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ARSTRACT

This research report is a descriptive study of the
interface between donors of aid and recipients of the aid
in South Africa. It examines a roage of relations that
exict betwaen donors, particularly business donors, and
recipienta. The poasibilities for devileping a mutually
beneficial relatiocaship beiween donoars and racipients are
examined as well as the real preferensss of donors and
renipients. The report focusas on the guestion whether
2id may actuslly diminish self-reliance among recipiasnto.

The statistical tecis used in this study are factor
analysisa, the t~Test and the mudian.

The f£indings of the study are that aid does diminish

sglf-raliance. Relationships between doners and
recipients are strained by the fact th: neither Ffully
accepts the ‘Tegitimasy of the other. This i=

particularly true concerning the motives of both parties.
The rappoert between dsnoel 3nd recipients is found £o be
& majdor factor contributing to amicable relationships.
Church funds as compared t» other sources of funding are
most preferred by both donors and aecipients. Strong
negative perceptiona exist about the role of businegss in
"eommunity empowerment' activities.

Based primaxily on the works of Mosley, (1987); &altung,
O’Brien and Preiswerk, (1980) and other theorists in this
field, the study establiishes some of the crucial items
involvad in the donor snd recipient relatiouship. In
this conitext therefore, as one of the axplorai:org studies
in this field, and in tha absence of any pravicus.
enpirical work, the research raport contributas.
significantly teo knaﬁladge about donors and recipients
particularly insofa: as tc how these relationships could
be improvad. .

i,



CHAPTER 1

THE INTERFACE BETWEEN "A4ID" DONORES ANRD RECIPIENTS

1.

INTRODUCTION

Since 1948 the inplenentation of apartheid, with
its conseguent effects ol the South African
population, has conbined w.ith other factors to
create widespread poverty in the country.
Homelessness, unemployment, (particularly voutn
unemploymeit) and a grave deficiency in
educational and health facilities rerain as sonme
of the major problems that face us.

The degree of inequality that exists between the
haves and the have~nots, petween races and
between classes of society is a striking feature
of South African socieiy. Wilson Francis ané
Ramphele Mamphela, (1988) suggast that 20 percent
of the population owns 75 percent of the wealth,
compared with 62 percent in Brazil and 30 percént
in“the United States, Sinclair Michael, (1990)
suggests further that | L.

“The factor ' which
distinguishes Southk Africa
from other countries is the
axtent to which the
impoverishment of the
majority black population is
the conssequence of deliberate
government policy and the
occhastrated actions of the
White hinority. The
pervasivenass - of
institutionalised racism in
south Africa is unparalluled.




The ras it is that without
‘opportunity  » advancenment
or avenuss of ressurces, the
poworlessnass and poverty of
the black majority is more
ahsslute and more pearsonally
degrading than in societies
vhere the pooxr at least
retain a measure of personal
dignity.”

Since 2 February 1990 the prospect cf thes denmise
of apartheid has forced the major players in the
society to look beyond apartheid as the sole
cause of poverty and inequality. :

This -perspé._ctive recognises that South Africa

.being a developing country, albeit a strategic

econonmic region for the rest of Africa and

'partiq};larly Southern Africa, “‘ghares the maior
" features  of underdevelopment sxperienced
~elsevhere. Over 60% of South Africa’s population

is under the age of 2 Population growth is
more than 2% per annum. Unemployment is over 20%

and as much as 65% in some regions of the
country. The inflation rate is a ¢ le digit

figure and is amorgst the highest in the world.

The regInt Gulf Icr_isis has thwarted some of the
major efforts to control irtlation.

Business and politicians have had differences of
opinion about the kest way to <curb inflation,
generate wealth and bdring about eguality
{Schlemmer Lawrence; 1950} The once popular ANC
slogan of "Nationalisation” as the only nmeans
available to brinc about equality bas not met
-with any great enthusiasm from ™usiness. In

& ]
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. fact, there has been painstaking efforts to

counter any suggestions of nationalisation as a
viable means of bringing equality. At a
confevence of the,_Souﬁh African Ingtitute £for
Fund-raising, anglc American’s Clem Sunter, mad:

¢ "arence to the fact thrt naticnalisation can be

l.ened  to slicing up a dead horse n~~ that
everybody should have a share. - In his view this
would not work to create é&uality, but would
rather lead to extreme poverty and gtarvation.
What was needed, he suggested, was to create
oypqxtunities for everybody to participate
effectively in the development process hased on a
market econoﬁf.

On the other hand, Feinstein Andrew J, (1990) in

a8 key-note speech at a Gencor CSR Conference

cites Fuad Cassim, an ANC economic advisor as
saying; '

"The future govearnment will
laad the chaage fLor ecopomic
growth = .... WwWe will |use
redistribution to mneet social
naeds, create new demands,
and reduce social conflict
due To differences in
material porsession.,. We

¢ . wouldt like to do this ir co-

> operation with the business
sector, but if <that <o~
oparation is not forthzoming,
the governmesnt will noct shirk
its responsibility in this
regardg,®

In thié context, Feinstein, (1990) also suggests
that the corporate gector have to come out from
behind the Friedmanite dogma that "the Business
of Business is BusinessY, and recognise the need



to constitute itself as a constituency in its own
right. Business must do this to ensagre its
rightf il place in the post-apartheid scene. CSR
he suggests;

"Would s=msem 4+¢ be the one
vbvious ares in which
business c¢an head off the
nationaiisation debates anad
win the legitinacy that
it lacks at present with the
key political players of the
future.”

~ For many years, apartheid has been blamed for
AT vnder-development and business has been seen.as
.ing close to and supportive of apartheid

R f_ structures. This is inspite of suggestions by
h L‘_..J"

ﬁehlemner, (1990} that business has been less
“imy successful in the sixties and seventies in
égéﬂvaappeals for the rationalisation of
— “»tion or for the integration of technical
jtiru «“ng or the liberalisation of Iimmigration
'pex »V~_ko offset th2 sgkill shortages business
pred=ﬁtad gr ‘gxperienced.

Thi indictmenﬂnagainst apartheid had elicited a
variety of international responses to persuade
the South African govermnment to change its
policies., Amongst some of these measures have
been sanctions, disinvestment and divestment.

In 1986, the ¥nited States Congress passed the
Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act (C.A.A.A.) which
appropriated in excecs of USS 40 million in
economic support funds (approximately R120
miliion at the time) for the financial year 1987



to constitute itself as a constituency in its own
right. Business must do this to ensure its
rightful place in the pogt-apartheid scene. C&R
he suggests;

"Weuld geaem *to be the one
obvioug area in which
business ocrn head off the
nationalisa’ion debates and
win the legitinmacy that
it lacks at present with the
kay political players of the
future."

¥or many years, apartheid has been blamed for
under-davelopment and kusiness has been seen as
being' close to and supportive of apartheid
st;uctures. This is inspite of suggestions by
ﬂf ‘emmer, (1990) that business has been less
than successful in the sixties and seventies in
maklng appeals for the rationalisation of
education or for the integration of technical
training or the 1liberalisation of immigration
policy to offset the skill shortages business
predicted or experienced.

The indictment against apartheid had elicited a
variety of international responses to persuade
the scuth African government to change its
policies. Amongst some of these measures have
been sanctions, disinvestment and divestment.

In 1986, the United States Congress passed the
comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act (C.A.A.A.) which
appropriated in excess of US$ 40 niliion in
economic support funds (approximately Riz20
miilion at the time) for the financial year 1987



and + ch year thereafter for the "Victims of
Aparthcid® (Baker H Pauline, 1983}, Similarly
the Eﬁropean Community voted in excesg of Ecu 5
miliion (approgimately R12 million) for positive
neasures to end apartheid. (Renshaw Paul, 1990}

Prior to this, the Xuropean Code of Copduct and
the Sullivan Code of Employment Practice also
existed. These efforts required of European and
American businesses operating in South Africa to
advance primarily the position of their Black
workers. This heralded the era of fair
employment practices, the eradication of racism
in the work place, the advancement of Black
employees and the resultant affirmative action
programmés, the ushering in of egual opportunity
companies. Quality of work life programmes and
orporate Social Responsibility kecame the major
theme of this era. {Financial Mail, 1989)

The existence of poverty, the availability of
funé;ing and the anathema of apartheid seemed to
open a flood of philanthropic activity around
such issues as education, homelessness and ‘job
creation.

The community development sector alse gained a
naw  momentum. Corporations, govermments,
philanthropic -org‘an'isatiqns, churches and the
labour movements gained added wvitality. This
vitality and growth brought about new debates and
new relationships on issues of funding, including
the discurgion on the legitimacy or illegitimacy
of certain sources of funding.



More recently, controversies arose regarding the
R2 billion f£fund (later named the Independent
Development Trust)} which the State has put into
the custody of Mr Jan Steyn.

Oon the one hand a number of people in the Black
community indicated a reluctance to participate
in the scheme yet others were reportedly
guardedly in favour of participating in the
management of this Fund so as to have a measure
of contrel on wvwhere and how the funds are
aliocated. Recently this Trust has unveiled its
first project being the building of primary
schocls in the Eastern Cape, 'n area of great
deprivation with unemployment ~lose to 70%.
{sSaturday Star, 1 December 1950}

These controversies are reminiscent of tha 1978
era when the business community established The
Urban Foundation. Chargea 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 counterxacting the militancy
of the working class.

