' government
could change 'their attitude to the SO'uth African
iJovernment funding. Others commented that
wherever funding is involved, people will bend
the rules.

Both donors and recipients agree that foreign aid
was acceptable. Donors unlike. recipients 1

indicated a str"'nger agreement on the South
African private sector funds, and foreign
corporate related trusts while recipients
somewhat agreed with the acceptability of these
funds.

9. RECIPIENT" P.REFER~CES FOR SOURCES OF FUNDS

The respondents were requested to indicate
preferred sources of funds on a standard Likert
scale 'of l-5. 1 = Not Pl:'~ferrec1, 5 = Most
l?-.:eferred as opposed to which were acceptable.

!.J~J.e 9.1 fa) L_Ponor Ratip...snt...9f ~referr.d s~
~f, ~:unds

.Qgp.or.Rating

Locally Generated Community Funds
Churcb Funds
Foreign Foundations :Funds
Local corporate Private sector

4.50
"a3B
4.25
4.04

1
2
3..
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Foreign Government Aid Funds
Foreign COl:porate Rel"ced Fur-,ds
L~c!ll Foundation Funds
s~utb African Government Funds

120

4.00
3.94
3.50
1,,67

5
6
'1
8

~'-ktJ.e g. :1. CoL : _Rec:iR~tin~_gL..:t2'~;·tf~tt!,~
§c:n:rces _of ,Funds

Cburch ]l'1.1n:18
Foreign Foundation Funds
Foreign Aid Government Fund
Locally Generated COm1i1unity
R'unc!s
Foreiqn Corporate rund$
Local corpo~ate private secter
Funds .
Local Foundation Funds
South African Gov~rnment Funds

Recip,ient R4n~
Rati:qg: Ord~
4.50 1
4..27 2
4 r, 00 '!'.
3.67 A

3.64 S
3.58 (;

3.06 '1
1.63 8

There is no agreement between both donors and
recipients about the top four preferred sources
of funding.

t~onors ranked the top 4 pre:Eerred sources of
funding as locally generated community funds,
church funo.s, foreign foundation funds and
private sector funds in that order. Recipients
on the other hand ra:riked their top four

>

categories of funds as church funds, fore.ign
foundation funds, foreign government funds and
locally generat~d funds in that order.

Dono~:'sranked locally generated funds as No 1
whilst recipients ranked these funds as No 4 in
the order of preference. Church fund.s were
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ranked second by donors while recipients rank;~d
chis No 1. Foreign foundation funds were ranked
No 3 by donors whilst they were ranked No 2 by

recipients. Local corporate private sector fends
were ranked N::l4 by donors whilst they are out of
the top 4: pr.iority preferences from the
recipients at Uo6. In terms of the Likert sc..:ale
donors generally show st,rollger prefere.nces than
recipients with the exception of church funds as
most preferred by recipients and locally
generated funds most praferred by donors at the.
same score of 4.5.

Donors however noted that most people would
prafer locally generated community funds since
these are less tainted with self-interest. They
nct.ed also that though this was the case these
funds are not usually available.

Church funds are seen by donors to be religio,"£sly
mo·tivated and therefore do not carryall the
negative connotations of enlightened self-
interest.

Donors and recipients alike did not prefer South
African state funding for empowe~ment programmes.
Recognition was given however to th~ fact that in
areas such as housing, health and welfare the

state is t.t;le :major source of revenue.

Co I.ikedonors t recipients see Church funds in the.
most positive light in te:r:'msof enl.ightened (3elf-
interest. The fact that foreign foundation and
foreign aid government funds rated high implies a
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long-standing relationship which UalternativlilU

cOlmnunity programmes have had Vlith these sources
of funds. Many recipiel1ts have noted that
foreign aid and foreign foundat.ions kept the hope
alive and sustained alternative programmes durintl
the ha~~ and repressive years of the state to the
extent that the state had to effect the infamous
Disclosure of Foreign Funding Bill of 1989,
initially proposed as the Orderly Politics Bil1~
Even at that s:tage, Foreign Governments played a
large r,:;,lein porsuading the South African
Government to :wat.erdownthis Bill. To this d?te
only two organisations are now declared as
Reporting Organisations under this Act.

10. COh"T~~nL MECHANISM~

The respondents were requested to indicate strong
agreement or strong disagreement on the factors
set out in Tables 10.1 (a) nd 10.1 (b).

Table 10.1 Ca) :_ponor Ratings ot Control Mechaniams

Donors . Rank
Rating orde:r,

Regu~~r.p~.~pjel:tevaluations should be ".68 1
doiI~ -~~. e)'lsure continued funding
Unannouficed visits to projects by 4.00 2donors are time consuminq forrecipients
:Financial, narratives and visitat,ions 3.00 3to projects &re all. that is required
to quaral'l,t~e funding
Donor Vi8it~ to projects are time 2.39 "consuming for recipients
Narrative an~ financial reports are 2.14 5
elll that donors should .require to
guaran'tee funding



123

Table ~.....!'_1___ilU___;__ Reru!.~'_;,:t. .Ra'tin~~"of control
Meehani~

R6lW.lar project .,valuations e;hould be
done to ensure contiuued fun4inq
Narrative, financi~l and visitations
to proj~cts are all that is required
to qua~antee f.undinq
Narrative, financial and visitation~
to projects ~re &11 that is requi~ed
to guarantee funding
Unannounced visits to projects by
donors a.re time eons;uming for
recipients
Don~r Vi3it~ to projects are time
consuming foT. recipients

;Reei~t Bank
Rat ill£l Or~ler

4.3S 1.

4.14 2

3.10 3

2.50 ,4

2.09 5

Donors strongly agreed whilst recipients o~11y
agreed that regular prc;,;ectevaluations should be
done to ensure continued funding. Whilst donors
agreed that unannounced visits to projects by
donors are time consuming for recipients,
recipients disagreed with this proposition.
The agreement expressed by donors and recipients
indicated a lukp-warm response as to whether
financial, narrative t'eports and visitations to
prcj.~cts are all that is r' :lired to guarantee
fanding.

Both donors and recipients disagree that dont;;)r
visits to projects are time consuming.

Through factor analysis the following constructs
were extracted for control mechanf.sras ,
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,!Jabal J. of Cumulatiy1t
'Variance ~igen Valu~

l!'actQl; ~, Guarant'A:ooe~'f
FundIng 2$,,61
Visit&tions 21.32
project !G.9~
Evalilatic:n

1.4866
1.0433
1.010tS

Factor 2
Factor l

INTERPRETATION OF FACTORS
The following conseruccs account for these factors.

B,ptl~t! Factor.
~onstrue~ LOA4ings
Financial ana narrative reports are .8078
all t~at donors should require to
9Uarante~ fundinq
Narrative, fina.ncial and visitations -.1841
to projects are all that is required
to guarantee funding

This factor is called "Guarantee of I Funding" as
II

,\both (lOnOrS <:lndrecipients tend to 'use financial
and na:rrative reports as well as visitations as
mechanisms that gual:antee fu.ture funding for the
activities of the recipients.

FACTOR 2 : DONOR VIIITATIONS

9°.!lSl1;ruct
Donor visits to projects are t.ime
consuming fi)r recipients
Unannouncod visits to p~ojects are
ti.. co:nswdng for recipients

Ro1;at~tl...UctOl'
l!:ol,ju,.JlSiI.

• '1.~59
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This factor is called "Donor visitations" as
donors often visi.t projects to assess prog=ess
ar~ collect prima facie data on the existence o~
funded projects so that they can establish
whether further funding or no fundi.ng is required
for the project activit.y funded.

oonstruct
Rotated Factor

Loadings

Regu.lar proje~'t. evaluations should
be done to 4nsure continued funding

.9810

The respondents were required to
most appropriate time frame

indicate the
with:tn which

:t:ecipientshaving received funding were to begin
to show results.

Table 11. 1 (a) indicateE: donor responses and
Table ~1.1 (b) indicates recipient responses.

I.te.'
x_are

~onorl
Uequer.,g

0-1
2-3
4-5

1
9
8

,
SO

..M
1M.

nl = IS



Reai~ien!;
F~es.u.¢ne~

16
S

4
62

.....1!.*$Hl
n:r= :: 2ti

Th. total sampla (N) is 4~ b.inq donors (nl) vere
18

12. FREQUENCY OF REPORTIN~

Respondents were asked to indicate on five items
listed below the most appropriate and prE;;ferred
frequency of reporting by projects to do~or~.

Every project needs to set real tistic t.i.rl1s frames
for the achievement of its objectives. Agreement
on these time frames i~\, one of the :main

" I'constraints on the dO~10r-:r'(:L d~nt ~('ela:tiol'1shi'O..
: " " 4

One of the const.rairltsof \he donor/recipient
relationship is the expectation created by
recipients with regard to assessing properly an
effective period that will res'llt in the project
setting realistic time-frames for the achievement
of set objectives.

Donors I in seeking for quick returns on their
investment, are likely to create unrealistic
expectations themselves by believing that
everything they fund must work we}] and quickly I
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without due regard sometimf?s to the extreme
difficulties faced by projects.

In this l"esearch agreemel1t is reachc'.d by donors
and recipients that 2-3 years is the i(~ealpeiriod
in which a p:roject can begin to Ghowresult.s.
The next preferred time-frame is '}~hl5 years.

50% of the donors indicated a preference !or 2-3
years, while 62% of the recipisnts indicated. this
tim~ frame. 44% of the donoz-s indicated ,~-5
years as compared to 35%of the recipie!lts. Only
5~ of donors and 4% of the recipielits chose 0·'1
year.

Table 12.1 (a) indicates donor response~ and
Table 12.1 (b) in::Ucates l'ecipient :t'es'pcnses.

Tabla_ ').2. 'L.La) ~ Donor ResRo:nse..~

ponors 1
Onee a Month 0 0
Quarterly 7 39
Half Yaarly 5 28Once a Year 6 :{l
At the comp16tion 0 0
of the project
Total n 100

N = 44 ",here »1 18

Tahle 12.1 Cb) : ReciQient Responses
B.aCipients

"nce a MonthQuarterlyHalf Yearly
1
5
6

4
19
23



Once a Year 14 ·54At the completion 0 0of the project
Total A_§. ,"OQ.

whera »2 = 26

12

r-----F-re-q--u-: e-n-C-Y--O-f -p·-r-e-fe-r-e....-d-'R-··'-e;;~;-tj-ng-' --'l
Donors

t

The ba~ charts marked Aid Interface
respect! v,c:aly iL'1dicate the fretlu.ency
preferred b:.:rboth donors ~.J·.drecipients.

:r:eport.ing

/"'r-'-------'-~.,---.-----'lI-----'-..--"'--
8"" 7,
.,.j
f ,

o1 ""':

o ----.--.--------
Monthiy Quar~erly H:tif-yea.ly earfy Completion

,.,,--- ..
i-series, ~ I'
__ iJlF ... IIIII..

L--- .~ ~---- __ -- -- ~ -- __ ~



Mcnttliy Ccmpleti(m
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I _ $eries 1 I
I--.-.-_.

Aid ,l'\ter1ace Fi.gure VI

Tr;.e pie '_~nart,' ma,,:,ked Aid. Inte'rface Figure VII
indicate.s that 39%of the donors preferred quarterly
:t'EY·-<)rt.s. '33% preferred yearly' reports and on:i::f 28%

"preferred half yearly reports. No doncz wanced
monthly reporting.
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Frequency of Preferred Reporting
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Yearly :..!%
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In corrr.rast to dOD{) '3 more than half of the
;::'G'sptmdents (included in the pie chart marked Aid
Interface Figure VIII) 54%I preferred yearly
reporting as opposed to 33% of the donors. 23%
of the recipi.an'tspreferred half yearly reporting
which.is close to the 28% figure reflected by
dcnozs, A. wide gap €;xists between donor-s and
recipients regarding quarterly reporting. 39%
of the donors p!~c.fer quarterl:{ report.ing as
compared to only 19% of the recipients.

13.. !\DMINl'STP.A1J.1I!)N

The respondents were re.quired to indicate on the
Likert sca].e the extent to which they agreed with
a number of statements regurding administration.
Table 13.1 (a) and trable 13.1 (b) show the:
ratings of those items by both donors and
recipients respectively.

:1'4..1:1. 13.1 {al : D0119r_ .l:'{atings of Admil)j.stratie.%l,
Issuel.

.t?JiL:...£ RankRating! .Order
le' Lack,..,t administrative

capa~~~i •• leads to project
failura

2. Many donors ar~ not fond ot
funding adDlinistration costs ..
but require administr.tion
"uti.•• to be fulfil.l~d

3. 'projects lack administ~ativ.
capacities

4. projects lack technical
capacities

S" Many donors Clo not c,lrovid. for
sufficient back-uI. ,,:,rocedur.s to
advance the administrative
capacities of projects

4.38 1

4.0S

4.00 3

5
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6. Many donors require a lot of
administrative procedures to
s.tisfy their own buceaueratic
needs

1. Projects :refuse,te(::hnical
advice because they S80 the
ad't'iceas donor ta)dng' control

8. Many donors do nQt understand
that the reporting procedure5
they requi.re simply take too
much ti.me away frc,!'!l project
activity

3.30

1

2.50 8

~able 13.1 (b) :..Jt~.ci1!ieltt Ratill9:! of 1\dm.ini!!~utio:q:tss".,
Rec;.~ient.
Rating~

lc Lack of administrative 4.57 1
capacities leads to project
failure

2. Many donors are not fond of 4.36
funding administrative C03ts but
require administrative duties to
b. fulfilled

3.. Many donors do no.t provide ...23:3
for SUfficient back-up procedures
to advance tlu. 5.dlIiniS'~.rativ.
c;apacitialJof proj.::lts

4.. Project. lack a~ini,st:.t:'ativ. 4.17 ..
capaciti.. ,

5. Proj.cts lack technical 3.81 5
capacitie.

S,. 1(&»1' donors require a lot of 3.7(1 ,
,.administrati V4 proeecSut'€I$to
sati3fy their own bure·llucratic
ne.ds

7n Projects refuse tecbnical .cSvice> 3.01 7
because thay s.. the advice as
the donor takinq control

8. Many donora 40 not uncS.rat~nd 2.79 8
that the reportinq procedure.
they require lliaply tate too
much ti.. away tro. project
activity
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From these r csu tts it can be seen thc~\; both donor-s
ana recipients agree that the lack of administrative
capacitles leads to project failure. Recipients show
a ztronger agreement on this issue than donors.

Agreement also exists with respect to t:.he fact that
many donors are not fond of funding adud.nistrative
costs yet they require administrative duties to be
perforrned9 that projects lack administrative
capacities and technical capacities and that ma11Y
donors do not, provide SUfficient back-up .ccedures
to advance the administrative capacities of projects.
Ag17.~nrecipient agreements arE":stronger than those of
d~~ rs.

J'\.
~:>{Factor Analysis: on Admin.ist:I:at,ion issues was

!,--\.

:t;'ll)ed. The respondents w~re requested to

@~ the extent of their agreement with a number
~·"'l'I'(ent.s.Theste statements are derived from the

jj,'~.;:,~<-:,.t:.~~;~ ,r(!viewI as well as from podrres raised at a
'.--- ;

numbei: ",,11:. confererJces. The work of Mosley, (1987)
again L~flucnced this aspect of the research.

b.9.,.t.QJ: ~ab_u j of cumulati~!! Eigtanvalpe
:!.!'!,.r ~a»c!

J'actor 1 Adainistrativ.
Technical 23 ..84 1.'071A•• fatanot':

Factor 2 Administra ti,..,n
and Ropc.:ett:nq 21." 1.15"Conflict

:Pact,or3 'technical 14.50 1.1601A•• iatance
ttilo_a
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The t-Test for each factor is
.1017 and .9917 implying there

as fol1mls:

significant difference
recipients perceive
significance level.

between how the donors
this issue at the

and
.05

INTERPRETATION OF_FACTORf'
The fol1'?wing' constructs account for the aforesaid
factors.