Moxe raéently the Chairman of Liberty Life
injected a further R100 million towards
development efforts. '

It 1is against this background of greatly
increased funding from international and domestic
sources and the rapid growth of non-governmental
organisations and projects that this study of the



Interface between "AidY donors and recipients
should ke viewed.

1.2 Tha Research Problenm and E-oposition
In South Africa there exigsts an

exceptionally larxge number and a wide
variety aE copmunity or seyvice
crganisations, referred to as Nor-
Governmental Organisations (NGO’s). These
organisations deal with a variety of socio~
ecenomic issues, ranging from chapges in
government policy through to the
eradication of ill-health and other soccial
ills and problens.

In a study on ‘“The Future of the Non-profit
VYoluntary Bector in 8South Africa’, Lee and
Buntman, (198%) suggested that there are
more than 7000 separata' non-governmental
organisations in South Africa, with the
possibility that over §000 regional
operations or branches across the country
also exist within this sector.

These organisations are involved in
activities such as - the creation of
employment for the un- and underemployed,
informal and formal education at all
levels, uprooting hunger, encouraging
small business dJdevelopment and fighting
IBQal injustice, as in the struggles for
deregulation of businesses and' white
residential areas. Lee Robin H and
Buntman Fran, {1989) suggest a
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clasgification of 47 groupings of activity
for the more than 7000 existing groups.

Micou A Mckinstry, {1990a) recently
conclr wud a gquantitative survey in which
gshe identified over 1 633 individual

initiatives in the area of skills
training aiene, which she classified into
91 categories. These initiatives were

mainly non—-formal, non-governmental and
not~for-profit.

A majority of the organisations providing
these sexrvices proclaim ‘a central notion
and have an ideclogical affinity. This

PR

centres around the concept of *self-
reliarce", or independence from the donor.
In a persuasive note for US grant-makers,
Sinclair, {1986) endorses this approach

' wher;n he suggesits that donors must;

“"Be guided by the neads anad

- aspirations of black South
Africans, allow blacks to
- manage the inpitiatives from
" tha outsat, address the basic
causes of black disadvantage,
make a long-term commitment;
attempt to harness raesources
other than money, such as
computexr and agricultural
equipment, training and
technical axpertise to ensurs
the effactiveness and long~-
term ‘impact of the
jaitiative.®



Schlemmer, (1920) cites 3Bethlehem who he
suggests, has thought a great K deal about
these issues as saying that;

“Businessmen should work
creatively with socialists in
th2 community ... to promote
co~vperatives and perhaps
even help them by seconding
management.™

Further, Schlemmer, (1990} is of the
opinion that by creating awnefship trusts
for black co~divectors and managers,
business might jointly attempt to crgpte
and bhelp to manage black ccrpofate
development, on a scale capable of producing
a critical nmass in the sho't-tmm.
T

Government departmernts, 'Souﬁfz African and
foreign business and other foreign
agencies, includirg chyrch organisations,
continue to provide i,unding to these
organisations, to assist) _' ‘am in the hope
that ultimately the recipibnt organisations
will become self-reliant. Business, which
is one of the lsading actors in - this
activity &s<so often speak of avai*ding
dependency and promoting self-reliance.
(O'Dowd Michael, 1982).

However, despite rhetoric on both sides,
Jdoubt exists as to the real effect of *‘*a:.d“
on resipient organ:s.sat:.ons. -



Kobus Visagie, ({1990) Moiiager of the
Gaencor Development Trust, in his invitation
and opening remarks at the Gencor CSR
conference said;

The percsived duplication of

effort ‘and wastage of
précious rasources on  low
priority projscts by

- dindividual coampanies are both

limiting the effectiveness of
C.8.R. on national ievel and
frugmenting business
irnfluence as a pressurs group
- politically and socially.
Calls for nationalisation are
enhancest by the apparent lack
of zo—-prdination in private
sector aspending in the South
Africar sociely. Therefore,
the need for unitaed business
intervention in both the CBR
and paelitical spheres  has
never baen more pressing.n

He further svygested that given recent
pulitical deveiopments CSR is potentially

- the most effective guarantee of business’s

own long-term interest in a post-apartheid
South Africa. o '

G__j,;'}en such rhetoric from bosth recipients

‘and donors it would seem that the "“aig®

relationship is characterised by tension
and conflict. For this resason, this

study will expldre. the central quest.ion,'
“Does Aid promote or diminish selif-reliance

in the Recipieats’® Starting from the
conflicting statements, and observable
contradictions that exist in the denor and

L

10



recipient relationships amongst NGoO’s, this
study aims to explore; '

{1} A set of ralationghips that exist
batween the racipients of funds and the
providera of' funding, {especially the
private sacter) for develop ent programmes,
within the context of the theory »f self-
reliance snd comnunity control on the one
hand and the reality of dependence creation
on the other. i

(2) The axtent to which funding helps vk
hinders ¢he attainment of obhiectives as
percaived and set Dby the projects and

. programmes themselves. Do these objectives

conflict with the objectives of the
funders?

(3} The real preferaonces of funders and
community service | organisation (NGO’s)
respectively, so az to provide a basis for
a more mutually Dbeneficial reliationship
betwean funders and the recipients of
funds, These observations could bhe of
practical use in a future Bouth Africa..

In this context we can sitate as 2
proposition €aat, the capacity te achieve

effoctive "community empoverment® (as
advocated by the self-reliance theory) is
depandent: on non-~governmental

arg_an:lntions, buziness and government co-
sperating - to bring about efferilve

1)



daveliopment at the local, regional and

_natioﬁal levals.

The gignificanca of tha #tviy

The events that have occurred since 2
February 1990 have set a new stage .}
defined  the emergence of a new
relationship with the South - Afrisan
Government by community organisations,
businesses and the international community.

For the first time since the National Party |

took power in 1948, the Bouth » -ican head
of ctate has been received with upproval by
the heads of statz of the tUnited Kingdom,

some . European'-countgies and the United.
* $tates. The once high tempo of sanctions

is begimning to diminish in ﬁ?e wprld
scene. On the 15 Dezember 1930, the
Furcpean communibty announced the lifting of
the ban on new investments in South Africa.
This ocourred just after +he  ANC
Consultative Conference had resolved that

the international community must maintain

gsanctions.

Increased efforts to galvanise funding

locally and  internationally have become
*he order of the day. Various causes are
advanced Zthat regquire urgent funding: the
return orf exiles, econcmic development and
other similar issues ar2 on the agenda in
many business boardrooms, aid agencies and
NCO’s, e

iz



Voary recently the Deputy President of the
ANC was dénied $25 willinn by Japan, which
raeportaedly preferred to fund "development
activities" rather than give woney to
politicians. {Sowetan, 390 october 1990)

This happened after the ANC leader had
already gained substantial support in
gruntries such as Indonesia, Australia and
others. ’

v

The Kagiso T::.L, one - the major conduits

of ‘European assistanc: to the victims of

apartheid, recently c.ncunced the phasing
" out of political and legal assistance
- programmes in favour of  developaent

initiatives. The Trust announced a budget
in excess of R90 million which will be
channelled to development assistance.

.{Business Day, 26 October 1390}

Many projects, NGO’/s, Aid Agencies and
Foreign Affairs Ministries are visiting or
have visited South Africa ‘vecently to
review the sitwation or alternau:vely are
reshaping their priorities, . levels of
funding and criteria for funding towards
development _activity'.

In the gccurse of thiu, ‘commitment has
strengthened to aid the poor, to cater for
the un~ and underemployed, particularly

13
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the youth, and to accelerate development
programmes,

Against this background, this des~riptive

~and exploratory study dintec the real

preferences, motives and obiectives of
donors and recipients alike will be of
assistance to all parties concerned. The

" sipublic declaration of interests® by both

donors (particularly business) and
recipients will assist in working towards
affective social progress.

© It 1is conceivable that NGO's will plaj?‘:" an

increasingly significant role in the
deteminatidn of gmrefhmantal privrities
wvhich should have vregard to the real
development and empowerment issues facing
target communities. fThe study will assist

in the alarification of these issues ang™

may ‘contribute to the effective use of
real, substantial financial resources,

coning directly from a legitimate
government 'tc be established in the near,

future.

1.4 Delimitation of the Field of Study

pased in the f United States, a South
African, Bincldir,  (1986), conducted 76
personzl interviews with people involved

in community development and
institutionally associated with community
development in South Africa. * These

included blacks running organisations such

14



as the South African Committee for Higher
Education (SACHED}, the Self Help
Associates  for  Development Economics
{SHADE), the Churches, the Get BAhead
Foundation and others. It alasc included 7
white people associated with development
activities, including Operation Hunger.
Based on this study, another conducted by

himself and the work of othex::, 3Sinclair,

{1988} suggests that;

"paspite the idaslogical
distastr with which Dblacks
view the global aativities of
the Unitad States, the
reatity is tha%: thers is no
,conparable alternative saurce
‘of material assistance for
Community DBovelopmant. This
fact is an adiitional =zource
of discomfort and & major
influénce on the seemingly
bagrudging attitude towards
American assistance.”

Similar cbservations have been made by many
other observers about the reluctance of
community organisations to accept funding
from South African business. fLee and
Buntman, (1985}]

In the American context, Micou, {1950b)
identified more than 55 South African
organisations providing educational
assistance to South Africans.,. Micou A
'Hékinstry and Draper, (1990} identified 61
. organisations providing assistance to South
African exiles and refugees. Micou A
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MoKinstry, (1989} further identified 15 US
related Corporate Trusts in South Africa
and a significant numker of US Church-
related funding organisations for South
Africa. In this report it is stated that;

wFrom interviews oconducted,
gsome - of tha misgion
programmes in the US are
maintaining thelr financial

.gupport of educational
programtes in South Africa,
specifically fhealogical

sducation and work ... other
mission directora are more
politicigsed und are calling
for mors aggressive forms of
church action on the role of
figancial institutionz and
‘gorporations in ~ SBouth
Africa.” '

In a gonapshot survey conducted by the
Financial M¥ail, (1989) involving foreign,
iocally «controlled English-and-Afrikaans-
dominated companies, the  publication
concludes: '

d

#There 13 a definite trend
towards greater consultation
with communities. There is
alse a trend to ancouraging
aalf-help programnes and
these that smpower paople to
take notions to improve their
gquality of life."

Running contrary ¢to this view, Olasky,
{1987} suggests that the "“love of mankind"
{philanthropy} plays a relatively small

16



part in wmost company giving. Contributions
"are made for very practical reasons
including, corporate executive perscnal
importance,  peer pressures, spousal
involvement, ideological considerations or
simple public relaticns. He further
suggests thalt pergonal, lideclogical and
utilitarian considerations are the crucial
variable in giving. Development and self-
reliance activities are often not high in
the real corporats 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 egconomic efficiency of grant
recipients is also important. HNHo cowmpany
wants to pipe money to organisations with
buckets so leaky <that resultant spills
. hecome a public embarrassment.

A wide wvariety of European sponsored
activities exist within South Africa, such
as the Kagiso Trust, the Churches and
European-based corporations such as B.P. 4

Shell, and the initial signatories of the

Buropean Code of Conduct.

Co-axistent with the large number of
funding organisations in South Africa or

17



assisting South Africans to amzliorate
their sococial problems there is obviously a
wide range of related community development
programmes and  service organisations.
Sinclair and Weinstein, (1988) identify a
number of these. So does the Financial
Mail, the study by lLee and Buntman, (1989)
and othexr sources.

The existence of largs numbers of both
donors and recipients is hot all positive
news. If, as Zinclair, (1986) points out,
blacks ave caught up in ideological
contradictions and debates regarding
sources of funds, this may lead to what he
terms  "bad-mouthing" {Sinclair and
Weinstein, 1988) amonyst community
organisations. Then little or no affective
development will be achieved despite the
massive agounts of funding that will be
made available Ffrom various sources,
inciuding Lusiness. The varied reactions
in the black community to the R2 billion
Independent Development Trust remind us
again of these ideological contradictiocns.

0f course, this issue has been investigated
widely in other countries such as the USA
and many European countries. {[Cassen R and
Assaciates, 1987; Guess M Gaorge, 1987;
Mosley Paul, 1987; Lappe’ Moore Frances,
Collins Joseph and Kinley David, 1981;
Hayter Theresa and Watson Catherine, 1985].
This gtudy will use international evidence
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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 +to determine the nature of a
set aof relationships that exist between
the providers and recipients of funds in
South Africa. The research indicates that
bnly the identification of funders and
recipients has so far been explored, but
not the rature or guality of the set of
relationships between them. Without a
study of these relationships, priorities,
preferences and real motives, foreign aid
and CBR initiatives may well continue to
be channelled through leaking buckets full
of holes.

In the conclusion to their study of NGO’s
in south Afyrica, Lee R H and Buntman ¥,
(1988) state;

i

“hAn area that needs further
analysis and research is
corporate donations policy.
vVary cften, there are
diffearences betwasn the
stated policias of companies
and their actual denations
gpending.™

The present study pursues this theme, by
attempting ewpirically +to reveal the
relationship between donors and recipients,
especially as regards the issue of "gelf-

i



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 ¢to generate
propositions  that c¢an  be further
investigated.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

A sux.ey of the literature on the subject of this
report revealed two najor factors. Firstly, a large
portion of the literaturse and research on Maid™ and
"philanthropy" con:tentrates on  the lavels of
national govermments and/cr bilateral governmental
agreements. Y“Bilateral" Jevels refers to governments
of donor countries giving aid directly to governments
of recipient countries. In many instances this ‘3
also done through multilateral government rslations -
where donor government;’have established NCO’s or aid
agencies such as the International Monetary Fund
{I.M.F.} and or the World Bank to transfer aid to
reclipient countries through the parastatal organs of
the recipient countries.

Secondly, in most research on this sublect which
deals conceptually or empirically with issues of
reiationships and the impact of aid, South Africa
does not appear, or at least it is not counted in the
last decade. The literature therefore does not touch
on South Africa other than decasional discussions and
papers primarily focussing on the abholition of
apartheid. This is in part a consequence of the
academic hoycett, as well as the relatively recent
appearance of South Africa as a large scale recipient
of indirect aid. '

On self-reliance and community participation, the
ideas of Galtung J, O’Brien P and Preiswerk R,
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{1980}, as well as Kotze U A, (1983); Midgley J, Hall
A, Hardiman M and Navrine D, {1885} and Xorten D,
(1987} provide helpful insights.

For fthe discussion on aid, the Iliteratare survey
draws heavily on the work done by Mosley Paul,
{(13987), as well as Cassen and Associates, (1987), who
seem to provide very helpful concepts +to the
understanding of this subject mutter.

3. SELF-RELIANCE

Nor-governmental vrganisations - involved in
development programmes or what is populariy being

referred to as the "transformation of society"

or, alternatively "anmhunity snpowernent"
programmes, tend to iay emphasis on the need for
ultimate self-reliance. This 1s in part an
influence of dJevelopment theory  that has been
propagated through the well-known father of self-
reliance - Julius Nyerere with respect to the
Ujamaa approach and BAfrican socialism. {Many
South African programmes have tended to look
towards countries such as Zimbabwe and Tanzania
for insp’ration.} The strong identification with
socialism by many developnent programmes ms);
alsc have been responsible for this influence.

In part, grant-wakers cf Jdonor avencies tend to
mgke  the need for self-reliance a standard
) cz&j\.terian‘ for cox{_ B leration of grants to
recipients. A conviction about and affinity teo
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drmpcracy also has a bearing on the way in which
development programmes structure themselves.

In thiz csection we censider the theoretical
implications of selif-reliance, its practice and
outoones.

Grosclande €, (1880) in Galtuang, et al; (15389),
page 301 suggesis;

“One tremendous advantage
with the term “seli-reliance"
is its opennass. The term
has a certain nucleus of
contant, but it iz up to all
of us to give it more precise
connotations. (In fact, that
would be the only self-
reliant way of going about
defining the term ‘self-
reliance’).”

This view about se1_fwreligpg;,?#’”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?
Iz it feasible to tslk of self-reijance when in
fact each party involved in the relationship sees
it differently? ' ’

The views of Galtung, et 'al; (1580) suggest
several izsues for consideratiocn. In his
discussion of self-reliance concepts, practices
and rationale, CGaltung, et al; (1980) wmakes the
point - that self-reliance is not merely an
abstract recipe or a way cof srganising an econonmy



with heavy emphasis on the use of iocal factors;
rather, it is:

B

YA very determingd struggle
against any kind of centre~
pariphery fermation witn the
ultimate goal of arriving at
a world in which each part is
a cantre."

In this context @Galtung, et al; (1882) would
suggest that self-reliance should encompass the
breaking of old relationships in order to build
new ones. The centre and the periphery must bz
brought together on a more equal footing.

The "ecentre™ in this context is the haves, yhile
"""the _poriphery refers to the have-nots. Galtung,
et a}., (1980} emphacises that the relationships
of the developsd countries with the developing
countries may be defined in these terms: the
“havas" and tChe -“lmva-noté“, the “eentra™ ' and
the “periplary“. He maintains that the problen
the world aces is one of mal~devealopment and not
under-deve.opuent. In this context therefors it
- would be ir nerative for each locus of activity
to be self-reliant and in that way relate om an
egqual footing with any other locus  of activity.

In Galtuang’s, et al; (1580} view, the essential
ingredients for self-ieliance include power and
penetrvation, fearlessness and invulnerability.
X lccal populace pursuing self-reliance. in any
given situation needs to have contrcl over their
own needs and :ﬁz}m resources with which to satisfy
those needs. .-..In turn, the mobilisation and
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utilisation of resources needs oreativity and
innovation. “These should lead to the ability to
withstand manipulation anii to increased
capabilities on the part of ﬁhe lecal porulace.
The control o own needs and the resources
through which thase needs ave met should lead to
leps alienation ond to ideol. gical balance wilhin
that local community. There should be golidarity
with others at the wame level. Galtuny, et al;
.1980) iwplies that the *pariphery® -~ or itho
“have nots” - need to pledge scolidarity with

cach other so as tnbeffectively relate withk the.

“eantre®™ ~ (the “haves¥] - con an epual footing.

Galtung’s, et al; (1980) views are reminiscent of
the philosaphy of Black consciousness, Wilson
and - Rémphele, {1988) for instance, within the
context of providing a framework for thinking
about issues invoived in eradicating poverty
suggest thaty

_"pliack conpeiousness by its
" Yery naturs helped to free

. Black Boutk Afxicans
paycholeginslly from ke
oppressive slave-mentality

of apaztheid and the
claustrophobia of White
liberala in the 198C’s.
Sell-respsct andg solf~
reliance replaced atiempts to
becone incorporatad into
wall-meaning, White-dominated
institutions. Instead it
. bagan for the first time to.
craate  independent community
programass whichk scught Lo
live odut these ideals in
practicae.n .