F.1}CTOR1 : ADMINIS,'l~~TIVE TECHNICAL ~g,SISTA.NCE

Rotated Factor
Cons~ruet Loadings
Manydonors do not provide for
sufficient bac:1It-up proccdure~ to
advance tb6 adlillinistrative
cap. - i.a of li~rojects
pro),-.;,s lack ~ublinistrative
capacities
projects lack technical capacity

.5958

.6747

.S3~4

This factor is called "Administrative Technical
Assistance" based on Mosley's, (1987) work on the
study of aid.

llQTOIt 2 : ADM~t!I.STRATION AND REPORTING CONFLICT

This factor is called uAdministration and Reporting'
Conflict15 again based on Mosley's, (1987)
that of Cas sen and Associates, (1987).

work and

INTERPRETATIQll Or :tACTOR~.

2he following constructs account for this factor.
Rotated !'aQt..o_;,

Construc~ Loadings
Many donorsrQquiraa lot of .7012
admini~trativ.procedures to
satisfy their own bureaucratic needs
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Many dCl )rs do not understand that .5530
the rep", ;,;inqprocedures they require
simply take too much time avay from
project activity
Many donors are not fond of funding .7526
administration costs, but require
administrative duties to fulfilled

FACTO~ 3 : _ Ih"TERP.aETATION OP FACTORS : THE TE_CHNICAL
ASSISTANCE DILEMMA

'1'his factor is called "The Ttlchnical Assistance
Dilemma" as indications frOln the respondents are that
donors claim that often recipients refuse technical
assistance and Lack administrati v<:::capacities leading
to project f~ilure. On the other hand projects
accuse donors of refusing to fund administrative

/~,

costs but expect administrati ve duties to be
performed. Some recipients indicated during
interviews that donors have a tendency of taking
control 'Of projects by seconding expatriates to
projects Who never transfer their skills and thereby
retaining a measure of control over the recipient
organisations.

Rotated lacto~
~onstruct Loadings
Projeots refuse technical assistanee .8199
az +~,ay aee the advice .at,. ;lonor taki:nq control
~' ,..;;k of administrative capacities .6317
,aad to project failures

In order to determine which factors w~re more
important for redipients and donors the median scores
are computed. \1
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Both donors and recipients have similar items
right acr oes ".:11e table. There is high agreement
on ths lack of administrati ve capacities amongst
projects. 'l'he implication of this sta'e.e of
affairs to sslf-reliar£r'(~ ,ad in particular to
community control, part J..e.lpat ion and communi.tiy
management is serious.

14. ACCOUNTABILIT~

Again the respondents were required "1::0 indicate
the extent of their agreement wi.th a number of
statements on a Likert ccaIe 1 - 5 as in other
instances.

Table 14.1 (a) and Table 14. ~~ (b) show the
resul ts by both donors and recipients
respectively.

Table 14.1. Cal : Donor ~,atin':tsof Aecountabilit:y

1. Donors and recipients uust be
ac,countable to each otber

2. Recipients must declare to a
larger I'ociety their donors
so as to be accountable to
society

3. Donors ~ust declare to the
laryer society their
recipients 80 aD to be
accountable to society

4. Recipients should only b.
accountable to their
immediate o0nstituenoi ••

5. Recipient& have an obligation
to declare their fundinq to
the stat:. in order to b.
acoountPJlble

Donor
Ratings

Rank
Q..rder

4 ..20 1

3.50 2

3*

3.00

1..88 5
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Table 14.1 (b) : Reeiaient R~tings of Accountabilit.y

!.teci}2ient Rank
Ratinas Order

1. Donors and recipients must be 4.69 1
accountable to 8ach other

2" Recipients must. declare to the 4..13 2
larqer society their donors so
as to be accountable to society

3. Donorsmust declareto th~ 4.07 3
larger sociftty their recipients
so as to be accountable to
society

4, Recipients should only be 2.50 4
accountable to their imme~iate
canst!tuel'1QY

5. Recipients have an obligation ls31 5
to declare their funding to the
state in order to ba accountable

In this instance both sets of respondents agr.ee that
donors and recipien'ts must be accountable to each
other, and that recipients must declare to the larger
society their donors so as to be accountable to
society. Recipients agreements are stronger on these
issues than donors.

Whilst donors somewhatagree that they must declare
to the larger society their recipients I recipients
agreement is stronger on this issue.

Donors somewhatagree that recipients Sh01:11donly be
accountable to their immediate constituencies,
recipients are inclined to disagree on i~his issue.
Both recipients and donors strongly disagree on the
fact that recipients have an obligation to declare
funding to the state in order to be accountable.
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Many donors indicated, though, that in a normal
society some fOrI!lof accQuntabilit.y to the state
would be necessary. Others indicated that state
intervention I.Jh1atever form and by whatever
government~, not desirable. They indicated that
relations between the private sector and the
community are 'mature enough to be regulated without
state control.

The factor analysis on this censuruct; revealed the
following.

Factor Label ~ of Cumulative Eigel!
:!ariance V~lue

Factor 1 Declaratiol\ 45.66 2.2832
Factor 2 Joint

Accountability 21...61 1.0836
Factor 3 state 29.60 1.0302

Interference

There is no statistically significant difference
between the donors and recipients view of these
factors ~ This is accounted for by aT-Va" '!cIeof
.2061, 3204 and .0405 respectively at the .05
significance level.

INTERPRETAT10N OF FACTORS
These factors are accounted for by the following
constructs.

Qonstruct Rotat!d Fact~
J;.olllding!!

Donors must declare to the larger
society their recipients so as to
be accountable to society
Reoipients must declare to th. larger

.9118

.8928
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sooiety their donors so as to be
accountable to society
Recipients should only be accountal'>le - ..7957
to their immediate eonstituencies

This factor is called ,jDeclara:ticn" as the rotated
factor loadings $uggest~

FACTOR 2 : JOINT ACCOUNTABILITY
This factor is called 9'Joint Accountability" as both
respondents indicated its significance dur.ing the
interviews. This is also a subject of vigorot:is
debate in recipient and donor organisations ar.d
between these parties.

INTERPRE~ATION OF FACTOR
Th'~following construct account fo:;:this factor.

!':ot ~~Factor
Loadingsponstruct

Donors and Recipients must be
accountable to each other

-.9824

FACTOR 3 : STATE InTERFERENC~
This factor is called "state Interference" as it is
self-explanatory. Both recipients and dOl!ors also
refuse state interference and or intervention as
indicated which Hl'the preferen(~e and acceptability
of sources of funding.

XNTERPRETATIQ»~~~CTQR
The following construct accounts for this factor.

Rotated !'a.t.;tito1;
Construct Loadin~ .
Recipients have an obli,gation to
declare their fun4inq to the state
in order to be accoun~abl.

..9S41
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Asked to comment generally on the dcnor/recipient
relationships; the rolf:; the private sector in
philJ:1nthropic activit;~I.e~]and that of foreign aid,
both recipients
commants to rnakeG

e:;.;:t'"·(~cted fr",:'~
presented. as

donors had a number of
:(1 sample of these comments is

donors and recipients and
of the find.ings.

15..1.1 n-.J...!Lt,ionshiM
witb respect to this aspect dcnozs
commented that joint ventures between
:r.ecipients and donors ~re preferred.
They felt tha~ recipients lack trust
in donors due to lack of knowledge
amongst recipients of donors. Donors
need t "purify" their reasons for
funding and need t.o divorce funding
from their interests.

~~rs commented
relationship amongst;

'that
donors

the
and

recipients is governed by a great
deal of scepticism and suspicion,
deceit and lack of mutual trust.
Another commented that the
relationship is "prostitutionaln
based on credibilH;y qaining and no
mutual benefitting, the problem of
politics contributing t9 the
situation. One donor commented that



good relationships between donors and
recipien.ts are not t:nown.

Ancthe:: (~onor ccemenzed that donql·s

ten ·to be white and the recipients
black.
between donors .recjpients
therefore becomes I !nfusing* She
coiltinued and asked "How do companies
arrive at 8t~at"9i.s a.n.d the<
selectiCln of personnel in CSR?U
"There is a lllck of cl~~l:
percepti01dS"f she added.

On a more positive note ~ome donors
commented that partner~hips should be
enhanced,
through

technoiogical expertise
transference of skills

including secondments if
should be encouraged. The
ot the recipient to

necessary
enablement
be self-

sufficient is necessary. Recipients
must realise that they must not
depend on donors since donors only
provide initial !:.telpand assistance.
Self-reliance is .important. No
dominating and subservient
relati~sllips should be encouraged.

Another donor indicated that the
problem with donors is that they are
bogged down in paper work. She added
that :relationships could be i:mpfZ~ed
if visits to projects were done a~
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the field level,
get,1:ing

recipients
assi.stanceincl'easingly

th~ough donors in a ;,~ollaborntive
manner~

Tt.e response of dcncr s
foreign aid in
activitiEs had a

to the rolf;: of
philanthropic

negati.ve l.espons~.
perceived to have

positive and a
:eot'eig~1 aid was
had a positive

\), ,

Lmpact; in rnaintai:l'ling ,alter:>vltive,
orga.nisa'tions durin';J the per} of
sui.>stanti ve repression..It made a
positive impact on education and
changing unjust lawl;: in the cou~'try.'.
Being develop'ttlental arid es~:;ent.iallY'
ph:i.lanthropic i.n its interests t.hough
are also to j,mprove politica.l and
commercial relationships of the donor
cou,ptry. In this concext; , one donor
commented that ·'Poroiqn aid ha.s ha,C.&
positive i.pact. It has m.a,int$riruad
alternative organisations, ch,'X'inq
.ub.tanti~~ ~.riods of r.pr••3ion~
It should continu. to maint~in
plurllli"m in tho country."

On the negative side, foreign' aid. was
accused f a number of things by
donors. These included the fact that
foreign aid was not focussed, does
not 9iva out 9f the goodness of the
heart, comes with pre cnce ived t(,ieas

ii

of what is right to do, not allowing
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ferment on the ground, being
difficult to I.lterpret, pursuing
foreign policy objectives and
international relations and net
taking community needs seriou.sly.
One. donor cOl'rU'n.ented that "Thar ::\9

been high suspicion about forf!lignaid
partie:' J.ax-ly us funds. Europeans
have sronsored mainly protest
politics.. They should go further
into 4.V(i.;;'O'Dlt~ ....r Another donor
commented "Ft aiqn aid has
hid4an aqand.. ..... r them politics
are mor. ul!'qent
x,.Utds.1t

Other donors warned that in spite of
the positive and negative aspects of
foreign aid, South Africa. needed to
recognise that foreign aid will
diminish and that ',he responsi.bili ty
currently carried out by foreign aid
will go to the future South African
governmant and to business.' They
indicated that governments will in
future tend to go bilateral and that
there i.s too much foreign aid at the
filoment: heing used for the benefit of
indi vidua s rathe:r. than communities
and creating dependent organisations
not thinking ;-;:!:',ratflgically for the
long-term~ In this context, one
donor commented that ~':ror.iqn aid is
foreign policy, recipient. must
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und6rstand this and thrash out a deal
that suits them.'II He commented
further that more often than net
recipients come with unrealistic
expectations. He admonished; "strike
a deal".

Another donor commented that "Foreigll
~. fair bi ttl c Eastern
suggested "are still
to country needs.

is still narr.ow,

aid is doillq
friends he
ins.nsitive
'Foreiqc, aid
focussing on business interests.
They sh(mld have visitations of long--
term benefi.ts. West.arnara h,ve burnt
their fingers alld bave learnt frolll
tbi. situation. They are more

\\

positive in their apP1"oach whi'ah is a
result of involvement directly ~VQr a
p.rie>d of till.'·.

~5_1.3 The Bole of th, l;ivAt. s.eio,
An elem~1t of self-critici.sm was
prevalent' amt:mgst donors wi t.h regard
to the role of the private sector.
This was pa.rticularly evident from
the CSR managers who often find,
thsMse 1ves (~auqht up in promoting
company polioies and interests but
also have a genuine concern about
develo~ment activity_

One donor cOllUhented tha:t~ "companies
do not se .. to underatand tha.t the
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welfare of the community is in their
interest. They do not promote self-
reliance" D8velopmen'c must; :b. looked
at in relation to the ratio of profit
margins that the company makesa The

line must be "People
Developm.ent".

In this context I a number of comaent.s
were made to the effe.ct that the
private sector is not doing enough
inspite C'f the great need that
exists. Manydonors saw the private
sector as shifting its responsitllity
to foreign governments. Business is
also seen as self-serving,
patronising and" not understallding
'Wd.at is happening on the ground
except what makes business
taking an insensitive and
attitude~

good,
blase

comments we~e also made that reflect
the position that CSR though
important is a guilt- appeasinq
process for the company. It is
argued that the workforce must be
paid competitive wages and that
business must move away from
chari.tuble programmes. It is also
i'91t that busi.ness involvlament in CSR
should be governed by the unions
through a code of conduct and that
business must help their own staff
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with respect to t.ransportation and
housing, as this leads ,to better
relations with staff.

A number of respond,ents expressed the
view that the private sector has
failed to address development issues
because their CSR programmes are
mostly marketing related and that for
this purpose business needed to
establish their own developlT'.~ 'j;

fcundatian.

By and large the feeling that the
private sector has concentrated on
low priority projects and that CSRis
more conscience salving moneyand not
development oriented was prevalent
amongst donors.

One donor
recipients
best sales
projeot that

commented referring to
that "it is usually the
p.rs~n not the ))est
qats the JIlon.y"~

A number of comments reinfc,rced the
i.dea that the private sector must
play a Ittore pr'o-acti ve role as this
meets business interests as well as
those of the community. Key
strategic interel~ts of the private
sector are fulfilled in this way.



15.2 Recipients

Close similarities were found between how
recipients 'licwed the dcnozIrecipient
relationships in general. Recipients were
however :mostlycri.tical cif the role of both

foreign aid and the pr1vate sector. They
were especially unsympathetic ~bout tre
role of the private sector in general.
Sympathies with foreign aid amongst
recipients could be traced ill the. comments
made.

lS~2.1Relati~~~s
Similar sentiments as those of donors
were eXl)ressed by recipients
regarding relationships between
donors and recipients. These pointed
particularly to the lack of trust
between the t!I[O parties.

other comments
the

from
fact

recipients
that theemphasised

u

relationship was Irloi\e of a
relationship between the "powerful"
and the "powerless", the "havesu and
the "have-nots" with the powerful
dictating terms~ One recipient
commented for instance that "mince
2nd ]Utbrualt:'y donors have come to
speak of de',.lopment. They insist on
new requiromAnts without going
through a process of consulta.tion."
He added, "This is not acceptable.



148

They imposG new sets of criteria
without prior consultation." He also
added that this kind of action will
lead to bedevilled relationships in
the future.

Another commentedin the same context
that. IIthere is a frus\;.ratiQn with
donors because of set conditions of
grant, for example, no payment of
si.lariess and ears.U Donors should be
accommodativ3! it is necessary for
donors to consult and have
discussions with l"ecipients! he
added. The fact t.hat recipient and

donor interests tend to vary creates
:r;d.sunderstanding.

Another recipient commented that
there a tendency by donors not to
place a high value on grassroots
activi~ ~ Projects are not

~aged to be meticulous. There
is a cap-in-hand attitude.. "Good"
things are not for projects.

Generally recipients expressed very
stl:"ongsentiments about the fact i:hat
thE~reis lack of independence on the
pal7t of recipients and that donor-s
call the shots. The fac'~ 1::.hatdonor-s
arE~ prescriptive and do not allow
deviations is expressive of a
relationship based on power. 'l'his
increases tensions in the
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relationship between donor-s and
recipient'';. Recipients were strong
on the fact that donors impose
criteria and demands of =t political
nature. They e>""Pressedthe fact thCft,

packages come with constraints and
restrict creativity"

The fact that donors tend to
det.ermine thei.r givi.ng on the ba.sis
of political alliance and fundling
people behind certain projects and
not the projects themselves was
strongly expressed by recipients. To
this extent, one prominent recipient
commented that: ·'The understa.nCling
th!',tY must exist between dono;;es and
recipients is that donors are making
..contribution to the struggle of the
'Workers. They must understand that
they are contributing towa.rds
translormation and democracy.. Tbey
must respect the rights of recipients
to be independent. No strings I no
political interference. priorities
must be determined by the
recipients."