25



Totze, (1983) refers to this idea as expounded by
black consciousness as Yeommunalism", evidenced
by the movement setting up community development
projects to inculcate black norms and values
which stressed the inherent goodness of being
black. Within the context of what he @efince as
the culture of poverty Kol ... (1%83) alsc refers
ta ‘“gelf-reliance” as a second development
strategy, the first beiny *dissociation®, Seli-
reliance in his view it a less radical version of
disgociation. Dissooci - .lon emphasises indigenous
values, community service, economic and cultural
i independence requiring radical changes  in
donestic and international relations.

almost on  a continuum Kotze, {1983) refers to
a third strategy of development, which he refers
to as an  “altcraative way of lixen. This
enconpasses amongst other vhings the voluntary
- isolation of groups within . 2iety.

Community Developmeant Prcgrammes often refer to
some or all of the aspects sugyested bynxetze,
(1983) within the context of self-help and self~
relianca, These ideas are closely related to
those advanced by Galtung, et ai; (1980). |

T.ekne: O, (1980) ia Saltung, et al; (1980} [pys
58—-79}, corparing Rgsse&a‘a concept. of self-
reliance with contemporary theorists, asserts
that in Rosseau’s thinking, national self-
reliance was to be achieved through self-
sufficient economic organisation, the moulding of

a8 strong national character and appropriate
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political institutions whose forms were dependent
on geographic sizs.

The ideas presented by CGrosclaude, (1980);
Galtung, et al; (1980): Tickner, (1280); Kotze,
{1883); Wilson and Ramphele, (19£8) on the issues
of self-reliance have major Iimplications for
community development programmes based upon the
concept of sei” - -lliance.

Th terms of these vieWws it must be noted that
whilst these programmes have a significant input
¢ make in society, they are only nmicro-level
initiatives. It is in thig context therefore

that Midgley, et al; (1986) viaws must be taken

seriously.

In his consideration of the iussues of speial

development and local self-reliance within the

- context of community "pars-:ticipatioﬁ, Midgley, et

aly (3986}  is of the opinion that most
proponents of community participation seem to
neglect that the state is today a major provider

of social devalopment services and as a policy~-

maker, it largely determines - haw  social
development programmes - will ® evolve. Lee and
Buntman, (198%) for instance, in their yesearch

‘on the future of voluntary organisations in the

non-profit sector, refer to 1i= South African

“legal framework within which these organisations

operate. It has the pover *to shape and

determine the nature of community participation -

in many Third World countries. Midgley, et al;
{1886) argues for the need %o harmonise state

Wz

27



and ¢ommunity relations in the promotion of
sccial development.

Alwmoast in contradistinctien to Midgley, et al;
{1986) wviews, Cobbet M, (19B7} argues that in
order for community development programmes to
gai | control of their own destiny, full
participati.an by group members in increasing
internal problem~solving capacities is essential.
In Cobbet’s, (1987) view the participation of
the powarful must have restricted wvalue in
community developwment projec:s and should never
be dominant otherwise the project willi lose its
raigon d’etre and community participation will
decline. The influence of the poverfal and their
participation must be monitored.

Korten D, (1987) i=s more flexible. He refers to
the concept of YCommunity Management™., 1In this
concept, the elements of self-reliance suggest_érl
by Cobbet, (1987);  Galtung, et al; {1980);
Tickner, {1980); and others are represenied.

¥orten, (1987) vrefers to Community Management as
involving a concern with community control and
the management of productive resources, which
goes well beyond a more conventional concern with
- participation in the planning and implementation

of externally controlied development projescts., .

He vefers to the concept of generative power

vhere every .individual has a maximum _opportunity

to be an influential mewber of an active and

productive community. In Korten's, {1987) view
i
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a position of power that is dependent on the
weakness of another individual is excluded.

CONCLUSION

The views presented by Korten, (1987); Galtung
et al; (1980); Kotze, {1983); Cobhet, (1987);
Wiison and Rauphele, (1988); Tickner, (1980},
seem t& be prevalent; anongst recipient NGOs and
donors. Often there .H. disagreement about the
essence oOf these coi;lcepts in development.
pDifficeulties exist also. regarding the extent to
which these sentiments can be or are
sperationalised., E:}en though there is a
tendency in Galtung's,lf et al; (1980} view to

concentrate almost exflusively on the wmgoro-

level, the pressures qj:eated by apartheid have
forced the strong em i:gem::e of the concept of
self~reliance at - the; 'community level, Kotze,
{1%83); Wilson 0 andf Ramphele, (1983}.#' and
Cobbet’s, (1287) . _vidf_f-rs are indicative of this
trend. ’ § '

e

With the s2mergence i of a probable democratic
governmsent in Sout] Africa, Midgley, et al;
{1986) views willj have toc be taken more
seriously. This to/a large extent is concomitant
with our pszosit,:on “that the propensity for
effective 'cc-mmuniﬁi development is dependent on
effective wvo-operAtion between NGO’s, business

. and government,

i
1] .
i .

Business, wi*'f{ its giving programmes, often
referred te asf Corporats Social Responsibility,
-
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can be seen as part of the "“centre®* in
Gaitung’s, et al; (1980) terms. Foreign Aid and
other donors of what is traditionally referred to
as philanthropy alsc assume the role of "haves™.

sinclair, {1986) refers to organisations
egpousing self-reliance as nockets of
opportunity" through which donors can encourage
the empowerment process. The study by Lee and
Buntman, (1989) suggests that rather than
referring to thes;fﬁﬁoupm':' Lelr activities as
pockets of apportunitia: they ahould Lz sesn in
fact as opportunities for empowsrmert of
communities through the non-profit sector.

This study will attempt to determine whether
there is agreement between recipients and
donors about the essential factors that promote
self-reliance. It will also establish how the
experience of donor and recipient relationzships
reinforces, compromises and or nullifies the
netion of self-reliance.

- AID, PHILANTHROPY AN CORPORATE SOCUTAL

RESPONSIBTLIWY

Community Development Programmo:: or Empowerment
programmes as discussed in Chapter i, deal with a
variety of sccially, economically and sometinmes
Jegally disadvantaged groups. For this reason,
nost of these activities rely on funding
external to their own. ‘The concept of the haves
and the have-nots, the periphery and the contre
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as posited by Galtung, et al; (1980} again plays
a significant role herc.

Invariably the private sector, foreign
governments, and a +vayiety of philanthropic
charitiexs have been oangaged in the growth,
maintenance and survival of the Community
Development Sector,

2.1 Dafinitiong

2.1,1 aid

General agreement seems to exist that
Ald refers to woney transferred on
concessional terms by governments of
rich countries to governments of poor
countries ([Mosley, (1987)}. Cassen,
(1387) emphasising the same notion,
suggests:

"the fundanantal idea
of aid is a transfer
of reasources on
concessional terms -
on terms that are more
ganarous and ‘softex’
than loans cobtainable
in the world’s capital
markets."

The literature review on  Mosley
{(1987) and Cassen and Associates
(1987), tends to suggest that Aid is
formal., It is provided and
regulated by governments through
their own Aia agencies oy

31



multilateral institutions. It is
governed by the enaciment of laws for
instance, the US Foreign Assistance
Act of 1361. Its origin is vested in
the political interest of the donor
countyry. A Gegree of compassion may
exist as evidenced in the tax
contributions made by the population
of the donor country. However, as
aid is primarily determined by the
motives oi the donor country, it is
perceived as an arbitrary and
unreliable support for genuine self-
reliance.

Philanthropy

Payton R, {(1988) whilst making
references to similarities between

 foreign aid and rhilanthropy,

suggests that there is a significant
difference in the two concepts. He
asserts that philanthropy encompasses
acts of mercy to relieve suffering
and acts of community concern to
enhance the quality of 1life and to
ensure a Dbetter future for the
general public.

Payton, (1988} enphasises further,
that philanthropy has become a third

force, an "independent sactor", co~

existing with the private and public
sectors of the econony.
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Novak Michael, (1988) in Payton,
{1938} {pys 11i-25), suggests that
philanthropy is voluntarily provided.
iIts ccmmon thread with Aid is that
there is a sense of public-
spiritedness and the love of mankind
by those who have to those who ha

not. Philanthropy iz wvoluntary
giving for public purposes. It is

independent from government
initiatives, though operating within
established legal frameworks.
According to Payton f19e0),
philanthropic people mobilice

themselves and others around moral
rather than,6 political or econonic
purposes. Philanthropy is flexible.
Unlike aid, it does not have to wait
for appropriations by law, mesting
only those needs defined by the law
throngh the law. It is more open and
sensitive to commanity needs. The
public-spiritedness of philanthropy
presumably makes the meeting of needs
easier, but possibly also less
systematic and effective,

Olasky M, (1987} submits a dictionary
meaning of the concept of
philanthropy ~ "The Love of Mankindg".
sinclair Michael and Weinstein J,
(1938) provide no definition of the
concept except to link philanthropy
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with beguests of grant-making
conpanies as Ycharity" that began in
the U.S. and which extended later to
international levels.

corporate focial Responsibility
There is wide~ranging debate within
the private sector about the meaning
of the tern Corporate | Social
Responzsibility. Reference is made to
Corporate Social Investment as heing
peaferable to Corporate Social
L.asponsibility. [Rantla ¥, (1986);
Epstein Edwin M, (1989) and Feinstein
Andrew J, (1990)], suggest ihe use of
the . term chporate Soci: i
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 objactives and
priorities.