3.5.2.2 lorei911 114
Recipients expressed a negative
feeling about foreign aid. ~rhese
feelings included a high degree of
antagonism about foreign aid, ~ome
indicated appreciation for the role
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.of foreign aid whilst others had an
indifferent attitude.

'the antagonistic views about foreign
aid included comments that foreign
aid had created dependency t that it
subtl~'r controls proj ects and is done
pri,marily for purposes cf controlling
the future* Others commentedthat it
was ofte:n too short-term. Foreign
aid is seen also by recipients as a
s2,ilve of world deveLopment.s

influenced by priorities all round
and being there to influenca local
conditions, changing and being an
extension of foreign policy and

providing e.tnployment only for
nationals of donor countri(;:s and as
being highly poli ticised. In this
context one recipient commented that
\"foreign aid i. politically embroiled
in faetictnalisJI, ~a.rtyisJIl and
sGetaria.nis.~'.. He commented that
Itmoney ma.kG. .adLess, proj .cts :must
bit supported purely on mer!t: dCI not
imply political IJtrinqs.. Use same
standardIJ as in bom. c:ountriasji, he
said~ Another' conunented that

"foreign aid is distasteful, is
representa.tive c,f old time penitence.
in~tilling their own objectives,
unreliabllt, c:aprieiou:l", have &n4
expect a 'Y.....bos.' attitud ....



still reflecting antagonism about
foreign aid ~ one recipient commented
that foreign aid staff (expatriates)
do not transfer skills to locals,
that foreign aid has cre~:t:ed

divisions amongst the people and
therefore has a negative impact~ He
suggested that' foreign aid should not
dictate sides, especially' politically
and that the struggle the people
mus't: be supported in totality I and
that views should not be suppressed
through money because the results
will be dictatorships through the
imposition of another1s ideals.

On the posi ti ve side t a number of
recipients commented that aid has
been useful, helpful and has genuine
intentions. A commentwas made that
foreign aid had an impact on the
projects of the democratic movement
and that these would not have existed
without foreign aid. One prominent
recipient commented that foreign aid
has had se):,.(.irateinterventions. He
cited thE; fact that the UKand the
USA are suspicious groups. The
Nordic countries, he irltimated, like
Denrllarkand Finland are accepta.ble.
"France, Italy and Japan are grey
areaa" he said. In this context h~
commented furthei' that foreign aid
has been a counter to violence and
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the applicatIon of sanctions.
support from the Nordi(~ countries he
intimated has been great. The
difference in listening
a'ttitudinal relationships in these
countries is there. He indicated
that foreign aid has been a
substantial .help to tl".9 democratic
movement, including bilateral grants.
It has had an Lmpact; at the

politiccl, developmental, labour and
education projects. It has
strengthened internal organisations
irrespective of softening self-
reliance. The National Education
Co-ordination COnL'tIittee, the Pan
Africanist Congress and the United
Democratic Front have proved their
resiliance and mass-action due to
forei.gnaid.

On the indifferent side I :·ne
recipi~nt commented that "It you ~&n.
qet. money fro. overseas, take it"..
Another commented th~t foreign aid is
ju~t a ~ontinuin9 of "busl,ness as
usual."

R~ference was alst;il'.<adeby a number
of recipients that foreign aid is
unco-ordinated ( .."a that developrnent
projects form -

a shopping- list for
foreign governments,
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",.,..2.3 pri:vate Sector
Recipient v.iews of the private sector
T¥ere extremely negative. The private
se.-;:tor is accused largely of being
inward looking and pre-occupied with
profit-making, self-interest and only
concerned with low p~~iority projects
or alternatively, programmes that
provide tax benefits tc the company.
Trlsse projects are perceived :by

't'ecipients not to be empowering but
conscience soothing to business.

RecipientF; pointed to the fact that
the pr Ivace sector puts profits
before anything else, that it is dead
insofar as activity is concerned with
regard to empowerment.. programmes!
tilat business looks f6il safe areas Ijf

operations and is not prepared to
take risks and that it is ~nly
int~rested in its political profile.
III this context one recipient
commented that "The privata .ecto:!!:'
has had a pathetic role i~ the past
and at pr•• tlnt" Th~y hav", the.
oapacity to influence apartheid but
hay. tailed t.o 40 .~O.. B1.\~iness

Ii

progruuaes bave been ineff.l:tive.n
Another commented that ynly union
pressure will make business move. He
cited the case of the National Union
of Mineworkers demands for social
investment funds f:r'om th't:! mining
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houses, as a case in which organised
'¥?:c}rkers had made busil1E:.~s to move.

·Another recipient commencers~hat UThe

prh"ate sector ha~ not been visible
in supporting proj acts. l'hey bmd to
dwell on charitable or sar'q'ica type
opexations
education.

such aa h6~lth and
They have l.ft out

empowering activiti... They only
fund those programmes that thay can
ostensibly control. The privata
se,~tQr has domesticating poll.ai.s.n

16. CO~:OLt!SION

The foregoing pages of 1:he chapter have tabled
the results and ir""erpretations of the research.
Similarities and ,ifferences in the way in whic.n)
donees and rec.i.pients perceived certain issues
have been expl ~ed. A point of i:ntere:st is the
fact that on t ...~basis of factor analysis and the
t··T-ests conduexod on the factors generat.ed
through the questionnaire there are few
,~,Jfferences in how donors and recipients perceive
the factors governing their relationsli_'.p':>f except
in one or two cases~

Th.a medJal1 ratings and the rank orders a.Iso
sugg~s,":;si;(,ilar patt.erns of agreement.

Ccrnmentaries by reo.ipients on business and en
fcr"'}.,ignaid shoW'a tigh degree:' of intq~erance,
anger and ,<;Jeneraldistas~e of the rola that each



of these s"ctors play in empowerment. activ:i.tie$.
The view that business is not; or has not been
helpful cones out strongly from the recipients.
Another strong vie'w, is. t:bat fO:t'eiqn aid has
increa::.,(;~i dependency and has as its primary

political and bus.iness

::(150 ta};."'~ a cr.i tic:al view about, the !:ole of
businec·is. rhey are also )'tlOrepositive about; the
rol(~ of fore.igIl. aid and sugtJcst that rec:ipim:'"r,,;
lack understanding (.if th£-'.x ntent.iOtlsl polici.~s
and objecti\'es and that recipients nave
un:r.edlistic exp(;ct~lt.iol'lS.

In t:,ie next chapter these f.:l.:i1dingswill be
discussed J:.n j~elation to the literature reviewad
in cnapt.ez :2. Propositions :ccgard5.ng
relationships f self-r~liance and possible routes
for mutual underta}::ings will be drawn.
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CH'AP1'ER 5

ElON OP RESEARCH RESULTS MiD RECOMMENDA'l'~.io~~.FOR FURTHER RESEARCH_~_c, .__ .__ ~ _
Central to this study Ii

pl;';:)me;tes or diminishes
o:t:'9Q.nisati('mr;@ Furt.lwr.

:l the. question whether aid
salf-reliance in
the

recipient
to

th'ii! natu;r'e of a set of relationships that
between donors and :t:ecipients and in that. manner

the :r.eal pre.ferel1ces of donors cmd
rs!.::ipients ~ This I Ln turn. perrr{d tr.z an investigat:i,:;on
of a :mutually beneficial relationship bet:ween donors
and recipients.

ThEa proposition has also been put that; "the
prc!pens:i.ty for effective; social pJ:oq:.r.essin oODlmunity
development is aependent 'c.pon the NOO, business And
gove~'nmeI1t co-operation" '.t This fact rr:::cognises the
phenomenal growth i'l'1 recent years of the NGOsector
and also the fact', that this sector will continue tZl
play a si.gnificant role itl promoting effect.ive
community deve ropmenc through communi ty empowerment
processes , The role- of business in this acti vi ty
suggests that while it has been increasing it has
hithert~ been piecemeal and unco-Drdinated.
(Visa lie Kobus J~ 1990)

The results of this study are primarily descriptive
and do not purport to offer solutions to the issues
t.'resented but make transpa.rent some of the issues
tllat are involved in this relationship.
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Several of the themes rf~l;~.t.ingto the 1:elat:ionship
DGl't:weendonors and recipients have been generat.od
through factol:~ analysis ~ These themes and their
l:elated. f,~c:tors and/or variables have also been
subjected t{J descript.ive statisticrl> to determl:ne the
m:-der' of their importance amongst donors and
recipients.

The. maj(.)l~ the" OJ tha.t have eme:.:ged from the study
are; issues cn. und the "multiplier effectsU of aLd,
the relevance to community of recipient and aid
activities, donor imposition of criteria and. policies
en r.ecipients as well as the fac.~t that donor
imperatives often prevai.l over the imperatives of
the recipient'" Themes relating to thi~ implementat:ion
c:apacities of recipients and the issue of multiple
donor suprJPrt. bei.ng significant in reducing donor
dependence amongst recipients alsb emerged.

O,!;her themes ge.nerated through the st.udy encompass
\\ .

is~mes of enlightened self-interest being the major
motivation for both recipients and donor-s to engage
in a relationship. This applies particularly to
business, This theme is howevel contentious for
both donors and recipients. compassion has been
found net to be relevant for the aid rel,.'ationship
be.tween dOn01.3 and recipients, which quest.tons the
not.Lon that, philanthropy and pul.J.Lc spiritedl'leSS are
significant motivators in don"tions policy.

The research confirms that the ~apport struck between
donors amd
accounting
political

recipient officers is a major factor
for amicable rela.tionsb.ips. The

popularity of the project, contractual
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agreements and donor represe111~ation on recipient
boards are also important 'theme~~that are seen to
play a role in the relatiol1chip between donors and
X'Be ipients '"

Su""+='iciency of funds and the genera'tion of own funds
b1''' recipients are other therne~j, that emerge for
consideration in this relatlonship. TheSe
particmlarly relate to the issue tJlf self'-relianC'e and
uhc independence of recipient.s fro:\!Ildonczs ,

other themes related to seU:-reliance. include
guarantees on funding processes, including donee
visitations and the project evaIuau.icn theme.

othE'::r themes that affect don':;r and. recipient
relationships are the lac:k of administrative and
technical assistance, administration and reporting
conf·licts.

With regard to
extent to which

accountability
they affect

processes
donor and

and the
recipient

relationships three major themes emerged. These are;
the public declaration theme, the' joint
accountability between donors and recipients theme
and the issue of state interference in the
relationship bet,,!een donors and rec:3pients.

Preferences and the acceptabili ty of funds were not
subjected to factor analysis. However, it is clear
that these themes also have an effect on the
donor/recipient relationships particularly in the
light of the debate on the legitimacy or the
illegitimacy of various sources of funds available



159

:f~;;y:s.' commun.ity empowerment programmes. The fr~~quel1cy

of report.i.l1gt.o donors and the related time-frame for
projects to begin to sho'w results is also a
significant factor for considera'tion.

Even though the findings of this research are limited
to the donors and respondents interviewed, other
studies conducted at the international levt.l on this
subject are validated in many respects by this study.

Using international evidence gleaned from the
literature reviewed in Chapter 2, the three central
~ssues of this c~t:udy are discussed, namely, the
issues of seli-reliance, relationships and real
preferences of donors and recipients.

Recent.ly the,;] Star newspaper carried a ccnmerrcary
;,on the issue'of self-reliance regarding Tanzania.

'Ihis coxl\,i\el'ltaryhelps to put into perspective the
findjngs cf this research with regard tel the
notions of self-reliance, the independence of the
recipien.ts from donors ar,\d to acme extent the
relationships that exi~ts between donors and
recipient.s. The Star quoted the Alnbassador of
the Swedi:~hLegation as saying:

"'l'.nzania cilia to symbolise our
hopes in Africa. We supported a
d.v.lop.~nt policy ve thought was
correct and which appealed ~o the
pbilopophy of our ant country."(The Ptar, Mo~d.y, July 16, 1990)
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An important aspect of ,the study was to determin.e
whether aid hinders or promotes self-reliance in
recipient organisations. It has already been
submitted that donors, like reoipients, often
emphasise the notion of self-reliance in the
selection of the projects they fund or implement.
Similarly, recipient groups also e:mphas:isc tFle
notion of self-reliance and ind8pendence from the
c1cmorin the pr.omotionof the.Ki: activities.

Through factor ail<'!;',sis, t.b.l!~ rf,;ll'rrant themes t.hat

have emerged in this regard in~lude t'l:leissue. of
the self-sufficiency of fumling, the generat:'on
of own funds by recipients 1 ..the guaranteeing of
funds, administration, c(::mtrolmechanismsas well
as donor imposition and donor ilnperati vas.

By and large the research considering these
points, suggests the f:=tct that self-reliance as
posited by Galtung, et ali (1980) cannot be said
to be a reality amongst.J:'ecipient organisations.
Aid has increased dependency amonget recipients.
The notion of self -reliance is desirable but it
is not operational amongst recipients . at this
stl~ge.

The article in the star amp!: .. sises the fact that
muchof aid givell to Africa, If"l.~ticularl.y by the
Britishi Japanese and 'the French is also tied to
the donor' countries I expos:'ts and contractors, a
fact .'illuded to by Helli.nger, et al; (1988). The
article further critically suggests that there
are an estimated 80 000 foreign aid workers
referred to as the "Lords of poverty" who live
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champagne life styles on six-fi9ure t.ax frl~e
incomes whose dut] is to dole money to non-viable
proj ects • The aI"t:icle c.itas the case of the
Morogoro Shoe FaG-Cory which inspi te of its
failure continu!:,;:_l-1:0 have ongoing financing from
government sti~Y3idies with no plans in sight to
close an obviously ncn-v.iabke venture 0 This, the
article suggests is a Utestament. to the fact
that many aid workers jobs depend on eontinuinq
to dish out money for bad projects,,11 This state
of affairs could be an erubarrassment to business
[Olast::, (1987); Visagie, (1990); Marcus, (19B5)J
and reflects to a large extent the notions that
were suggested by the L~spondents in this study•

.Based.em this study a number of factors are shown
to militate against self-reliance, (Galtung, et

ali (19S0) i Ko.cten, (1987); Grosclaude, (19S0);

Cobbet, (1987) i Kotze~ (1983) ; Wilson and

Ramphele, (1988»). These factors are:

1.1 DOpor Impo,itioA
The tendency f~r donors to work only
according to their oriteria implies and
strengthens the notinn that CHmcra impose
their t::riteria on recipients. This
attitude diminishes recipient independence
and also has a negative effect on
donor/recipient relationships. Donor

?osition is discussed Ln detail when we
con&ider th~ issue of a set of
relationships that exist between do~ors and
r~cipients. It implies facts such. as the

I'

recipient acceptance of funding even if the
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funding is not sufficient for project
objectives and the') pe:%,'ceived package deals
that donors present to recipients.

1.2 Donor Im2§~ativ!~
closely related to donor imposition which
has a negative effect on self-r,'?:liance and
on the set of relationships ·cha.t exist
between donors and recipi.ents are donor
i.mperatives. Donor imperatives refer to
the rules, re~alations and policies of
donors superceding those of the recipients.
These imperatives are also analysed in.
detail in the discussion of a set of
relations that exists between donors and
recipients. Suffice it to suggest that
donor imperatives are seen by recipients
and t.o some extent by some donors as
(.:""pinging on self-reliance and the
independence of recipients from donors.