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

"corporate Bocial
Regponsibility or
Investment ias a vague
term, covering old-
style charity to
business lobbying on
political issues. But
most companies accept
that its an easential
aspact of doing
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business here. For
SOMEe ... the  Dpast
continues, its

moptributing to the
building of a post-
apartheid society.
For otihers, its being
a good citizen,®

For donors, aid, philanthropy and
corporate social ree . hsibility or
corporate social investment seem to
ke differen. at least in theory.

Community Development Recipient
Programmes or HNGO’s do not zeem to
make these distinchtions. Por this

reason we shall consider each of
these terms so as to see where the
different points of emphasis 1lie.
The presént stgdy will alsoc refleét
oen how the recipients perceive each
&: these sources of funds and the
extent of their impact in meeting the
empowerment process as defiped by

" recipients and donors. This is

significant as it invariably defines
the natursa and guality of
relationships that donors: and
recipients will maintain.

CONCLUSION

The views of Mosley, {1987); Cassen et al,

(1987); Hova: , (1988); Payton, {1988);

Epstein, (1989)}; and others seem to make
a distinction with réspedt to the scurces



and purpeses of funds that epcourage or
promote community empowerment.

Conmunity Development Programmes (NGO's) at
all levels engage with aid, philanthropy

and corporate social investment funds.

Ereferences exist amongst NGO’s about which
funds arse wmore likely to promote self~
reliance and ceommunity empowerment. The
extent to which the self-interest of the
‘different sources of funds are petceived is
1ixely to defin: the guality and nature of
the relaticnship between donors and
recipients. ' '

Thisn study s:eks to explore these
reiationships so as t¢ suggest that the
definition and mat . hing of self-interest by
both the donor and reciplents will lead to
the mutual enhancerent of the enpowernaent
process as defined by both parties jnvolved
in a donaxr-recipient relationship.

2.2 The Motives =ad C tives of A

There is a wide range of opinion about the
real motives and cbjectives of donors.
This is irvespective of whether donors
represent aid, philanthropy and ox
corpbrate social investment. - However,
agreement exicts that this activity in fact
constitutes WYbig  Dbusiness"™ in today’s
world. Lubaley, (1987); Cassen, (1987}]
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Lee and Buntman (1989) estimate that by
1588 an awount close o R2 killion per
annum was being provided threugh wvarious
chanmels +o South African NGO's. Theay

alsg, fairly, concilude that during the

1987%/s, the “non-profit sector has grown
faster than the eccnomy as a vhole". Sinca

1938, ¢this cum has prohably increased by

increased funding from the USA [Baker
{158%)] and from Eurcpe [Renshaw (1%30})}.
In addition, in 1989 Liberty " ife allocated
a total of R1I00 million to i“n corporate
socia} investment prograpmes. in 1990, the
Independent “ Development Trust was
esi:ablis_hed with a capital base of R2
billion {(of whichk R160 nmillion had- been
allocated by the end of 1990). Corporate
expenditure was estimated at K200 millicn
for 1989.. In addition, the FKagiso Trust
will expend RSO millisn in  1991° and
substantial funds are available through the
!:."a:n,ada Dialogue Fund. In amnouncing a
partial 1lifting of sanctions e2rly in
Decenmbar 1990, the Europea:i coermunity also
committed itseif to substantial increaseas
in funding for development projects in
189%. L.
Mosley  Paul, (1987) estimated that
development assistance funds from the
western governments constituted $35 billion
in 1985. - Cassen, (1987} estimated $238
killion in 1¥84.  Those figures exclude
South Africa.- Effectively 'though even if

#

L.

#,
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g-1th Africa bhas not been rounted as ong of
the largest recipients of aid, it is
ohvious that the anathema o©of apartheid has
provided, however small by international
s;tandai'rds, some form of aild money.

Mosley, {1987} upon whom T heavily draw,
sugyests that overseas aid iz a by-produact
of decolonisation, He suggests dhat the
expressica ‘overseas aid? is aot found in
rewspapers or official  documents until
after the €egcon? World War. However he
points out vhat since the 19th Century it

“has been corpmin practice for govermments o

trans___f__er ﬁioney on concessional terms to the
governments of their colenies under the
label *"grant in aid", ‘budgetary subsidy’

or sume such term. va

Mosley, (1987) furcher suggasts that verv

freguently "aid¥ of this sort las to be
kept goling longer tharn planned because the
colony’s lbudgets had been thrown into
deficit by unexpected sypenditures arising
from the suppressim' of revolis by the
indigenous people. grants in  aid by
aolonin?. authorities to their colonies
fulfilled the function of propping up the
bottom  end of the international capﬁt‘a.!.
mavket, The vord develapmnnt RS nm: nars
of the snternat.mnal vaaahﬁ iary at that
time. g '



After conzideration of wvarious factors
Hozley, {(1987) suggests that aid is neot
wall correlated with development: ' '

“There appears o ke no
statistically significant
correlation in any post-was
period, either positive or
negative batween Inflows of
developnent ~id . and the
growth  rate of GNP in
developing counkries when
other causal iefivences on

growth axre txken inte
account.Y
Though Mosley’s, {1987) discussion

primzrily fncusss on dovermuent relations,
it is not inconceivable that similar
. vocesses  operate forr  community  level
programmes receiving foreign or corporate
financial assistance. ‘
]
The political imperatives for aid as
motivation for involvement in development

. activity are in recent times well

illustrated by Sinclair and Weinstein,
(1488) and Baker, (1989} in respect of the
U.8. Government Comprehensive Anti-
Avartheid Act. (C.A.A.A.) This Act, for

instance, provides amongst other things the '

need Lo support U8 policy initiatives in
fouth Africa so as to buil’)bridges betw:en
the Tnited States end the  legally
dlnodhinntaged. The promotion of non~
vioient political and sowial change to end
apar ald through Socuth African

o
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institutions working towards this objective
was central to the C.A.A.A.

The Furopean Community oriteria for the
special programme for the Victims of
Apa -theid dealt primarily with the fact
that programmes that were +to receive
support neadad. e he non-~racial,
demccoratic, non-governmental and subscribe
to tihiz general idea of uniting people of
different cultural, racial, and ethnic
packgrounds. This source also seems o
have political imperatives.

Hellinger &, Hellinger D and O'Regan F X,
...{1588) in discussing the Politiecs of Ald
"""i}i'éhin the context of U.S§. Foreign Policy,
suggest that ite significance lies in its
- policy leverage. They assart;

" "As 2 tool of foreign policy-~
muking, it has been used
consistently by tha Btate
Department through the Agency
for Intsrnational Davelopment
{AIDY "

Hellinger, et al; {1988) further
eriticise the lobbyists for aid for
popuiarising cliches such as “aid for the
 “posreat of tha poorY, "basic humsn needs™,
“euployment genecation", “rural
develonment® and "interdependence", They
argne that such cliches are only used. (s
politic sl manceuvres to direct aid whers
the lobbyists want it to go. They argue



o

‘1\

\\ the community they serve. He argues that.

it

|

_1

that aid is not neutral. Its impact iz a
function of the institutions that utilise
it and the circumstances in which thcy will
cperate. If the appropriate institutions
cannot be funded or if they cannot operate
freely, the poor will generally be served
best by no aid at all. This may be an
extreme reaction to the practicalities of
aid, but it does illustrate the
significance of the extent to which donor
motives operate in determining the flow or
aid. ’

In a similarly scathing attack on ths Aid
conmunity and citing the F.A.O0. (Food and

Agricultural Orgahisation) and other aid
' agencies of the U.N.,
L

Marcus Linear,
/(1985) argues that aid agencies tend to
have inappropriate standards and viliues,
usually in conflict with the dictates of

aid agencies do not plan with their “target
constituenciash. Usually, they argue,
aid organisations work for the benefit of
their own countries, with agri-business,
commercial banks and others benefitling

more than the countries they are said to be

serving.

Guess M Georgs, {1587) views Y.S5. Foreign
aid- as a  highly politicised domestic
programme c<onceived and applied through a
host of llarga ingtitutions subject to
federal ~ laws and administrative rules.
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Revipient’s interests are often ignored in
both planning and implementation because
their needs cannot be defined consistently
with U.8. bureaucratic routines,

He concludes that under these conditions it
is not surprising that U.8. foreign aid is
often ineffective; the wonder is that it
. ever suee 2ds by any criteria.

Bisevhere, “Guess, {1987} emphasizes the

‘fact that often inrstitutional mistrust

betweenr tie recipient and donor - ocoeurs
where expectations are several layers
removed from elither recipient or dooox

country. o This leads to hizhly

bureaucraticised  prouyrammes with  many

- unintended conseguerces That lead  to

‘recipient-donox dagperdency and preduce
eventual Hward" status, as seen in
countries such as the Philipines, Put
differently, foreign aid tends to Qenerate
host dependency on complex projegts w%th

often unintepded conseguences fur both

donors and recipients.