1a3 Suffiejlency of Pynd,
Donor and recipient attitudes about the
sufficiency of funds to encourage self-
reliance amongst recipients is (within the
corrt.ext; of Galtung, et ali (1980) concept
of self-reliance) negative and defeatin':j to
the notion of empowerr.!~nt processes. The
question of tne periphery, the marqinalised
being independent before they can engage
with t.he cencre - the haves - is negated.
Cobbet's, (1987) concerns about the
po,,·s.;,rful not E''':i.nq allowed to have undue
influence in colt4,,\\unityprogrammes as it
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would reduce the power of the margina.lised
is also !';.Ilaced at a disadvantage~ This.is
due to the fact that the theme of the
sufficiency of funds li.nks with the fact
that donors :must give sufficient funds to

allow for self-reliance to emez over
time. Another factor linking to this issue
is the suggestion I'Jf the fact that self-
reliance is not possible due to donor

fluctuations and als'o that it is not
possible due to lack of financial community
participatlon as cpposed to mass-
participation.

To a large extent it is obvious that
recipients will remain dependent on donors
as long as they do not generate SUfficient
funds from their own resources,
particularly at the com.'Tt~mitylevel. This
is the fundamental principle of self,-
reliance which goes back t<.') the adage "he
who pays the piper, calls: the t.une".
Recipients cannot therefore continue to
adhere to the principles of self:'reliance
unless they are prepared to pay their way.
considering the fact that :mCtst Corpora.te
social Responsibility and Investment
(CRS/I) initiatives are earmarked at
eradicating social ills, the apl:tlication of
the criteria of self-reliance under the
circumstances needs a closer examination.
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1~4 Ga~~~ation of own Funds
The importance of this factor to self--
reliance is explained in the fLl.ctor
analysis by the notion that projects cannot
be self-reliant as long as they do not
generat~ their own funds. This was :related
also to the fact that there. was an
expectation in the factor analysis that
projects must maintain a z:.:lrtnership
relationship with donors in order that they

.;create means of gener.ating their own
r'unda ,

Maintaining a partnership relationship was
high2.:ightedby both donors and recipients
as very important.

This notion about self-reliance and the
desire to he independent from donors
expresses the ideological position that is
desirable but fails to reco~J~~ise the
factors relating to donor impositiQn, donor
imperatives and the sE:!.lf-sufficiencyof
funds as significant barriers to the
relationship that exists between the
parties. Partnership relationships
between donors and recJ.pients could be
ideal. These were highly recommended by

both parties, the practical operation of
such pa~tne:t:shifJ relationships however
requires fur.ther investigation and is
practically unrealis\tic if it is :measured
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against the cent! e-periphery nr'Jument
advanced by Galtung, at ali (1980).

In this context therefox'e l't can be s ...atied
that "the propensity for partnership
rdlatio~ships between deno~s and recipients
is dependent upon the 'tQ;\lanceQf power that
can be shared b6rf,Ween ....ne two liartiesti e

The px-ivate sector I aid agencies and
recipients must neg<C':Itiatetheir strategic
power positions in ordez~' to pursue
effective communf.try empowezrent; and social
development programmes. Power to the
recipients can be, expressed in the
competenc,\es and through resources

1/

joint
other
This,
the

than money that recipi~nts h~ve.
however, draws attention to

, \

d.iscrepancies that N~'oni, (1987) has
referred to, namely that NGO's talk about
empowering communities yet t.hey themselves
depend on help e~ternal to themselves.

Sources of Funds
A critical component in the donor recipient
relationship and the at.taimnent of
recipient objectives is the debate around
the legitimacy of certain sources of funds.
These sources of funds are perceived either
a.s being positive or negative in pro]}loting
the independence of recipients,
particuICt~1~t ,ideological independence.
The ideological q)ista~ as with wh:tch these
sources are regarded and therefore the
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dlvisic)1'l that they cause among recipie1"ts
have always been a controversial Lssue,
The incidence of "bad-mouthing" to which
have referred :.trlie'i.~ arises out of this
issue. [Sinclair, (1988}; LG.c and
Buntman, (l989); Pardon, (.1987); Antrobus,
(1981) and N:{oni, (1987) 1.

In thif;f study five sources of funds wer~~
I

investigated to determine the degree of'
their acce~tance as well as preference to
recipient~ Dy both donat's and recipients ..
Donors and recipients in this study differ
about which funds a~~ more acceptable and
preferable In some respects but largely
agree on uzch i .funds as being both
acceptable ar; preferable to the cause of
self-reliance.

Foreign aid funding is seen to cal-ry wi'i~h
it foreiqn policy objectives and to a
minimum extent develop~ent objectives.
comments
suggests

apout
tbat

foreign
dor~r

aia ~gencies
countries are

interested in the promotion of business and
cQDl..'Ilercial rela.ti9ns for the sake of their
own countries. To tltat extent therefor~
the notion of self-interest is perceived to
effectively and decidedly negate s.elf-
reliance and recipient independence from
donors. {(;uessf (1987); Mosley,. (1987);
Cassen and A(Jsociates, elSa7) i Uayi:ter and
watson, (1985) ; Helliriger and O'Regan,
(1988)] •

\ '
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The debate about the sources of :f'l.mds

therfllfore and mure particularly abo'U't
for-eign aid and business .in relat ~>onto
self-reliance tends to spark negative
comments which are not helpful either :in
allowIng recipients to be indepen0kmt: iron',
dOHors or in assisting them to be
-empowered,
such as

These comments ref lect not
the fact t.hf foreign aid is

distasteful and r_ ,:1.inisc8nt of old time
charities, unreliable anc, capricious, the.+:
.d .is motivated hid/7-~n agendas 1

politics being more urgent for them than
co~~unity needs. Dependence in ~his way is
seen to be created deliberately in the
il;.terest of the dO!1orcountries.

In spite of the ;neg~::ive notions that have
be;,;"1articulated by the respondents about
th~ sources of funds there are pos:L::ive
developments and positive commerrcswhich
indicate that aid and private sector
funding is helping towards the process of
empowerment.

Cassen and Associates I (1997) refer to the
fact that m·,)st critic.!; of aid have
preconceived ideas dbout aid and reach
conclusions about i.ts effects even before
relevant data has thorougply been
investigated. In this context given the
existing ~ttitude' and experience of

\\empowerment progra~mes such a statement
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requi1:"es further invesl:igation. In this
t;.';tudythe facts are such that whilst: there
i$ recogni.tion of the fact that aid creates
dependence ( there is recognition of some of

the positive aspects of aid particularly,
the succeaarut maintenance of opposition
grV"'!ps to ~partlleid~ Th,~.u is strongly
believed to have empowered people to a
certain degree~ The current openneas of De

Klerk'z adminlstrati~~ can be directly
li11ked with these efforts.

In thif~ context therefore the re~;:earch,
indi.catE~s that the prevailing notion about
the sources erE funds is that foreign
funding r business funding I church fundinIJ,
are all preferred to varying degrees, but
have a !~egativ~ impact on che pr?cess of
o:.:;elf-:reHance and en;p?werment. ;E<'unding
creates deperldency amongst reci.pi.ent
orga!-1isations ,;;triving for self-reliance.

An ,;)verwhelming response it:> the indication
that state fundi.ng neither preferable
nor acceptable in tht.'! process of promoting
self··rel ance stage. 'the
:i.mp1L:'ati ons for a t ii U' (" ,:_;ov€!rnment
at-al with PI)'Wi:,ty

are, i:n thi.s COl tli

pt'ccess in this

\ ie' 1(.1pment isstH~s
rf'~

I;

su ff:i ce j,t

,id ..~olo9tcal d that
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on self-x'eliance, there currently exi:~t 11(1

alternativ(Jf3 available to ernpcywerment
prngrammes. Recipients must of necessity
use what is available creativel~l in order
to pursue and further their ideals.

In conclusion, it Ls evident that whilst
self-relia.nce is tht;. primary :motivation felr
recipient activity, business also
recognises the need to .promote self'"
reliance (Ci'Dowd, 1987). There are however
the aforesaid considerations that will have
to be made by both P<"; ,ies who are Lnvol 'led
in this gift rela'Lionship (Blltler and
Wilson, 1990), if the goal of self-reliance
is to be achieved.

In this context. therefore it can be
suggested that;

nTh. promotion cf and the> er*ation of a
partn6rship relationship betwoen the donors
anc!l tho recipien'ts will b. depend.fit on the
409'r.. of lIlut.uals.lt;-interest that can .be
ent. ~d into ~.tw•• n donors and recipienc.:J
in order th".t self-rall.nce and empowerment.
can b. "uhaneed".

2. RELATIONSHU

'rl'::e view that relationships between donors and
recipients are expresned in tensions and are far
from harmonious {Pardon, :l.981j has 't'eceived
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confirmation in this stndy. Related faetors to
this tel"lSe and non-harmonious rela;ttunship
include factors such as the complex process of
obtaining funding, the quostion of the sources of
funding against the backgrc :1d of political
realities and ideological conL lets of the day;
institutional procedures" priorities and the
constr~ints created by the relativel~( short-term
nature of most funding; the problems of
vulnerability and the depen..:lence of NGO's on
extel"!1al funding as suggested by Nyoni, (1987)

and Al"ltrobusI (l.987).

These factors which have received confirmation in
this study are: donor- imposition, the pzevaLenoe
of donor imperatives, the implementation capaci tiy
of programmes, multiple donor suppor.t,
enlightened self-interest. cempasa.Lcn , the
rapport struck betw~en of.",J.cel~s of donors and
recipients, the political popularity of projects,
contaractrua I C1goreements,admin3.strative. capac i.t i.es
- technical assistance and the reporting conflict
including pl.lblic declara'l:ion by both pax.'ties.
Joint accountability issues are cent.ral to the
set of relat.ionships that exist between donors
and recipients.

2 , 1 Don.2.£..Imt;.,o.,.ill9A
In this study donor imposition encompasees
the fact that recipients accept fundi.ng
from donors even if such funding is not

\, sufficient for project objectives. It also
in("~orporates the fact that recipi.ents are
not to be given large amounts ~f funds
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until they are capable of handling :mch
funds as well as thf' at"c(;':ptj.Ol1 that d'.:H'urf,

come with package deals. 'rhes~ factors are
l.ndicati ve of;

(a) the

articulated
lac&:
in

of trust
commentary

has been
the

recipients and donors.

(b) that larqely, the aid l:'E.llationship is
donor driven Dlellinqer, et a1; 1988).,

In th:e r~,;sults of the study
analysis accounted for a

the factor
cumulative

variance (~f this factor at 26.4% ~s
opposed to donor imperatives, wit!l a
cumulative variance of close to 16%.

Recipients c:o:nunente.d that donors are
dictatorial, that the relationship is ti'lat

of the haves and the havenots, basically
implying a domint.ulce and subservience
relationship between. donors and recipients.
COl'!m\ents by donor ; indicate that the

\ r~lationship is governed by a great deal of
'\scepticism, suspiCion, deceit and lack of
~:\ual trust, based en (~red:ibility C]c.ininrr~ ~
ana not mutual benefitting and thorefo:i:e
this contributes to the problem of
tension between donors and recipients.

The views held by Helli.nger. at al, (1988)
indica.ting that aid does not worl~ as it is
only used as a political manoeuvre to
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direct aid where the lobbyistw wont it and
that it is a function of the institutions
that utilise it., i;;; perceived to be
prevalent amongst donors 1;~ec;.ipientsand
s-,nrprisingly by aome dcmo't's. For instance i

one donor commente.ci ti),ut.., uDo:n(~,~_;Smust :be

frank a:bout corporate don2:.tions policyn,
iIi1;plying that co:t'PQrate
governed largely by self '1,llterest and
therefore the priorities, pclic!ics and
regulation,s of donors will ta};:e precedence
over those recipi.ents in proj e(.,:t
selection and financ:i.l1g.

This view also reinforces the fac'c that
tends to have ir;:appropriat,e

standards and vala.es, usually in conflict
ili th the dictates of the community they
serve. (Marcus, 1985)

The implications of this factor of donor
, \')osition in donor recipient ;t:elations are
serious for hoth seIf··reliance and for the
promotion of amicable relationships. The
CSR i,nitiatives of business, are
unfortunately perceived in this manner. In
order that self-rel iance can be enhanced
and in order that a mox-e mutually
be~ficial relationship can be attained in
the community empowerment process to
enhance socia.1 progress and to eradicate
social ills, it is b'lperative for bUsiness,
aid agencies and NGO's to find a sound
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basis of co-operation l~a~;edon nutual self-
interest.

A relat~ed perceived by the
respondents as being problematic in th~
donor recipient relationship is the ft;ctor
of donor imperatives.

2. 2 .P.2p~~Al)erati v~
Donor imperatives in the context of thlf')
study refer to the fact that dcnor-s

frequently change their priorities and
operat.e with strict regulations and
policies which often recipients are not
aware of or do not knClW. At ·the South
African InstituT,e, of International
Fundraising Conferenca held at the Carl t.cn
Hot.el on the 17 October 1990, a CSRManager
suggested that recipients .should take care
and effoJ::'t to know and understand what
do:,or priorities and polic:i.es as well as
C'rH...:eria for select i):t projects are.
He sU~gested that recipients needed to have
full k;no·".,ledge of the conlparlies they

.~pproach~i including their perforl~.ance irl
the stock. ~arket as well as the cOII1panief3
pre-tax profIts so as to facilitate easie.r
aecesu to funding. Almost unison, the
recipients in the conference who
con:;:t:ituted about S5% of the audience of
about 500 people
was unrealistic,
arrogant and

respond>:')dthat this notion
insei1sitive \ind downright
did not take into

consideration rural ba:s.;~d p:r..,q.r,:.tJUt:1es Which
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do not knowmany companies, let alone being
able to understand the operations of these
companies and the complexit,les of stock
:1.i',,~;~ketsas well as preferencc::I.

'~·!.:d.$ examp l,e illustrates tho gap the.;;
~,J 5!(;'~tweendonors and recipients a.

the somewhat inflexH;uLe
that business and uther aid

to take. This notion has
criticism from reciDients

as reflected in the

policie:::~
c''::' their pr.:i.oritice;,

, t~h.ough justified
leaa ':"'0 dysfunctJ.<?nal

relatJ,onskd.ps t:,h

that the
'l'hey
aid

relationship is doncre dri veri, 'l''ht:; views of
1) that aid has a

tendency to reinforce' po~'e:- relationships
and fai to tram!\f~r p(~wer as intended by

3i<,l a';fenc:i.es includ.i,ng bus Lneas , fs also a
view that :is widely held by recipients and
som€: demors.

Tht~ notion of busi.ness ;ivinq for
utilitarian and pezscnaf reasons (Olasky,
1987) and thi\'t of ccrpczat.e responsiveness
[:Feinstein" (1990) ; Epstein, (1989) ]
ilTtplying the inlHn:ent proact.ive stance
against pclitical imperatives, was highly
(::riticiaed by recipients.
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Donor imperatives in the aid
as reflected in the study is a
factor to uneasy ongoing
recipient re:l.ationships.

relationship
contributing
donol: and

2~3 ~m21ementation~apaeiti
One of the important factors that has a
bea~in9 on the donor and recipient
relationship is the imple'Iilentation capacity
of recipient.s. This is related also to
donor impositi.on and donor imperatives.
Im~lementation capacities in the context of
this study refers to the' meetJ.ng of grant
conditions hy recipients i the securing of
funding and the related administrative and
technical competencies of recipients.
(Mosley, (19a7); Cassen and Associates,
(1938)J

The general criticism levelled mainly by
recipients against donors indicates a
further strengthening of scepticism, lack of
trust and confusion in the relati.onship
between donors and recipients. Comments
quoted in Chapter 4 of this study imply
that the capacity for the implementation of
objectives and programmes as determined by
recIpients h-; often made to iail by donees
due to their fluctuating prlorities. The
fact of short-te~m funding as well as yearly
requasts alsl) inrdtit ,1onIJ-te:emstrategi~
planning for the :reci..pi~nts and therefore
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limit and or affect their implementation
capacities negatively~

In this context therefore we can postulate
th~..: ~'th. propensity to enhance the
.intp;:{~mantation capar:ity o~ recipients is
dependent on )t,'Jartnership rftlationShips Which
will imply alI.)(?~nqst other tb.ing!IJ, the
transference of technological expertise,
administrative skills and related
orqanisationa.l skills t~· recipients" c

Mutual ,interest and the ~:alance of power
will be significant ee ,;:·.,lcou.ragepartnership
relations amongst donors and recipients.

2. .. Multiel. pODor _suppo;:t
Multiple donor support which is
characterised by the fact that empowerment
programmes must have multipl~ sources of
funds and the fact that programme funding
covering a longer time-frame is preferable
to short-term funding, Is a significant
factor,', governing donor and recipient
relationships. B<>thdonors .and recipients
show agreement on this fact st~tistical

The agreement on this fact seems to be
motivated as argued by the respondents by:

(a) the fact tbat it leads to sufficient:
fundinq of the rQcipient pr ramme••

(b) it reduce. donor imposition &9

discussed earli&r.
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(c) it als- It~';resUII.abl}i'contributes to ~alf-

reliance.

~rhere is no denying in theory of a1.1 these
factors. Howevert given the fact of donor
imposition
superceding
given the

and d"'1!').or irnperati ves
rec ij,)ient _l't.,1peratives I and
laqik. of tw::;;hnh::aland

administrative capacities a~ongst
recipient::. this fact of :multiple donor
support can contribute to tensions in the
relationship between donors and recipients.
Tbis is related to the problem of
recipients :meeting different and multiple
donor conditionalities given the
constraints underwhich the recipient
operates. (Mosley, 1987)

Marcus's, (1985) suggestions in this
respect assists one to gain some degree of
sobriety. He cites the case of the
Algerian Government who had the problem of
multiple dl)l'1ors.The Alg't:rian Government
found itself unable to cope with reporting'
requirements. In addition the Algerian
iJovernment had to set up an administrative
and public relations officer whose duty was
solely that of entertaining donor.,
transporting them to and from the (\i:rport,
to the different" projects of the Alqar.i"'1'l
Government sponsored by ff)reign donors •
.r~ffe=tively this affected the .Algerian
Government in the following ways:
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(Ill- ~h. Al~"ril1n Government. bad to divert
project resources .to cater for
administration and p1.wlia relations.

(b) staff spent the entir~ year ~ickihq up
.ne! dropping- otf denor:lJ at tbe airport.

Each of thes~ visitors were reported to be
spending at least 7 days with tha effect
that as one visitor l&ft another arrived
and all of them xequired attention. Hot~]
accommodaticn, air booking 2l:tiangements
becdPHa \~ full-time operation fot' the
:recipient.

In this concexe therefore whilst multiple
donor support is appr!'.:ciated in terms of
its positive consequences to empowerment
activities donors and recipients. alik~ must
g'lJ.ard against ;lstratinq positive
\ "

relations due to dif~,iT'Ult and multiple
donor conditionalities.(:'-j

2.5 blightened"LttU=l.nterest
',

Whilst busi~~~s often talks about
enllghtened sel~-intere$t .as the basis of
corpcr,ate social responsibiJity, corporate
social investtnent and c,:'~rporate social
respcnsiveness [:Bloom, (1985); Epstein,
(1989}. F~instein, (1990») recipients are
cynical about donoza engaging with. them il'~\\

'-'I, ~,

a relationship in this manner. This is
>".

particularly so especially against the I.';
'f.

\,\__

<~
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backdrop, of
empcwer.m.E,hlt:

(1987); Kotze,
(1988)J~

,v.hat they
{:Kortenf (:'987); Cc,1:bet,

19n3}; Wilson and Ramphele,

Enlightened sel~.-interest il'lcplies amongst.

other fact~rs; ,j

(a) the fact that corporat~ yiving is
baae" la~9'aly on s«l:"\\f-interest"

)''r',

(b) t..,) fac~ that community inv.stment.s.,
8.eur~ the fut'tl~« ot ]:)\1.in•• a and that.

r
s.lf~intsr~st .bov. .il else is the motiv.
fru: CSR and or CSI.

(0) the fact that the p~licy framework Qf
the ~otlor deteraiul)l!givinq t.o .recipients.

(4) t'ha fact tbat foreiqn ~id ~.cilllarilY,
,lJbap•• society for" ita own i:ntert'sts. In
factor ana!y.i. the fact that recipients
':1\d ~,onorl3 uphold prilaarily th,ir .alf-
~nt.r~.t also contributed .to tbe
.~lan.ti~n c1! this factor.

Enlightened 'self-interest was seen to be
one significant factor that leads to donor
recipient, ten$ions particula~ly in the
c(;)lntt3:~tof a count ~Y:~;where business, has
often been SEfen to be promoting apartheid
and where the Fried~a~ite doqma the
Business of Business" is Business
($chlel'll.lUer, (l~SlO) has operat~ifl for some

Ii
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/ i . . .time as thCi! lila n mode of buaaneas , 'rhlS.lS

pa:...;icularli, $0 as CSR/I has been bperating
for no lI\c,,~1than a decade in tbiS~I...courrtxy.
[(F.SA cont ..•,rct. 1990) ; (Alpers In Myra,
~990») 1/ '

COltlJ!l€m1;,s b1t reci)'lients ~ the ..Jl.ct tJlat;
.~u$ine~s tj de;ad'~ It has not .)ChJnged the
i.deology 01 "what do I get back?". lBusiness
lOC1:~,' for [150ft areas of operatio I and is:, , :
not F:t'~pafed to take risks, h ~iness;s
political I profile beinq importanf' that
businesseslhai<re a blase' attitude! ~ndicate

" . '. '~""_" i

j~;~igIlt.lt'r.'I:1 \._, '~nqly., the non-accep ~nce of
i "'____.....__.} . ,_ i

prof i t"'1'.''l'+t~ly6s by r.cip,ient$ in c ?ltU"nunity
" ' I

dave) opntela~.,,acJivit.i.es... I
I cf i

The view tJ at foreiqn aid benefit(~, JOl'n."t.crce
i I

and na.::qr~ .in ••• 11 of the donol: \ountry ..
') "" J

{Hell:lnger~ 1988) is widely 'held !amongst
reci.pient:s~ This visw and/or !ttitude

I

conti:'ibut.e~'07 to sceptici.. rmongst
recipients 1\ 'lx)..lt donora. . \

I
In 1\ Qrder I tnt, donor' and r pipient
:r.l.tion.bi~~a can b. 0 aaioul. ~t is
required ~ at the l-.;itiucy (> i each
partie.' .~ :--illt"" •• j: .... t b. reoj'fqDised
an'l1 ,u:CGPtd\.. oT11i. require. \Public
d.c:larution lUll! aob01fle4q ... ~ \ of

t, j!

.nli9'ht~~l.1l\ ,.If ...iJlter •• t. \1
i " I
1 I

\ ,i
\ >..,

\~'
; '\l~

\

\

I
1\

\1
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2.6 ~omR"sBion
Literature on the subject of ~hilanthropy
[Sinclair, (1986); Sinclair and Weinstein,
(1988); S,inclair, (1990); Mosley, (1987);
and caaserr and Associates, (1988); Payton,

(1988); and Novak" (1988)] would suggest
that compassi.on, public spiritedness and
the love of mankind are essential in the
aid relationship~ Butler and Wilsont
(1990), citing a ~tudy by 'Iitmus, (1990)
with respect to th£. volmlta.ry giving of
blood in Britain to explain the gift
relationshil-I\ ir,iUcated that 26,4% of the
:t·esp.:mdents quoted in the resea.rch oi ted
altruism as a factor that enabled them to
contr~ute blood.

/1

This pasi tion about
"public spiritedness"
aspect of tbe donor
relationship has not been
Olasky, (1987); Hellinger,
Lappe', et ali (1981).

"compassion" or
as an essential

and recipient
support~d by

et ali (1988) i

In this study this construct refers to the
fact that the \tove of mankind is parar:6.ount
in the decisio~~:.to gi'lf.;! as well as the,!!fact
that the '' •• If(:l.;eliance'' of recipients is
primary in dete\tmining aid to recipientl.-s ~
The Mat.ching of objectives by donors and
recipients also accouncs for this factor.



'l'he resp'.)ndents in this study strongly
rejected the notion that c 'passion plays
any role in the decision t.o give. This was
articulated by both the r~cipients and
donors. To a large e:·;tent this viewI

denying compassion as E\ ~;ignificant aspect
of the donor and re:;,tp::L_ntrelatit.mship, is
indicative of the negative underecnas that
have governed donor and recipient
relationships and have by implication
contributed to the tension, scepticism and

lack of trust that. will continue to govern
this :t,";~lationship.

A SI 'what contradictory view which
enhances the fact that compassion and the
love of mankind does contribute to the gift
relationship, is the fact that both donors
and recipients in this s'cudy indicated a

high preference ana acceptance of church
funds because they regarded these as not
being related with self-interes't. The
wonder however is why to some extent,
churches also divide their funding of
community programmes along Catholic and
Protestant bases. Clearly this state of
af!", s does point to the fact that
recipients a.nd donors cannot, be nai ve or
dishot\est about the role of CSR/II
philanthropy or aid programmes irrespective
of the source from which such funding
comes.
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2..7 RaRPort
The rapport s'::-xuckbetween t.h3 officer of
the don~rs and t~a'L i, ,1\( \ he recipient goes a
long way in 1,1;'::1)' i ,;;~ and maintaining
amicaLle relation~ II.; .•&~ between donees and

recipients.

Rapport is also r(='f;ponsibleZor ongoing aid
on the part of recipients. It is further
enhanced bY' regular financial and narrative
reporting 6 No significant differences wer.e
found on how donors and recipients regard
this fact st~tistically.

Whilst rappor':: should generally be positive
in donor and recipient relationships and
could aontribute to the empowerment
process, in the comments made by Llost
recipients and to some extent donors, the
respondents were ori tical of this approach
to the aid relationship.

Recipients argue that this negates the
empowermentprocess as it encourages donors
to be cynical, S~i with personal
preferences of the donor representative,
entertains self-contradictory positions of
donors, encourages poor and biased
evaluation of empowerment programmns and in
our context could be subject to political
and ideologicc.11preferences. Referring to
aid in countries such as the Philipines,
Guess, (198'1) argues that 'Chis ki.nd of aid
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relationships evontually produce countries
with "wardli status. One CSR manager
commencedthat often it is not the project
that is impo1:tant but the person behind the
project who persuades the donor to provide
funding.

It is difficult to see how rapport will not
continue to play a significant role in the
aid r,'elationship I particularly where
competience is displayed and regular
rlarrative and financial reports are
submi1;:.tedthat satisfy donors. Suffice it
to f5uggest that "Ra.pport enha.nced by

competency, adequate narrative and
financial r.ports will contribute
po:li.tively to the aid relatiox..ship".

2.0 contraetu41 Agreements
Con1:roversy exists regarding the purpose
for contractual agreements between donors
and recipients. Viewed from the

~>hilanthropic perspective of being public-
e~plrited and what PaytoH, (1989) has

refe:rred to as VOluntary 9ivinq which is
mere flexible than aid, the need for
contractual agreements ct')uld be said to be
irrelevant. However, even philanthropic
orgal1lisati.ons will often en\\~er contractual
agreement.s sometimes for the purpoaes of
administration.

The is~sue is that often recipiel:1ts percel.va
contralctual agreements as control



mechanisms designed for control over the
recipient programmes~ This issue is
particularly grave with respect to fo:ceign
aid and is clcse1.y related to the matter of
donor .imposition and donor imperat,ives
pJ.'evailing
regulations.

re~ipient n~eds and

However, inspite of the rese~v~L:ons
e>.-pressed regarding the perception of
control that is often iltlplied in
contractual agreements I these can have a
positive impact in :mair!taining i' Jticable
donor and recipient relationships. This is
particularly so where complIance with such
aqreements by both dor,,'=lrs and recipients is
achieved. In this study both recipients
and donors agree that contractual
agreements are a potential source for an
amicable donor and recipient relationship.

2.9 Polit~ca!_Popularity
For the most part, the decade of the 80's
saw a sharp increase in p:t'oject' funding
including CSR/I initiatives. The FSA
Conb:act survey (1990) indicated a figure
of close to R200 million for 1989. At the
same time in the 80's political activity
ran' at its peak culminating with the
historical presidential speech of the 2nd
February 1990. The comprehensive Anti-
Apartheid .\ct and the Victims of Apartheid
Programmes [Baker, (1989); Sinclair,
(1986) i Sinclair, (1990); and Renshaw,
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(1990»), all emphasised
objectives above all else.

po15tica.i.

This tendency to emphasise political
objeccives, sometimes above J.ong~term
development objectives has impacted
negatively on the aid relationship~ Many
of the respondents in t.he research
indicated that donors tend to select
projects on the basis of the projects'
political popuJarity. This it is argued
is not helpful in the empowermentprocess.
Some donors have indicated that the
tendency for r~cipients ~o get an
endorsement for their projects from
political figul:es with high profiles is an
indication in itself of a weak progralt',lne
which does not qualify on its ownmerits.

Sinclair, (1988) has argued rather cogently
that donors need to negotiate and check the
community relevance of a project by

referring to all politically relevant
figures and the leadership 'in the
community.

The reseal·chindicate::',' that whilst this was
the pattern, this approach is changing.
Thi!;: approach is regarded as causing moze
'tE!nsion and confusion between donors and
rE~cipients. Recipiants are particularly
nt:,t impressed with this approach and
su.ggest that projects must be assessed on
their merits, the criteria of direct
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benefit to the communitybeing essential.
Foreign policy objectives, self-interest
and their related nuances are regarded as
distasteful and despicable.

2 •.",0 iroject Evaluatiol:l
RegulC!rproject evaluations as a means of
ensuring continued funding to recipients is
not a popular mechanism in improving
relations between donors and recipients.
However, project
resp?nsibility of

evaluat.ion as a
donors and r~cipients.

recipients
contribates
opportunities

it
improving proficiency
is acceptable. If

in
this

preferred.
comment-s that

to increasing learning
for the donor it is also
This was implied in the
suggest that partnership

relat.ionships are required between donors
and recipients ..

The inference in this regard is that it
busd.neas and aid agencies in general were
to enjoy amicable relationships with
recipients! the increasing of trt~'.t: and
confidence could be pursued through joint
project eva!;uation processes.

In conclusion, to a large ext~nt the
research confirms the notion that rec.ipient
and donor relationships are governed by
tension, scepticism and lack of trust.
Extreme criticism of business and aid .in
general is levelled by recipients. They



argue that enlightened self-interest as in
corporate givi71g b&ing largely defined by

self-interest is the overriding theme.
This negati ve theme continues to dominate
the ~'Y]ay in which business operates CSR,
,priinarily the issue of donor ir.lpcsiticn and
donor hnperatives.

The resolution of this impas6e is poss~ble
as both parties continue to co-exist amidst
the difficultiel:t. The resolution of this
impa$se is however dependent Ci~i the
recognition of and. the acceptance of the
16gith1acy of either partners self-
interest. The ideological distastes
rei'erred to by Sinclair, (1986) will
continue to pl"".guethe aid relaticnshipe

3. REAL PREFERENCES OF DONORS AND RECrp!E~~S

The determination of real preferences by donors
and recipients in order that a basis for a
mutually beneficial relationship can be"provided
is in the context of .. is study a shifting
target. This is particularly so d.ue to the
ext.reme difficulties that have been refer.red to
in the discussion about the set of relationships
that exist amongst donors and rec:l:J;lients.
Paramount in these factors are the issliies of
donor imposition and imperatives, the isslL)es of
enlightened self·"interest and multiple donor
support to proj ect: act! vi ty ~



Barring these constraints and using descriptive
statistics inferences can be made about ",:hich
ar.eas of at!tiv.ity indicate agreements between
donors anf' recipients and therefore tlie type of
;'C8chanis1tts th;.:rt can be engaged in to promote
n!utual co ..operation in the empowte:t'mentprocess
between donors and recipients.