Viewed in the strict sense of the
fundamental concept of aid as a transfer
of resources on concessional terms -~ terms
that are more generous or softer than louns
obtainakle in the world’s capital markets -
Cassen and Associates, (1986) give a more
positive view of aid. They suggest that;

a2
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mogt coriticy of aid ara
typically far from familiar
with the enormcus spectrum of
aid activities, +they often
atart from a pelitical

premise which determines
their conclusion even betore
contenplation of such

_evidence as thay examine.™

In studying aid relationships using e;trict

criteria such as the G.N.P., of the

countries that receive aid and those that
give aid to specific nmeasurements of
effectiveness, they conciude that in large
parts, aid -works. Cou:ntries such as
Brazil, Xorea and others are cited as
axanples.

They however note the conditions underwhich
aid has not worked. These conditions
obtiin where, om the doncr‘s cide,
exvessive commercial or political motives
are operating, Othe» factors include
situations in which ¢he donor is less
interested in development than 'in sale of
equipment or in the political gain from
gupporting certain ragimes, ill-designed
projects not  taking into  account the
tethnical skiils needed for the project, in
attention *to local circumstances and/ur
faitare to profit from avaliable
experience, lack of commiiication between
cne agency to another as regards approaches
that  have failed 4dn the past; and
incentives to individuals in the agencies
simply to get loans pade.
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On the recipient’s side, some of the
factors leading to aid not working include:
the policy cnviropnent in  which the
recipients sperate; administrative
deficiencies i1 the recipient countries;
political end commercial notives;
attachment to prestige proiects wirh low
flevelopmental privy. g advanced and
unsuitable technology; declining technical
assistance that is really neoidsd; lack of
matching counterpart finances due to
heavily strained locai budgets; lack of co-
ordination of 4 by donors; and
inadequate financial management. Ag for
the absoluie categorisation of exactly vwho
is responsible for the failure of aid, they
. conclude it is a Ygray area’.

Lapp2‘ et al; (1981) lude that aid has
_a"':\_tendency to reinforaoe power relationships
and fails to help the poor to which the aigd
is intended. They write;

- WPEs pronotion of this wrong

dlagaosis permits mwany well-
intentioned persons Lo be
nsad by the raal
haneficiaries of foreigrn aid
= multi-naticnal sorporaticns
and ., their third-world
partnars -~ who are the nost
tyenchant lobbyists for
fereign aid."

Mosley, {1287) argues that there are cases
wvhere aid has been used to affect policics



of recipient countries, but that this is
not indicative of current aid practice.
Hayter and Watson, (1985) reinforce
Hellinger, et al; (1998) and suggest that
Worid Bank loans to developing countries
are significantiy anti-development.

Cassen, (1987} argues [in contradistinction
to fsinclair» and Weinstein (31988);
Hellinger, et al; {1i988); Lappe’ =t al,
(1981); Marcus (1985); Hayter and Watson,
~ (1985) ;1 that development aid, once viewed
“as an instrument of the cold war, is now
scarcely able to carry out that role.
Mosley, {1987) farther suggests after
atudy of support Dby sthe developing
aguntries with respect ¢to ald giving
countries in the U.N. General Assenbly,
that it cannot be argued that support in
the U.N. General Assembly is the kind of
political influence ‘which donors are trying
to exert. He suggests that;

¥Western donors Thave been
sccused of uaing the
- conditions attached to their
2id as a means of foroilg
non~aligned 7 develeping
countrias with mixed
scononies away from socialism
and public ownership towvards
free market economies.™

Guess, {1987) seemingly in support of
Mosley, (1%87) and Cassen, (1987) suggests
that foreign aid is firstly erroneocusly

/
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credited with foreign policy success, as
development projects fail and
underdevelopment nay be increasing.
Secondly, that foreign aid is unjustly
blamed for foreign pulicy failures.

It % clear that the evidence of the
penesicial effects of foreign aid is open
to different Interpretations. It seens
fair to say that no countyry 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 as its Corporate Social
Respongiveness Programmes often gets

involved in develcpment, "presumably to be

pro-active, Epstelin, (1989) suggssts that

‘within the U.S., in the mid 1%707s, a

strategic and managerial concept of
Corporate Social Responsiveness was
introduced. ‘

This concept was more anticipatory and pro-
active in lidentifying - social problems
within the community. Through this concept
business has found means for action, rather
than  redefining the ends of such action,
Corporate Social Responsiveness is now
primarily a "strategic managedent™ issus,
as is envirommental scanning, social
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auditing 'nd accounting and the development
of corporate codes of conduci.

Feinstein, {1990) in his opening address
of the Gencor Development Corporate Social
Responsibility Summit suggests that the
role of Corporate Social Responsibility is
an attempt by business to fulfil a
company’s responsibility ¢o the broader
society in which it operates. He further
suggests that the true purpose of Corporate
Social Responsibility is to assisc¢ in the
maintenance of a socio~political
environment that is optimal +to the
practice of profitable business.

In their introductory remarks to the Social
Responsibility. Survey, F.S.A - Contact
Limited (1990) suggest that the views of Mr
Hafry Oppenheiner are probably
representative -~ of wmany South African
business organisations. '

They cite him as saying;

uthe purpos: of the Angle
Amecrican Corporatiorn is to
maka a proafit for the
ghareholders 't to 4o s8¢ in
auch & wavy 43 to make a

- lasting oontribution to  the
conmunitie in  wkigh  ig
aperates.’™
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They £further cite Gavin Reilly of Anglo
American Corporation as maintaining that
this type of voli'mntary expenditure is

"an investmant in the future
wall~baing of our society and
of our country and must, in
the long-term, ba of benefit
to our husiness.™

These views of the private sector imply an
enlightened self-interest in that the kind
of wocial investment eagaged in is
structured to guarantee the future of the
Raorporation™. [Bloowm Tony, (1285} in
Leap J. and B. Baskin, = (1985}, pgs 131~
1403. It gquarantees the future survival
and profitahillty of the busi: pss.

CONCLUSTON

If the relationship between dounors and
re}cipients iz tn be productive, then it
nust be mutually beneficial. Por this to
happen, there needs to be respect for one
ancther’s objectives and motives. '
. .
One of the significant debates amongst
HGO’s in the past years has bheen the
incidence of “bad-mouthing”. (Sinclair and
Weinstein, 1988).  Accusations were
levelled at the different intentions and
motives of donors. These accusations work
against the self-raliance objectives of the
NGQ’s themselves. Donors likewise have not
publicly declarsd t .eir own objectives in



getting invelved in this Yempowernent™
activity. '

This study seeks to identify which sourges
of funding are most credible to recipients.
The matching of needs and mutual respect of
dorors and recipients for eamh other are
paramcunt  in  sucecessful  donor-reaiplent
relationships. To a large extent the
motives and objectives of doanrs determine
the extent to which c¢ertain funds -re
perceived 10 be:r accepteble or not

£

) " acceptable.
2.3 ponor-Recipient Relations i
From our discussion of the central notion
of self-reliance which devalopment
activities should p.rsue in  the

-eradication of poverty, we have established
a mmoer of principles. '

. dese principles could be swamarised as in
Korten, (193?) . They are: empowerment
both distributive and generative; full
participation in decislon-making processes;
'accmint,_ability, non~dependence vpon outside
helpy and community controi. Theze criteria
are implicitly .and explicitly supported

also by Sinclaie, (1988) and Midgley, et .

al; {19&8).

SN The tension: between these sentiments and
the views of Olasky, {1957), namely that

;
i
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corporate contributionsz ave often made for
personal, ideological and  utilitarian
Teagong, provides an interesting backdrop

-from which to study the relationships that

exist between donors and recipients in
South Africa.

Antyrobus P, (1587} illuminates this issue

. iurther by poL wing to facts such as the

complex process of obtalning finanging for

WNG2’s  for Sovelopment. Her dzzscﬂt“ﬁ:.a..n_

in.iuvdes issues such as the souriii s of

funding ._,;fr*;a&}a.*.ns'tj._= the b@ckground tof
political = realities  and  ideological
conflicts of the day); institutional

pi'ocedures. priorities  and practices’ of

‘donor agencies; the constraints . created Dy
“the relatwely{) a.hwart-terr nat.ure of most

funding; ‘and the problem vulnerah:.uty
and dependency of NGO’s wﬁx .+ main source
of finance are external to the country.
Pardon M, {1887} in explo'rlng the future

agenda of reciplent organisations and donor '

organisations (which he calls vespectively

NGDO's {Non-Govi mental  Development

Crganisations), GRO 5 - {Grasuroot

Organisations) and IDC’s  (¥nstitutional -

Development Co-operatives) points out i;ha,t
their relationships are far = from

harronious. In fact, they are expre*ssed in

a set of tensions and Fforces which on the
one hand, lead to attempts to modify these
contexts and on tl';e other hand efforts to
maintain the ex:.sting order of 1:.!1:?.1'19;51t if
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not to legitimise it. These tensions are
related to the  often contradictory
interests of power groups and governments.
They are also related to the different
points of wiew of <the NGO persoanel on
priofities, ‘regional concerns and
preferences and evenn  their  personal
backgrounds and ideocloyical opiniuns,

Myoni, 3, (1987} captures these
contradictions well when she states:

Meast  develcpment — agenciles
are centras of power vhich.
try to help: othars changg.
But they deo not thomselves
change. <hey aim at creating
awareniss amoay pecple vyat
they are not theamselves avarae
of ,their negative impact on
those they claim to serve.
They wslaim to help people

change theix situation
through participation,
dowocracy and self-help and
yeot nany are  non-
participatory, noi-democratic
and depsndant on outside

help for survival.®

Nydng, {198%} argues that if indigenous
N&O’s are to be Lrue to the changes they
claim to represert, tihey have to have
organisational structures which take
sdriocusly the population they serve. They
have t¢ be democyatic, participatory and
self-r¢liant  thooselves, as well as
promoting thes values in the society they

serve. In turn, this ra'ses issues within
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the organisation of balancing democratic
participation with the effective management
cf funds.