:3.:1 Na.ture of Acti.vities
'l'he identification of activities that
donors and recipients are involved in can
go a long way in Pll' 'Oting amicable and

mutual relaticmships: b~t.,,-\'aen(lonors and
reci~ients. An understandin,g 6f. these by

both parties will reduce to soml.>-extent the
degree of mistrust and scepticism, that
currently pervades the donor and recipient
relationship.

t,\

In thi.s r,~search 122 activities that grant
recipients are engaged in as compared with
lS6 activities that donors lare engaged in

. 0
or fund hav.~ been identified. Of these
activities, community development-education
and training activities, ser.vl.cl.ng of
other programmes and research activities
are primary amongst recipients. Donors are
involved primarily
development-education
a'~ti vi ties. This trend

in community
and tra.inillg

is in relatil':m to a
number of publici statemen'ts that have been
made by donczs that since apartheid, which
w'as a major stumbling block for social
progreso in the country is s4~emin9'ly



disap;rearing as an international issue,
problems ....of development will have to be
addressed directly without the polit;,cal
undertones that have hitherto been the
major motiva'tion particularly from a number
of international organisations.
Draper" 1989)

{Micou and

'rhe negative aspect Q'f thh;;, occurxsnce
however i.s th-a fact that the many
activities in the community deve Iopmerit>
education and training aren~ could sU~Ier a
decline of funding per capita since donors
are more likely to seek only those
programmes that may have competent staff I

will deliver both narrative and financial
reports in time and possibly can be less
political. A number of busIneas
conferenc~s on CSRlI are already discussi~
the narrowing of the focus of the activity.

The corporate wor:d as already pointed out
is engaging itself in more ways than one in
ventures to co-ordinate their activiti~s
and identify small, viable and significant
areas. A number of networks in this
regard are being develop~d.

In this l\tudy d.onors identified the top
five priorities for development activity to
receive funding as pre-school education
programmes, ccnmum...Y development
programmes, management· training, tertiary



educat Ion and rural deveLopment;activities.
The prioritising of these activities dogs

not imply that donors will not be. looking
out for other arse;.s. l'ne only strong
reservation that donors ifl~a;,,,ee~pressed
th~ir involveTh{~nt in, is in the area of
housing. Three factor~) irlfluenced this
thinking;

(a) 'J.Iha coat ';)j~ houainq programme in
co.par~s~n to available OBR/I funds.

(b) h. fact thd: business believes thiLt
'.',

this J.S largely tha r~spo4si' ,lity {:.f the

qove~DJl.nt and

(c) The fact th,t union. have put pressure
on business E;~,?t.o incr.as~ ben2fits to
.Ilp~.oye.. includin9' bousinq an4. transport"
This facility therefore ;.. done prims.rily
as pa.rt of the qualit.y of :lif0rkproqralDllu!J1I

that business i~ involved in in the
proc ••• of "l>.9l~~~ cO_l:ll'1iti~. (FSA
contact - 1"!,} ~,:,r {~" i/ ~

;/ /; 'I\'~'- '/'

Recipients on the other hand have
identified community developm~nt
programmes, pre-school ~ducation, housing
programmes, rural development and primary
school educ'at.ion pr09ram:mes as being, ;'oP
priorities for funding.

To a large degree, safe for the aspect of
housing, there .(~;is wide agreement between



donors and recipients about the possible
areas of funding in the empowerment
process.

Even though a recognitlcm {c':xists about the

difficulties of rel.ationships betw.:aen

donors and recipients ~ .1t is prl')bable on

the basis ~"f the identified pri.orities fer
doncz-s and recipients to identify "self",
inter.est" in these priorities.. Based upon
this a partner!.:hip relationship can be
forged. A viable process for the joint
determination of activitie.1S to be,; engaged
in is also posslble in this ~ay. This can
reduce the advent of accu~;ations being
levelled at e~ch other particularly the
accusations about self-interest, donor
imposition and donor imperatives being seen
as the overriding prerogatives in donor and
recipient relationship.

"

In this context therefore we can state that,
~·th. id.ntitieation of Ililtual/)preferenc.s
and l:'rioritip~ Cor ~l.as of ti~dinq in the
.mpow.ra~~proc ••g so as l~b~.rOJD.ot.self ..
r.li~''p5~/ can lead to tly1/ 1Jnder:stan'\i,ngQf
.aQh'~\\h.r. Jlotiv•• anf:;~bj8ctlv •• ".

::~:::~'l; ,,/~:/
, ':, /.','

-::-:;~

))
Criteria for project ~~d dcmor selection
plays a significant :cole in indi..,atinq
preferences of donors and recipients. In
this study the five top criteria preferred
by donors and recipients were as follows:



Donors identified and ranked the first
five e?~ent.ial criteria for engaging i:l"1 a
relationship as;

(b) direct support t,) community ..

tal r61evane. to community need!!:.

(c)
1\

l1ulti~'";"";{J.8r..ff~ct.,.
, :" \,,1

(d) the fact that a ~:roj.ct must be non-
racial in its make-up~

tel that it should :£:JaS~ ,f-sufficient in
the lon~-tem;l'

1/
'\1 ~--

Recipients on the other hand' ranked the

first five as;

\(%) relevance to co_unity needs.

(ci direct support to co_unity n.tt4~J

(4} the coat effectiven ••s of .th. project.

ee) (\~'k',

the tact /. ,.It. the project ne.de(! to be
2Uillf"8U"~,f.;¢i.ntin the long-term.

It is submitted 011CE: more that there are no
significant differences !:>etween donor-s. and
,>~~;;pipientsregardirt~-the criteria req~ired
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enga.ge in a mut\~dlly beneficial
relationship if both parties understand
their self-iD~ereat.

:3 > " .§~B:r.l'~~.J!on;L,pt'~1;"1!~Jme~Lof_ pumJs
rr,'hisfacto~ has been discussed extens i.v(;ly
in t:he sectlon en self~'reliance and in the

section on x:elationshlps. Su:ffi'.:m it +o
sQ.y that ;the research .il').dicat~s t,1'~at.church
funds a:ce the roost pr~ferrE:.J. by donors and

recipi~nts as they are not seen to be
tainted 'l.>lith self"':.nter~~st. conmt.,j.t,·
fl..mds 1 though most prefex-red by donors aze
pr~ctically not available.

In this context " ref.ore bc,th recipients
and business and or other aid agencies need
to be I')p~n and publ:i.c about. "heir self-
into 'sts in order

process
to advaI"ce the

"empowex','~nt
development.

in community

\ "

3•5 ~2in't AC90unt"~.:Ljj:y
One of the i.mportant debat,es entertained by
both donors and recipients is the question
'of accountability.

Accoun.tability is seen a~ a measure of
cOllllllurdty pa.rticipation and the sanctioning
of community intend~d act.ivity by

significant leaders and participants, in the
community. Its origin in our ·context
tends t,o have political cvez+enea ,
Some.tinlcs it has meant that community
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programmes must be affil.i.ated to and
therefore be accountable to the
"domocratic:" structul:"es set up in the
communi'ty such as civic aSS:<o.)ciations and
ethe:.::' political grouping~. [Walters,
(1.989); Sinc::lair, (1986),~ Sinclair, (1988)J

The dictionr~:t'Y :meanitlg
simply reiei s to being
ability to explain.
Dictionary, 1985)

{If accountabili:ty
respol"lsible or the
(Heinelilan English

In the context of the study the variables
tha~ were test:'d to determine donor and
recipient preferences in ';:he factor
analysis, included the issue of whether
donors and recipients :must declare to the
larger society their recipients (in the
case. of donors) and or donors (in the case
of recipients) and whether recipients
should only be accountable to their
immediate constituencies.

In this sense therefore, conclus'ively in
descriptive statistics both donors and
recipients aqreed that each party must
primarily b2 accountable to on~ another as
well as the fact:. that bot.h needed to
declare each other' ~ ac.:tivit,ies to the
larger society. Recipients.: showed a
stronger agreement on these aspects than
donors.



'I'h~ ' ..ipor'tiant; point that emerges from this
issue is the fact that donors and
recipients prefer to hold each other
accountable and that the activit~ies of both
can and should be explained to society.

The underlying connotation to the issue of
accountability is the notion that aid.r
CSR/I funding is public funding and must
for that matter be to some extent "manaqed"
by "society".

The difficulty that this notion creates in
the ,,:lonor recipient relation is far
reaching for those people who have chosen
not to be politically affiliated. In one
instance to demonstrate the extent to which
this issue c~n be stretched, one
interviewee talked about the fact that in
one area, civic association memberscame to
demand fi, J fl.-oma donor group in that
area so that they can audit, as well as
check which community p'(':-grammBswho were
funded in tha 1.: area an.. why as' weIoi' as
whether these proj ects were cleared bV the

• \ oi vic association.
-, \

Suffiee it to sug~Je'?"t that in this study,
the :re;,')~tprefer.red form of accov;tability
il1 that donors and recipients must be
accountable to each other. If this is
pursued both donors and recipients might be
saved from the };>ains of being held
acccu: clble to urrrepreeen+atdvu community
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groups. This will also assist community
progranuiles to be judged on their merit
rather than being judged on the basis of

their political popularity. ~.rhisis~mJchas
been referred to elsewhere this
discussion.

4. ST~TE INTERVENTIO~

The views of Midgley, et ali (1986) which ~efer
to the fact that in the consideration of the
Lssues of social development, local self-reliance
and cO~ilunity participation proponents of
communityparticipation [Galtung, at ali (1980);
Grosclaude, (1980) i Tickner, (1980) i Wilson and

Ramphele, (1988); :Kotze, (1983j; Cobbet, (1987);

Kor-:.en, (1987); Sinclai:.:; and Weinstein, (1988)]
neglect that the state is a major provider vf
social development services and is a policy
maker. 'In that way the state controls the
citizenry.

II
\\

The policY f~~mework within which emp~werrnent
I'

programmesoperate is still the major determinant
of the extent to which these programmes can and
will lZtJerate. The legal and policy framework is
still therefore an important consideration for
pzoponerrcs of cOI!U1lunityparticipation. (:t'.Jf't'!\ and
Buntman, 1989) The enactment of the Disclosure
of Foreign Funding Act and many other acts
including the Fund:raisinq At::t and the Tax Laws
operating in this country can have an influence
on what business can and may not. fund. Similarly
this restriction of what can or cannot be funded



could determine the e:"{tent of philanthropic, or
non-profi·t activity.

In the context of this stucy, the factors that
related to tasting the degr1ae of possible state
NGOand business co-operati!.:m were restric.ted ,to
sources of funding as well as whether rec:i.pie.nts
and donors needed to dec!are their funding to t:he. ,

state.

With respect to funding,
donors strongly reject~ed
preferab~.li'ty of state

both recipient and
the acc(;jt:ability and
funding in co~~unity

empowermentactivities. Th.eonly exception was
the recognition tha't the state plays a major :r:ole
in health, welfare and formal education.

To a large extent both recipients and donors
interpret health and welfare act.ivities, academic
and formal education as being outside of the
realm of empowermentprogrammes. The long-term
resul ts implied in both formal, academic and
etlucatir:mal activities is directly related to
the fuct that respondents do not see these
a~tivities as being relevant to immediate
communitydevelopment Lsaues, This is at least
insofar as the way in which in a highly political
envil~onment,empowermentprogrammesare regarded.
They are seen as those immediate actions that can
relieve- pain and suffering. Obviously academic
and educational activities will play a major role
f.n alleviating poverty. The current system of
education has however dampenedpeople's hope in
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this rega.rd. 'fhese aspects were rated low by

both recipicmts and donors.

With respect to the declaration of activities and
being accouncact.e to the sta.te, beth recipients
and donors agaira strongly rejected what they,
termed state interference. In the commentaries
oi ted in cnapt;c 4I both recipients and donors
were vehemerrtly opposed t.o state in.terference
particularly the South l~:irican Government.
Reference was made "to the effect that even in a
future south Afri·;';:astate drrcerveneLcn will be
least appreciated.

In this context therefore the proposition that
the capacity to achieve effective ucommunity
emp~werment" (as advocated by the self-reliance
theory) is dependent on the non-governmental
organisations, business and govermnents co-
operating to bring about effective development at
t,he local, regional and national level remains
inconclusive. This is mainly because it has
been found that self-reliance at this ste.ge is
not a major factor in current
programmes. Dependency has been

empowerment
created in

current empowermentacti vi ties. SecondlyI there
is still a strong rejection of the South African
state funding. The legitimacy of the South
African Government even with the current
significant changes is still under question. The
role of business itself in conunl.'lnityactivities
is still perceived largely as being governed by
profit motives.



i\ major question that South African fWO'S must
u3gin to entertain within the current sweeping
changes promoted by the De Klerk administration,
is whether the NGO's will continue to operate
within the oppositional, complimentary and
passive-resiskance modalities as against the
entryi~t approaches. Meyo, S (1990) raises these
questions within the Zimbabweanexperience post-
independence. This question is highly relevant
to South. African NGO' s working to emp0y,'er
communities· particularly in the cont.ext; of
Midgley, et ali (1986) views.

6. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDA~IONS FOR FURTHER S~UDY

Ha~ling reviewed in 'the context of this study I

through factor analysis, and descriptive
statistics; a set of :relations that eZ<i.st

between donors and recipients especially the
private sector, the extent to which funding helps
or hinders the ai:.tainmel'ltof objectives as set by

the projects and programmes themselves, and
establishing the real preferences of donors and
recipients in order to suggest ways 'in which
mutual relatiof.isf(ips can be pursued }::I(~tTNeen
donors and recipients, we conclude that the realm
of donor - recipient relationships requires an
acknowledgement by the parties involved of a
rr~mber of issues wh.icb have been discussed in
this report.

~rhe role of business in community development
~~eem~"'.to have hitherto been l.t;~rge1.ydetermined by

\1

E::n.lightenedself-interest or s in Epstein's,



(1990) , conception corporate Social

Responsivcliiess9 This study has established some
of the critical factors that characterise donor -
recipient relationships e The. study has also
established that tber is a "so.::ial distance"
that -exists between "'.; NGO groups, business and

o";her forms of aid to empowerment processes.
The role' of government and government resources
remain es~ential1y untapped by service
organisations, grassroot organisations and
intermediary groups. This is due to the
ideological distastes that thes~ groups have
against the government and against business.

As this study is one of "".e first in this arena
within South Africa and . Ice corporate social
itfvestment is
:~~ica, th€~re
research to be

also relatively
is potential

carried out

new in South
for additional
ir this field.

Business needs to understand commun Ltiy issues;
the community needs to . understand business
concerns. Mutual· co-existence Js imperative
between power groups which have meaningful

i'
resources that could create the necessary !/
processes of wealth generation in society. Since
the NGO' ~ are here to st.ay and business has no
option but to continue to recognise them, it is
recommendedt.hat fur.ther studies could be carried
out in the fc,llowing areas:

(i) B.t.blishinq the d.qr.. of influence that
NGO's have in .haping business donations policy;



(ii) Since bU;!Jiness and other philanthropic
agencies inclu1t!ing foreign qover!lll\ents ha·/6
poured substanti,al fundi,nq into community 'Work, a
case study on the succ~<,s.s and failures of
Corporate Social Responsiveness can be don••
The st\ldy can document the ~ssential factors that
miqht lead to success in corp;',J.'ate Social.
Responsiveness and the conditions required for
successful programmes.

(iii) The policy framework that can facilitate
cc~operation between business, NGO's ana
government is also an area that needs to be
studied ..

(iv) A study th&t documents evidence of the
effects of co-operation between foreign aid and
busine.s could assist in determining the
effectiveness of co-ordinatior. amongst donors.



I

REFERENCES

1. Antrob~1',
options, \/.';)S.;'lu.
pp 93-H c

1987. Funding for NGO's
Develoi1~1!mt J~!.al, Vol 15,

Issues and
Suppleme.ntr

2. Bailey K D~ 1987. Methods of social Resel'.rch : New
York, The Free Press.

3. Baker H Pauline, 1989. Ypdate South Africa : T:ilJ!~
Running ..Out : The unite~_ :"::;.a.t~s a!',dsouth._~friQA__: Tll~
ReC!9:.~nYear~, U. S.A. Ford Foundation and Foreign
Policy Association.