While Xyoni, (1987) aptly states rhe case
for celf-reliance and democracy amongst
NGO’s, Midgley, et al; (1987 peints to the
existing centradictions of this position.
He argues that contemporary writings on
community participation are distinguished
nore by lofty sentiments . than by
achievements. The difficulties  of
achieving effective community participaticn
are not always racognised. Above all, he
argu‘i;.s tha®: the literature on the subject
has not decit adeguately with the issue of
the role of the state in comnunity
:ﬁarticipation. 8ince the state now
dominates the Ilives and affairs of its
citizens to an extent previously uhknown,
advocates of community participation cannot
ignore the activities of the state in

social development. ; Pra.ct:ﬁ,r:e
internationally shows that effeétivg
development often entails co~operation
between the state and NGO’s. Business also
often ~‘ays a significant role in thiz
relaticuship.

In a rather dramatic description of the aid
relationship, Mosley, (1987) dQescribes the
impact of aid as being different for the
Finance Ministry in Tanzania or Nepal from -
what it appears to be in Washington D.C.



He suggests that in the past a c¢lear
perception of the aid process - ‘has been
made difficult Ly . the tendency to regard
one or either party us 1'a ~ole controller
of the wmanner in whicle %j i used.

He suggests that whiist donors have their
own conflicts ar' controversies at the
different levels of inplementation, the

recipient governments also face a nunber of

disadvantages. These include amongst
others, uncertainty of prices; guantities
of natural regsources which themseives
change without warning; droughts, fleods
vad  other disasters; lack of data; and
pelitical uncertainties due to Erequent
?:aupf d/etats.

.
CEESN

"Hos}.ey, (4987) also indicates that often

reecipients 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 recipient
countries. The problem ¢ multiple doncrs
in similar projects is also significant.
It impacts negatively on the recipient as

it increases  administrative  overlecad,

allows for technological proliferation,
undermines co-ordination of cost ‘and
benefit, and lsads to institutional
destructicon in some cases as well as the



wroblem of conflicting conditionalities in
the aid packages. All these are
stressful factors in the aid relationship.
Onn the other hand, there are obvious
disadvantages if a recipient depends on
one scurce of funds alone. |

Once again, from a recipieat point of view,
the successful use of aid toe- encourage
self-reliant development 1is problematic.
The existing literature also indicates that
empirical information on this topic is
sparse. Howaver, the litevature does
enable attention to be focussed-on critical
issues.

‘CONCLUSION

As set out in the available literature, the
interface between donors and recipients,
whether at govesnment Jevel or through
private agencies, is fraught with problems
and tensions. These uneasy relationships
arice from’  the lack of public
acknowledgement by both parties of the

legitimacy of the motives and objectives of

the other party.

tThis study seeks to explore  whether a
harmonious relationship can in fact bhe
encouraged between dJonors and recipients.
It alsoc establiches the extent to which
d&ﬁars and recipients respect each other.

Theory suggests that this cannot be an easy-
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relationship. Vigorous co~operation,
howvever, iz a major pre-requisita if, in
fact, community ewmpowerment is to occur.
The need for co-existence, tolerance of
each other and the acoeptance of the
legitimacy of donor and recipient self-
interest can preduce a better anl nore
narmonious relationship between donorsz und
recipients.

The literai-ure review presented in this chapter
assists to elicit variables and themes to study

donor and recipient relationships. Y
(7
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN

The likteratuve review presented in Thapter 2 of this
study logically led to the survey design described
hereunder.

1.

SURVEY DESICN -
The Survey Naesign chosen for this study had to ke
suitable for the following objectives: '

{a) exploring a set of relationzhips that exists
betwaen donors and recipients; :

{b) exploring the sextent to which fundihg
hinders ox helps tha attainment of objectives as
perceived by recipienta and;

(c) establishing preferences for dJdeonors and
recipients so as to provide a basis for mutually
benaficlal relationships between donors and
racipients.

Within the scope of the project and guided by
previous studies, it was appropriate to chouse a
survey design. in which interviewees were
concentrated mainly in the Pretoria,

Witwatersrand - Vereeniging (PWV) area, which |

is the hub of economic activity in South Africa.
Both the recipients and ‘the donurs have their
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2.

head guarters or natienal offices malnly within
this area.

The gtudy is ex-post facto.

SAMPLTING

Due o the large number of potential
interviewees from both the recipients and donors,
cluster sampiing was chosern as the appropriate
sanpling method for this study. (Groebnar David
F and Shannon Patric W, 1989)

The criterion for selection in the sample

_included the fsllowing:

2.1 Donora
" The following categories of dJdonors were
selected: '
Foreign Govermmsnts, Foreign Corporate

Related Trusts, Foreign Government Agencies
and Business.

The  interviewees  From the  donor
organisations were mainly individuals with
experience of donor-recipicne
relationships. They were mainly Executive
Directors of  the donor agencies,
Adninistrators of Corporate Social
Investrent Programmes within the Business
JSector; and Grant Officers-cum-Projact
Managers of Aid organisations. These
accounted for 18 of the tetal sample of 44
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doners and recipients. A List of
Interviewess is given in Xppendix 1.

2.2 Regipients
garilao E D, (1s87) suggosts that NGO’'s can
be dividad into three wmein categories:

{1} gtrategic Groups
These are ygroups that are directly
invelved at the guassroots level,
confronting issues of poverty,
hemelessness, . i1y health,
unemployment and cother social ilis.
Thege groups include members who are
thenselves victims of poverty,
hemelessness and unémployment.

(ii) Sector andjer Service Grcups
These are groups Formed to assist the
grassraot groups threugh the
empowerment process. They themselves
are not directly affected by the
probienms but are close enough to the
problem to offer valuable services.
These include those organisations
that provide . iucation, training,
research and other organising efiforts

AN to support the grassroot groups.
(ili) ZInstitutional Groups

These are groups that have grown into
institutions where they no longer
deal with the grassroots but work
through intermediaries to provide



services and ressarch. They may
bacome - themselves operations that
work at +the highest levels with
isines of policy reform and provide
funding +to strategic and service
Yrimups .

The study by Lee and Buntman, {1989},
categoyrises groups in the NGU sector in
terms of activity. As already mentioned,
these activities cover 47 spheres,
including  agult Educat *on, Rural
Development, youtk work,  .ralth, gcrises
services, service clubs and organibations
to mention but a few. The classiication
is preliminary and more work is being
undertaken to solidify this classificatiocon.

Micou, (1990a) classifies non-governmental
skill trainipg initiatives available in
South Africa into 91 classifications.

For the purpose of this Yesearch 26
recipient organisations were selected,
representing the most important categories
of NGO activity in South Africa. The
sample  was heterogenecus and meets two
eriteria:

{a} it includes NGO. cperating at
dirferent leveis, as identiried by
Garilac’s classification.
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b} it imcludes NGOs that are engaged in
different activitioes as identified by Lee
and Buntman, (198%), Micou, (18%0a), and
8inclair, (12920Q}).

The organizations sampled all receive
funding fron maltiple sources, and
particularly from business. 2all recipient
organisations uphold the c¢oncept ol Yseif-
retiance™ and thus experience the +tensicon
at the interface of their own crganisation

with donores.

3. QUESTIONNATRE DESTGN

3.1

b

Interview Schedule

In orxder to arrive at cogent conclugions
about this wvast and fluid area of research,
an interview schedule/questionnaire was
chosen as being wnore appropriate than a
mailed guestionnaire..

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

(&} The Nature of the Biudy Itself

Corporate Social Respansi'bility has been
the tepic 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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Cne respondent in fact nearly refused the
writer an interview because® he thought
thzt academics werea excesgively
investigating CSR. On corfirmation of the
appointment, the respondent gave mare time
than was required, as he showad kaen
interest in the subject being invastigated.

ma.a‘;iczﬁn by Reecipients

'Many recipients in the HGC sector are
suspicious of researchers. They believe
that infeomation collected will be used
against wsm in many respects. For
~example, will the information be used to
dizcriminate against them, or will it be
used for other reasons not consistent with
the recx.pient's needs? Personal gontact
and face-to-face interviews are regquired to
obtain reliable data in  these
circunstances.

Walters shirley,  (198%) also identified

this problem in heq ), study of voluntary
associations in Cape q L
‘ 9‘ I }\\ . '?‘ “

Mis interprotations

In order to avoid misinterpratatmn of

‘questions, -an interview
schedule/questionnaire  is the better
option as the researcher can clarifw
guestions that are not clear to thi

respondent. This has the advantage that il
tests what the ressarcher wants to test.
The disadvantage he thig approach is that



it potentially increases the subjective
element of the researcher. Hawvewver, on
balance, avoiding nisinterpretaticn 1s the
more importent criterion.