4. Bloom T, 1985 in Leape Jonathan, Baskin Band
Underhill S: Busl.ness in tho Shadow of.Aparth~i.d_: u.~
~irms in South Africa =_y.Sc 0 C Heath and company.

5. Butler R J, and Wilson D C, 1990. Managing Voluntary
!rn:~_ Non-Pr!ifit Or_g_f,misations: stra1;!!qy §nd structure,new York., Routledge.

6. Cassen R, and Associates, 1937.
Britain : BiddIes United.

Does Aid WorkI

7. Cobbett M, 1987~ Community Projects : The
Possibilities in South Africa, p'evelopmen!esoutb~:rn
Africa, Vol 4, No 2, May 1987; pp 324-333.

8. Coh~n.Tim, 1990. Fund for Political Activity to be
cut : Switch in E.C. policy on aid in South Africa,
(Business nay, Friday, 26 October 1990.

9. comrey Andrew L, 1973. LJ'irs;t. Course in Factor
~isL U.S. : Academic Press.

10 Corporate
February 1989,

Social Responsibility
Financial Mail 8uppleme~£L

A Survey,
pp 7-34.

3



II

11. Duncan Innes, 1989.
sanctions and 'Disinvestment
Is~ue,1988 - 1989, pp 20-23.

Pac]r ~Yt) Your Troubles :
:- Leadership _: _B,.Becial

12. Epstein Edwin M1 1989. Business Ethics,
Corporate (:.:)od citizenship and t.h,e corporate Social
policy Procosses : A View from 'the united states.
Jour_nal"....9.f D1!.si~ess Ethi,cs, Vol 8 t No 8 t August 1989,
pp 583-595.

13. Feinstein Andrew J', 1990. Keynote speech
Broederstroom Ie. S.R. summit of the Gencor
Development Trust held on 17 October 1990.

14 • F. S•A. corrcaot; , 1990. Speci~.J sur_yey' on Trends
in CorJ?_o~ate _,Social. Responsibilit:2: FSA contact
Human Resources consultancy.

15. Galtung J r O'Brien P a~{ P:.t'ei$werk R, 1980.
Sel~-Reliance : A st;:ateg~r D...,tr~lopment, Geneva:
Institute of Development Studi~s~ -

16. Garilao E D, 1987.. Indigenous NGO's as
strategic Institutions : Ma1'laging the Relationships
wi th Government and Reso~~'~ Agenciest ,orld
,'f!.6velopment Jo~rnal.L Vol 15, ~·t '/lemen~, pp 113-120.

17. ,'0 Green P E and Tull D S, 1978. ReRearch for
lIarItel:ing Decisions, NewJersey : Prentice Ha.ll.

18. Groebnar David F, Shannon Patrie W, 1989.
Dusiness statistics.: A. Decision-Making Approac:hJ_
Columbus, OhiC' : ?-iet'ril.l, A Bell and Howell.

19. Grosclaude Christian, 1980 in Galtunq, at al;
sel:t'dt,.."liance : A strategy tor DeyelopmenJr Geneva
Institute of Development s'tudies, pp 300-31'4.·

20. Guess, MGeorge, 1987. The_]loliticsj',ot United
states Forei9J1_~t~ Britain: Billings Sons Limited.



11. Duncan Innes, 1989.
Sanctions and 'Disinvestme!ll:i::.
Is~_ue, 198.8 - 1989, pp 2 3.

Pack Up Your Troubles :
: J:,ea,d"rll3hip ~ Special

12. Epstein Edwin f·l~ 1989. Business Ethicsr
Corporate Good Citl~c~(c::1::;hipand the Corporate Social
Policy Processes: View from the united states.
,Jou;J!tl._Qf BU..!~_:i,},1~r~!?".j:1-r.1!;i,g,Vol 8 t No 8, August 1989;
pp 3-595.

13. Feinstein Andrew J I 1990. Keyno't!l-J)_2oech:
Broederstroom, C.SoR. summit of the Gencor
Development. Trust held on 17 October 1990.

14. F.S.A. Contact, 1990. special survey on Trends
in Corporata Social R9gponsibility: FSA contact
HumanResources Consultancy.

15. Gc:.ltung J, O'Brien P and Preiswerk R, 1980.
galt"'Reliance : J. strategy: fol:' Deve1o~ent, Geneva:
Institute of Development Studies.

16. Garilac E 1987. Indigenous NGO's as
strategic Institutions : Map;.:.tgingthe Relationships
wi th Government and Resource Agencies, 'World
De,\·elopment Journal.L Vol 15, Supplement,. pp 113-120 ..

<;"":::;;.
17• Green P""E and
HarJcetinq Deoisions.

I)
~;'/

18. Groebnar David F, Shannon Patrie W, 1989:
~'.lsiness statistics: A_Decis.i.:9n-Makin!l Approach,
Columbus, Ohio: :f.Ierrill, A Bell and Howell. II

Tull D 5, 1978. Research ~or
New Jersey: Prentice Hall. ----

19 $ Grosclaude Christian, 1980 in Galtung f et al;
Self-Roliance : A strat,~~r Develo~~ent, Gen~va:
Insti.tute of'Oevelopmant Studies, pp 300';;"314.

20. Gu~ss, M George, 1987. The Politics of United
states ~oreign Aid Britain: Billings Sons Limited.



21. :Haytter Theresa and Catherine Watson, 1985. :
Aid ahetoric __Jlnd R.e_~l~. London Pluto P::..:SSS
Limited.

22. Hellingt;_~ SI Hellinger DI O'Regan F Mr 19SB.
1.J.id fO~_~!lst_l?~velopment : Jl.,.~por~.on the Fut~.re of
F~ej"gn .'As.~j~t:.aJ"~h U.S.A. ~ I:yrme Review Inc.

23. Korten D Cr 1987. po~unity Manage~ent : Asian
E~~iep_q_e and Perspectives t. connecticut: Kumaraan
Press.

24. Kotze D A, 1983. Develo.nment __poli(";"\~g and.
Approaches in Southern Africa, cape Town ~ ~ational
Book Printers.

25. Lappe' Moore F'rances, Collins Joseph and Kinley
David, 1981. Aid as obstacj.e : Twenty Q_uestions
about. Foreign Aid and th.e ltung~ San Francisco
Institute for Food and Development Policy.

26. Lee Rand Buntman F, 1989. 'l'he Future of the
Non-Pro·fit Voluntary sector in South Africa.
Resear4ilb_ Report No §, University of the
witwatersrand : centre for Policy Studies.

27. Marcus Linear, 1985. zapping the Third World:
The Disa~ter of Development Aid!. London: Pluto
Press.

28. Micou 1''1nn Mc Kinstry, 1990a. Skills training
in South Africa : Non-formal, non-governmental, non-
profit, accessible. to the community, South Africt..n
Information ~xch~~ae Wo~k~~Paper Series, No !i, New
York : Institute of International Education.

29. Mic:ou Ann McKinstry I 1990b. US FoundatiQi~
funding' for Change in South A:frica : An Update, So..Y~l!
Afri~an Inform~tion Ex~hanq~ Working Pap~ries~ YQ
10L New York : ;Institute of International E~;~:bation.



IV

30. Mlcou l'll.111 McKinstry and Draper Jane P~ 1:389.
chuzch related Funding fo:!: Change in South Africa,
~.2.y.t1L...Africk\.~nf_Qrl!i~,.t·,.ion :E~9hanq@"._W9rki.MJ~Rffi!":,:
~jl~i~~~-.!t.CL.l_L new York : Instltut:e of International
Education.

31. Nidgley .r, Hall Ali Hardilnan M, and tia:vJ ..lie D,
1986. Ct1ffi.l!tJ!ni~f.Y....1'~rj:.iciP2J.~i.on.=~t~)_ci&....Rev~l_QPJ!1e~~.~
.tlt~,_S~l~j:~LNew York : UethetU1 and Co. l·ietheun Inc.

32. lIros.l1?.y Paul, 1987. p,!e~~{ls __~j.d _LJ:t~_~~~C!n~l~
and._J~~~, United Kingdom : Whcatsheaf Books
IJim:i..ted.

33. J.~oyo, S, 1990. NGO...A4_"{9..91!~'"··"_tn_Zi~abwe ,_;.
~~stem.isinq.ua.n__91d _F'Ul'!.ction or Inve~l' ~g_"L!tew Rc;ol~lL
Hara.re. Un.published Paper presented at a Canferem::e
on PVO/NGO .initiatives on Advocacy on the 29 Janua:i:Y
to 1 :February 1.991.

34. Myra Alpet'son, 1990. Corporate Socia.l
RespoIvdbilitV in the USA : An overview; social
Responsi.bility, The l:nneS__I:!apour Brie:{, VoJ.uI.\e:G, No
1, 1991, Pi' 61-67.

35.. Novak Michael, 1988 in Payton R, Novak Mo,
0' Connell Brian, Hall Dobkin Peter" ]?}1i1a.nth:t:,QRl!.-l
four views, U.S.A. : Transaction Books pp 11'·25.

36. Nyon.i SI 1.987. Indigenous NGO's : Liberaticm,
Self-Reliance and Development. ~orld= D=evl!lopmf~nt
!l9urnal_l!.~melttL Vol 15, pp 51,-56.

37. OfDowd Mlchael, 1.989. Purpose of CSR i~ not to
win Hearts, ~..rS'_S.§_Ti~J1!~, : July 1989, PI> 22.

38. Olasky M, 1987. Pl&tterJl1!__ftf___gor~~~~
Ehilruu:hrop.L = J?ublic lM_fair~~ givi119'.l_ Capi1~a.l
R@EearchCentre : Forbes 100.



v

39. Pardon M, 1987. Non-Governmental Development
Organisations: From Deve.Lopmerrb Aid to Development
Co-opera'tion. World ,,'.I ':~velop!!1~nj;.~, Supplement F

Vol 15, pp 69-77.

40. l1antla M, 1986.
,~i:g.E-_nce,_.Jf~~, Volume
462-46:3.

Responses and Responsibility,
31, No 7, November 13-19, pp

41. Renshi.t'cJPaul, 1990~ ~lu~~lL~oeg_l.tn CI[?mmYnili an4
§_Q.l!t11_1\fr~.q,~, U.K. : UnI:Jublished Papel: for
Information : Bri.t,ish Council olF. churches r Division
of International Affairs : Christian Aid.

42. Ro:t:dnson~Fl'n:( u(~ver and Womeldot'ff J Dav~t1,
1990 in Pfief:fi2i:' iJ Wil] ams , "'hLJ.9~lQ._~nnuy__t
'pe,!~lopi1::jg_.!I\tm~.!'.L_.R.rut.ourc.'., California :: University
Associates, Inc. pp 153-1 J

43. (Saturday Star, 1990, DecEHober, 1) I steyn Fund
will rebuild damaged Cape Schools.

44. Sinclair 11: 1986. community _[I._e1jrelopment in
south Afri~~ : A ,Guide for AntfY'i<m!l,. Donors,
~':'ashington : Investor Responsibility Restaarch center
Inc.

45. S.inclair M, and weinstein J, 1988.
Philallt.hr~_---:.:_,1L.__gu_:l4e for Sou_~b_
Washingt,on DC rnveseor Responsibility
Center Inc.

AmericanAfrIcans,'
Research

46. Sinclair Michael R, 1990. Hoa!Ll~.j;.Jast: A
9~,i$}§_t~_J1~.~ntNeMalt~ng,__j.n SOl1th_ Afric-A, Washington ':
Henry J Kaiser Family F'oundation.

47 • (sowet.an, 1990, october; 3o i Japan Refuses to
Finance Am:!.

48. suncer' ctem,
!n....:th~_*-~90' s,

1988. Tile WOfld and South Africa
'l'own Human and Rousseau

49. ('I'he star, 1990~ .July, 16), Litt,le ,to Show for
Huge Handouts Qf Fcreign aid.



VI

50. Tickner 0; 1980 in Galtung J, at a1., Self-
RE~li~nce a str~_tegy_ for Develol-1ment( Geneva
Instit.ute of Development Studies I PP 80-111.

51. Visagie J J t 1990. .Qpel\;j.nq ad~res!il
Broederstroom. CSR summit of the cencor' Development
Trust held on the 17 October 1990.

52. Walter!;;ShirleYi 1989. E!1ucation £91: J)ell1~~ratiq
~~~ticip~tion: An Analysis of Self-Education
Strategies within certain community organisations in
Cape To,'In. Bellville University of the Western
Cape~

53. Wilson F and Ramphe.Le M, 1988.
}'ove:r;:tl!.; The South, African Challenge,
David Phillip.

upro!ili.ng:
Cape Tc)wn :



L_~IST OF APPENDICES

1. List of Interviewees.
a. pilot InteJ:"'vl.ew Questionnaire.
3. Final Interview Schedule.
4. Table 3 : Response on Priorities for ~xnding - Donors
5w Table· 5 : Response on Priorities for Funding -

Recipients
6. Rotated Factor Loadings, Eigen Tlal ue Summary and t

Te::s'ts on .Question No 7.

7. Rotated Factor Loadings, Eigen Value Summary and t-
Tests on Question No e,

8.. Rotated Factor Loadings, Eigen Value SUlDmary and t-
Tests on Question No 9.

9. Rotated Factor Loadings, Biqen Value Summarj and t-
Tests on Question No 10.

H}. Rotated Factor Loadings, Eigen Value summary ~d t-Test-..son Question No 12.
1.1.. Rotated Factor Loading-sl Eigen Value Summary and t-

Tests on Question No 13.
l:a ,~ Rotat..ed Factor r.oadings, Bigen Value Summary and t-

Tests on Q'Uestion No 16..

13. Rotated Factor Loadings, Eigen Value SlDnmary and t-
Tests on Que~:itionNo 11 ..



[ SU_MMAR__ Y__ L_I_S_T_O_F_I_N_T_E_RV__~_IE_W_S_D_O_N_E_.,~_~ cc~~__,J

.1.. DONORS
1.1 Business

1. S A Perm
2. S A B
3. Bristol Myers
4~ Anglo American

Chairman's Fund
5. Co-ordinated Marketing
G. Urban Foundation
7. Shell
8. Caltex
9. Gencor Development

Trust
1" 2 Go~",ernments

10. U SAid
11. British Govt
12.. Canadian Embassy

1.3 other Trusts/IAter.mediaries
13. Kagiso Trust
14. Trust for Education

Advance of SA
lS. Human Resources Trust
16. SACC - lCA
17. Hexagon Trust
18. SACC - Dependent's

Conference

2. RECIPIENTS
1. SACC - Dependent's

Conference
Get Ahead Found.ation
Education Information Centre
SACHED
Community Based Development
Programme
Learn and Teach
Ubuntu Social DevelopmentInstitute

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

position
CSH. Manager
CSR Manager
CSR Mana9'er
CSR Manager
Business Leader
, ,:ecutive Director
.3R Manager

CSR Manager
CSR Manager

Grant Officer
Grant Officer
Gra?'ltOfficer

Executive Director
Executive .Director
Field Work,er
Di~'2ctor
Board Member
FieJ,d Worker

National Field
Worker
Executive l)irector
Executi ve ])irector
Executive Director
Executive Director
Executive lDirector
Executive Director



Institute
8. Rural Crafts
9. Funda Centre
10. Urban community organising

.Division
11. Seriti Sa Sechaba
12. Entokozweni Early

Learning Centre
13. Ex Domestic Workers

and h"mployers
14. operation Hunger
15. Educational Opportunities

council
16. Skotaville Publishers
17. NECC
18. NACTU
19. COSATU
20. World Vision
21. Small Business Development

Corporation
22. ThyalibongojNYLTP
23. SACC

24. BMF
25. Alexander Health
26. AICYP

Project Leader
Executive Director
Deputy Executive
Director
Director
Director
Director
Executive Director
Executive Director
Executive Director
Executive Director
General Secretary
General Secretary
Executive Director
Executive Director
Executive Director
Deputy General
Secretary
Director
Director
Co-ordi:rJator



PILOT Qt1E~TIONNAIRB

1. What type. of programmes/l?'rojects do you fuhd?

2. What criteria do you use to fund these
projects/Programmes?

3. What assumptions nnde:oly these criteria?

4 For how mg do you fund a Programme/Proj@ct?

5. What are the reasons fer your time frame in funding
Programmes/Projects?



5. What is the ,:inimum amount of grant which is paid to
a programmej'i?roject in anyone year?

7. What is the Maximum?

8. What reasons are associated with the minimum amount?

9. Maximum amount?

10. w~at control systems do you use to measure progress
of funded Programmes/Projects?

11. What relationships do you maint&..in with the
Programmes/Projects you have funded?



12. How long does this relationship last?

13. What factors usually maintain this relai.:ionship?

14. What factors usually break this relationship?

15. What are your thoughts on the degree of independence
that progra~~es must maintain in relation to their
ftmders?

16. What sources of funds are legitimate for Co~~unity
Prcgral'll.mes/Projects?

17. What sources of funds are illegitilflate for Community
Programmes/Projects?

18. Should community o4ganisations/programmes/projects
co-operate with the South African government. Yes or



No?
(a) If yes, why?

(b} If'no, why?



r- , . P_I_L_O_T~INTERVIEW_S .~_=_~_== ~

1. What type of donors do you approach for funding?

2. What criteria you use to select ,donors? \

3. What assumptions underly these criteria?

4. For hoW long do you require funding from the donors
you have select~ed?

5. What are the reasons for ,he time frame of your
Programme?



6. What is the minimum amount you require from donors in
anyone year?

7. What is the maximum?

8. what c~ntr~"" systems do donors impose on your
Programme tl :monitor your progress?

9. How do these controls impact on your Programme?

10. How often do you repol:'tto your donors?

11. What r.elationships do you maintain with your donors?



129 How long dOl:asthis relati9nship last?

13~ What factors usually maintain t..hisrelationship?

14. What factors usually break this relationship?

15. what a ,:.;,your thoughts on the degree of independence
that !~:::"OJects l1\Ustmadrrcaf.nfrQm donors.

16. What sources of funds are l(egitimate for con-.rnu:nit';;;T
programmes/projects:



17. What sour-ce lyZ funds are i.llegitimate for commun.lcy
programmes/projects?

:18. '::::hll"l(" "'C"m"J\"nl.· tvorg·c.n; ~.,.t·; """'s/pr'"'g""':>":;"-'!p~'I"""-~"'~,,,nt(~.,Jr,,, ,,J ',.i A. "'~;j. u;:,\,4 . - ,1 ' ,Y _, ~_-.,.,.i4 ,.L,\Jd.~~ - 'OJ "'_~'L.. ..,h~< _. ... , ~4 'tJ J ~....\..~~
co~npe,!:;:t'i::,ewi.th the South African government. Yes
or No?

(a) If

(b) If no ji t;lr.y?



L_.~_'1'H~TE~FACE BETWEEN "AIOu DONORS ANI)~----l
QUESTIONNAIRE

Ca) Name Qf orqanisatione
_____ ~-o __,= _

(b) state whet:her:
Donor.
Grant Recipient.

Business 'f..eader.

P:!:"QjectLeadere
Executive Direcb,r of Donor Aqeneya
Execn~tiv. Director: of Grant
Recipient or9'~nisationlO
Administrator of C.S~R.
Field/Grant Officer of Aid Agency.
Fie1d staff of GrAnt RtlCipientr;
orqanisation ..
O"Cher spet:ify:

----------------------------------------__._..-------""------_._--------------



3 • TYPE QF ORi:;;AN:ISAT~QH

Ple:aso indicate typo of orqan.isation:

Gra.ssroots ~l1!'qanisat:i.ontProj act.

Bu~;iness.,

Intermediary prQgrammil/or9a.nisaticm.~

Aqancy.
Servioe or9ani~ation ~N.G.O.).

Local corporate Related Trust.
Foreig'n Aid Grant Agency.

Foreig'n Business Related Trust.

.. • NATt1RELJ~Ll\CTIVIT~ES

If Dorto:1:' pleasa skip ".1 of this section and complete
4.2~

Whll~ttype of activities is your project/programme
in'l,irolved in primarily?

• !l?roduction/Manufacturing of Goods.
* Selling of Goods.
• Research A~tivities •

...' l!J.v;;!,l~pmentTraining & Education.

* l~ormal Education"

* slervicing of Project:s/l?roqrii:UlUlles.

* Pre-school llducation.
* Housing.



• Rural Development projects.
.. O'.r]:)anisat,ionprojects.,
• other:

___________________________________ w _

------------------------,----_._------

What type of projects do you fund primarily?
* Literacy projects.
* Dev. Education & Training projects.
* Small Busines3 Development projects.
* co-operative Dev. venture projects.
* Research Projects.
* publications and Media Projects.
1: Formal Education projects it1cludinq

Bursaries.
* Formal Ed~cation excluding BursaX':i.~s..

\'
J\

* capital ineluding building and
equip.ent.

* Housing Programmes excluding Infra-
structure an~ capital.

* Housing Progr~mes inclUding Infra-
structure.

* ~ural D.vel~pmant proj.ctsQ
• Health and Welfare projects.

\1



* All of the above.
• other specify: ___

S.. PRIORITIE~
On a scale of 1 - 5 rank each of the following
activitie. in order of priority to indicate your
preference for funding.

Key 1 = Not important
2 = Least important
3 = Somewhnt important
4 = Very Important
5 = Most important

* Rural Development Programmes.
• Rell.ef Prograues.
* Tertiary, e.g. Univ~rsity and Technikon

Education.
• Formal pr.imary School Education Programmes
* Fo:rntal High School E4ucation ProgrammE!S

• Pl'e-school Education Pro9'rammes..

* Literacy projects.
* Small Business Development Programmes.
• commuuity B•• ed Co~oper.ative ventures.

* co~unity Related Research Activiti~s.
• Management Training Proqramme ••
• community De""elopme.a.t Education'

Empowerment roqramm •••



~ Health i Welfare Programmes.
* Housing Proqrammes.
• Art and cultural Programmes.
* Political Awareness creating Programmes.
• Youth Programmes.
• Formal/Academic aesearc~ Projeets

.. Human Rightsl Justi.::"& Leq&l. Ast'tis::'ar.ce..
* Labour Developmant Related Proqrammes~
• Urbanisation project ••

6. gRITERIA
On scale 1 - 5 indicate the criteria that you apply
when entering a tun~ing relationship with a Donor or
Recipient.

K.y 1 = Not important
2 = LeAst important
3 = So••what impor~ant
" = Very imporNl~~i;'"5 = Host impor:eiait:..1

• '.rheproject must tl?c r:« t; .... ffectiv ••
• The project must :be rel.va.: inaddressing r •• l cOJUlunity nee~t~.
* The project must have a multiplier

eff.et potential.
• Th. project must be .elf-sufficientin the long-term.
* The project must have direct support



to the cOmQunity.
* The project must be non-racial in its

make up.
• Tbe project must ~(i; non-qovernmental ..
* The project must h8.ve a politieal

objective to end aparth.id~
• The project must be relativelyinexpensive.
• The project must have competent staff.
C-:>mments:

---------------------------,----------------------

I:ndicate the extent of your ag-reement or disaqreement
with the following statements by usinq a ~cale 1 - 5.

Key 11 = strongly disagree
2 = Disagree
.~ = Somewhat aqre.
,I - Agr.e-:~= strongly agr••

• Many Donors do not understand what isinvolved on thft qround.
• .Many projects 40 :notunderstand thatDonor priorities chanCje froa time to

ti.e.
• proje 3 accept funding offere4 by the

Donor& .•"en if '~hG',fund. aro not
8uffici.nt f'or 1~h.project objectives.



* projects should not be qic'o'en
large amounts of fuxuUnq until thei];'
capability to handling funding is proven.

• Projects meeting' their o.rigint\l qrant
conditions will always receive ongoing
support.

* Projects should understand that donors
are governed by various donor requlatio;:s
and policies.

* Dono~s are prescriptive.
.. ]'lonorscome with packag. deals.
• projects seek funding for proqrammes

beyond their capacity to implement.
• projects must have mUltiple sources of

donors.
* programme fundi;:t9'covering a longer

period is more pref.rabl& than short~
term project funding.

8. lolOT1VES
Indicate on scale 1 - 5 the extent to which you agree
with the followi:nq stat ...nt ••

It.y 1 = strongly disagree
2 = Di••gr••
3 = somewhat agr ••

" - Agr ••-
1* - strongly aqree-

* corporate giving i. b&.~dIn;ge1y on the
self-inter •• t of the cCI.pany.

• Engaging in 80cial inv••ta.nt programme.,
the corporation i••• curing its own future~

* self-intereat above-all-.l~e i. the primary



motivation for c~~porate giving.
• The policy frama-~ork determined by the

donor is the only driving for(, tQr 9ivinq~
• compassion and the lova of mankind is

paramount in the decision to 9ive.
* Political interests to shape ao~iety is

the prime motivation for foreign aid_
• tt'he"Self-reliance" of recipients is

primary in determining aid/donations.
• projects, like donors u9h~ld pri~arily

their self interest.
* Proj.cts and donor~ must r.alise that

both have objectiv ••, all they have to
do is match th ••••

9. DONORt:RECIPIEN'l RJ>;LATIONSBIPS
Indicate on & seale 1 - 5 the most important factor
responsible for an Olioable donor/recipient
relationship ..

~.Y 1 = Not important
2 = Leaat important
3 = Somewhat i»port~nt
4 = Very important
5 = Moat important

An amieabl$ donorlr.oipi4knt relation:;,hipis determined
by:

* Board meabers of the donor represented
on tl:Ut project.

* Contractual aqr ••ment. between donors
and recipient ••



~ The f~ct t~~t funding is once-off.
* The funding is ongoing.
• compliance with cantractual aqreements~
• The rapport struck by the officer of

the donor and the recipient.
" Political popularity of tbe projects
* Regular financial and nar,rativ. reports.

10. SELF-RELltr·

On a 8cale 1 - 5 indicate the .xtent to which you agree
with the following stat'1lments.

K(~ 1 = strongly disagree
2 = Dillagr••
3 = So.ewhat agre.
• = Aqree
5 = stronqly agr••

* P.:r~j.ctsmust uintain,~ partnership
relationship with donors.

* Projects cannot'b. self-reliant as long
as they 10 not generate th.i~ own funds. "

• Donors must give s~ffici.~t funds toallow for self-reliance to emerge over
time.

• Self-relianco is not possible due to
donor fluctuating priorities.

If S.1":,,::~\".lianc.is not po •• ible due to lack
of financial community participation.



11. SOURCESOFJ'tJNDS'

On a scale 1 - 5 indi~ate the extent to which yov agree
with the following stateme~ts.

Key 1 - strongly disagree-
2 - Disagree-
3 - Somewhat a4",':~e--' - ).,gr••-
5 :: E 'ongly agree

(I'

In your opinion the following categories of funds are
acceptabie to recipients known to you.

*

Foreign Aid fund ••
B.A. corporat./Priva~e Sector funds.
south Afriean ~ov.rnment Punds.
Foreign corporate related Funds~
Funds \i':ltbstrings ,~~tached ..

•
*

•

vn a scale 1 - 5 indicate the recipient's preferences
for the source. of funding.

Key 1 = Not pret'.rr6d
2 = Least preferred
3 = S~2.vhat pr.~.rred
, = Pr.f.:rred
5 = Host preferred

• Foreiqn Government Aid Funds ••q.
EBb.s.ies, Aid Agencies, etc.

• Por.iqn Corporate. a.lated :runds
e.g. I.B.K., ~bell, .tc.

i r



~ Foreign Four-dations Aid Funds e.g.
Ford, I.C.O.O, etc~

.. Local Corporata/privat.e Sector Funds e..\'i~
A.A.C~# B.A.B., ate.

* Locally c;enerated communi'c;yFunds e.g.
stokvels, Afxiean Bank.

I* Local Foundation Funds e~g. Urban
Found&tion.,

.. S.A.G .. related Fu&~Jse.q. Dev. Bank,
Independent Trust Pund.

13. CONTROL ~ECHANISM
One scale 1 - 5 indie~ ~ the ~xtent of your aqreemex
with the following sta't menta.

1 ~ stroll:qlydisagree
~ ;: Disagr ••
3 = Somewhat agre.
4 = 1qr••
S ~ Strongly aqr••

* Narrative and ti~ancial reports are allthat 401'Or8 shOUld requi~. t,.> guarantee
fundin9'.

.. Narrative, financial a!)fAvisita.tions to
projects are all that i. r~ir.d to
guarantee funding'''iI .

1 ,';'

* Donor visit" toprojacts are timeconsuming for recipients.

* unannounced visits to proj ••ats :by donors
ar. time cO:1swaingfor recilpient".



• Regular project evaluation should be doneto ensure continued funding.

14. TI~E ~E

What is'the most appropriate time frame for a project to
rec~iv. l!undinq so as to be .f.fective in achieving .its
01:1:'; '7bt,i'qes?

() - 30 years.
2 - 3 years •
..- S years.

as, FREQUE:iCY 0" REPOBTING

What is the most lJ.pprQP~iate fr&quency of :n-eportingthat
projects must make to donors? Chao~Q one item only~

* Once a )I("nt,h

Qu~rterly
Half Yerrly
One. a Year
At the completio~ of tbe project

16. ADMIB1§T~~TION

Indicate on a seal. of 1 - 5 th~ extent to which you
agree with th. foll~win9 statement~.

Key 1 = Strongly di3agr.e
2 = Disagree
3 = Som.what agre... = Aqr.e5 ;::stronq:;.yagre.

(. ,': r ,;



*' Many D,,'morsreqt,ire ~t lot ,:')f admi~ij.strative
procedures to s~tisfy their ~wn bureaucratic
needs ..

• Many Dono~s do ~ot understand th~t the
~eportinq proa~dur9s they require simply
take tc~:yJU":.chtime away frOM proj ect
a,-:tivity~

iic MallYDonors are not fond of funding
Admi"~iatza,tioIlcosta, but require admini~
strative duties to :be fulfilled ..

* M~ny Donors do not provide. ~or sufficient
ba.ck-up procedures to advance the a~mini-
strative capacities cd: projectsa

* PrQjects lack administrativ~ capacitieg~
* proj.ct~ laCk tGcbnical capacities.
* projects r.fuse technical advice because

they S~.the advice as the donor ta~ing
control.

* L~c:k of a.aJnixdstrativecapacities le&.ds
to project failure.

11. ~CCOl1!t"'l~It.t

On a sc.l. 1 - 5 indicate the extent of your agreement
with" the following statements.

Key 1:: strongl:y 'Hsa,gree
2 = Disa'lr#fe
3 = Somewhat agree
..:::Agree
5 ::::strongl.y a~l£d&

1'1 Donors and Recipients mt.'.st :be aQ,~ountable
to each other ..



* Donors must declare to the larger society
their racipients SQ ~s to be accountable
to soeiety.

#': Recipients must declare to the larger
society their donors so as to be
accountable to society~

* Recipients hav~ an obligat~on to declare
t~eir fun~ing to the state in order t~ be
ac~ountebl.",

• Recipi.nts should o~ly be accountable to
thei::: iJlh'Usdiateconstituencies.

~8. Comment on tho Donor/Recipient Relationships in general.

----------------------,----------.------.-------~-----------___ •·__ l. ; -........-. __ ,.....,....,.. ,..._._ , ,_o-."

-------------~.-----------------------.----~----...._--------~-------..-..----.-~
19. Oomment on the rc.'leof tbs Private Sector in

Pbilanthropic Aet.i.viti.s~

----.---- ------------------------------------------- ___._------- ---_._-----------
----------------------------------------~----------------------

20. Comment on the role of Foreign Aid in Philant.hropic
Aotiviti~s•

....,,-..--~--~....__._."".-«----,---------------'"".."."-\·""~""i"'''''·~ ~ ''' · _,..__._ ..__ .u. .,.,...__

-----~-----------------------------~~
----------------------
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