{d) size of Sawpls and Response Rate

) The. sanple o 44 respondents was a
ranageable size for the research. Tha
convenisnos of the faot that noat
respondents are located within reach was
also an influencing ciriterion. This also
implied %+hat the response rate would be
guaranteed at 100% of those selected for
the reaearch 1nterv¢ews.

(e) Credibility gg 3aamgrog

The researcher ﬁas*vorked for 14 years in
the NGO field znd is well known te most of
? the interviswees.  There was a minimal
“credibility gap", as can be seen in the
numbar and variéty of respondents® in
Appendix 1. : '

3.2 neunt_u_s:__am

To derive vav*ablea for measurement, the
literature éﬁ the tap:c was reviﬁwad. (See
Chapter Twh; This revealed the basic
guestiens td& be tested apd the themes to be
ingduded in the research problems and
propogitions. Two prncessegﬂwere followed
in the construction of the interview
schedule/gquestionnaire. 'These were: i

ey



(a}
{b)

{2)

{n} 8

A Pilot guestionnaire and
The Final Interview Questionnaire.

Piloct Tnterview Onestionnzire
2An oper—ended Interview Questionnaire

was designed and tested with 4

recipients and 4 doner organisations.
After 2 intervisws w. » donors and 2
interviews , with wen o~ nis, Bita
responses were repetitive. The
questions posed in  the © open~ended
interview schedule vwere derived from
the literature. These assistod with
the derjvation of variables fur the
final structured intervics schedula,

The Pilot Intarvmwguasi:iannuira iz

included as appandix z.

8tructured Interview Schgdule

{Questionnaire}
“The £inal structured luterview
schedule/questionnaire was again
' tested for consistency and

raliab_iiity, as well as construct and
content validity. This was 4.
through repiloting the schedule wi%h
another 4 ‘respondents. Two experts in
the field of questionnaire Qdesign were
consulted /_fﬁ'-""'_-;, to comment on the

questionnat ,’ and offer alternative
suggestions. ' {Robinson-Byrum
Beverly . and Womeldorfs I

David, (1990) in Pfiffer J Williams,
pgs 153-162.1 . Since
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factor analysis was goiny tc be the
statistical tool for aralysis, the
strucitured interview took tha form of
statements using on ascending scale
-5, The Five Foint Scale is &
- st andard Likert Scale aad is commonly
aged. The Likert Scale is appropriate
for ordinal data, Tiis data io
agsumed to behave as interval data for
factor analysis. The Pinal Interview
Sshefule is included as Appendix 3.

4. STATISTICAL AWALYSIS
4.4 Eéctvr Analysis
. Factor Analysis was selected - assist with
the interpretation of the researcl. -

~ Factor Analveis is an important
- multivariate techn'gque. It comprises a set
of technigues that = reduce and simplify
gata. It is aime. primarily at exploring

data and generating hypoi :ses. iBailey
X D, (1987); . Green P B, and Tull D %,
{1978) ]

Factor BAnalysis works throvgh a process of
extracting factors. These'factops are
rotated, The resulting factor pattern may
fit existing theory or may be used +to
produce new theory. ﬁaming or labelling
the major factors then occurs.. The
rotations can be orthogonal or obligue
where t% resulting factors are correlzted



or not coxrelated, respectively. {Comrey
Andrew L, 1378)

The following steps can be said to be
standard in a Factor Analysis exercise:

(&)} BSelectiosn of variables.
{x) Computaticn of the matrix of
" ‘correlation am)ng the variabls, |
{¢t) Extraction of ‘nrotated factors.
{d) Rotating such factors apd
(@) Interpreting the rotated factor
natrix. ‘

In any one set of guestions to generates
factors, there needs to be more than &
variables.  Factor Aanalysis skares some
tadhniques and similarvities with regressicn
analysis, discriminant analysis, cluster
analysis and multidimensional scaling.
Varimax rotation vielding orthogonal factor
loadings has been applied here.

The NOCS Computer Ickage undertakes 'thg
conmplicated calculations involved in factor
analysizs and was uvued in this case to

assist w}th data analysis. )

- The pregsent study is amenable to factor
analysis bhecause:

{a) the area of resesrch is a growing
field, whars axploratory studies area
increasing;



(b} being essentizlly & descriptive study,

. it hoped to generate other propositions

which can be later tested in further

. resaarch.

{c} There is a wide variety of data which
assumedly can be classified and renaxed so
a3 to reduce confusion betwsen donsis and
recipients. A possibility exists that the
study will point +to common Eirends in
conceptualising certain faotors. . This
will wvalidate existing theoxy on the
subject.,

(d) The data in our uestionnaire design
is nominsi in some respects, but includes
interval Gaia.

4.2 L-Test :
- In order that prefe. .uces and priorities

between donorg and recipients could be
compared, a t-Test was applied to compare
whetner sigpif‘cant differéﬁcaf axist
d recipients in rpspect of
emerged on the variables

betweer: donors :
thef{@ctars th

'teste&. ' These are rotated factor

loadings. ’ f%his enables us then to
generate a number of other propositions and
hypothesis. Factor analysis yields
interval data, which is a primary

reguirement for a t-Test.

66



A significance level of 5% was applied in
testing tvwo sanples of donors and
recipients, These sanples were less than
30; i.e. 18 Donors and 26 Recipients. A
t-Teast is appropriate for small sanples.
The variances are assumed to be egual and
whare +they are mnot egual, a corrachion
factor was applied.

The Median _

The median was used to determine which of
the variables in the - interview
schedulefquesticnnaire were regarded as
most or least important. This approach

assisted us further to understand whether
donors . and reecipients put different
emphasis on the wvariables tested. It is
assumed that this approach will enable the
parties involved in <%he relationship . to
understand their sources of differences

and/or similarities,

A
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH RESULTSH

Tn this chapter the wreoults of the study are
presented and interpreted, in relation to the
interview schedule/guestionnaire in Appendix 3. The
variables for the questionnaire were derived from the
literature review as earlier indicated in Chapter 2.

The interpretation of the results was based unon

statistical analysis, which incorporates: _
I e

tay Fz _or analvsis, where the constructs have been

nmaﬁensid lnto underlylug, 1ndependent “ithemes™,

P i A
E‘J
':'ei

~%ﬁg appropriate for small samples, that is,

m& “than 30 was applied to test whether
- "=y significant differences between donors
'n; wade  In this study donors numbered 18 and
reciplenua';ﬁ< A significarce level of 5% was used
to test” xheﬁstagistical difference between donors and
rezipients. of the factors generated througlr factor
analysis., -

{¢c) ‘The nmedian was used to determine which of the
variables in +the interview schedulefquestionnaire
vere regarded as most or least important.

In this context therefure it would be important for
the purposes of clarity to restate 'the aims of the
study. The study aimed to er-mine:
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{a) A set of relaticonships that exist between the
recipionts of funds and the providers of funding
{especially the private ssctor) for development
programmes within the context of the theory of self~
reliance and community control on the one hand and
the reality of dependence-creation on the other.

(b) The extent to which funding helps or hinders the
attainment of objectives perceived and set by the
recipients. Do these objectives conflict with the
objectives of the fundaxrs? |

() The real praferences of fundors and community
service organisziisrs respectively in South Africa.
This issys-~xs explored in order to provide a basis
fur a nofx;.____.fmutually beneficial relationship between
funders and the recipients of funds.

1. PRESENTATION OF DATA

1.1 pemsgraphic Dats

This data was derived from gquestions 1 - 4.

1.1.1 Nanes of organisations and Titles of

Respondantg
The names of the organisations and
the ~ respective positions of

interviewees are given in Appendix 1.
These include 18 donors and 26
recipients, Amongst the donors, 3
were executive directors of trusts,
8 were managers of cCorporate social
responsibility programmes, 1 was a
black business leader and 4 were
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field and grant officers of aid
agencies, 1 was a hoard member of a
trust and another was an executive
director of a business foundation.
This spread of interviewvees amongst
Gonors assisted in getting a much
more valid and reliable view of the
variables that were being studied.

Amongst the 26 recipients 15 were
executive directcrs of the programmes
they run, 3 were field staff, 5
“were administrators, 2 were general
secretaries of the twn'major labour

union federations in the country
while the final interviewee was the

Deputy General Secretary of .a major
ecumenical organisation. o

1.1.2 8pread of Respondents

The spread of vrespondents in our
sample are presented in Tables 1 (a)
and (b).

Table 1 {a) .
Donors |
Business
Fozeign Aid Agencies
Corporate Trusts
Intermeliaries

=3 QP
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7%

Spread of Respond- .its

Donors

Busingss 50%
=]

-

intermadiaries 8% t S

|

1 i

‘\

Forgign Aig Agengies 22%

. i3

Corporate Trusts 22%
2

A nterfage Pigure I

The percentage representation of the
sample of donors is depicted in the pie
chavt marked Aid Interface Figure I.
This indicates that 50% of the donor
sanple was represanted hy businzss whilst
22% was represented by foreign aid
agencies and corporate trusts
respectively. The distinction between
corporate trusts and business is based on
the fact that a number of companies



particularly those who disinvested
subseguently established trusis to carry
out social investment  programpes.
{Duncan, 1989) Intermediarizs who provide
funding but also enrngage in compunity
development constituted 6% of the sample.
Intermediaries are those agencles founded

by business and are referred to as
foundations.

Recipients

The sample of recipients as already
indicated included 26 organisations.

These are presented in Table 1 (b).

Table 1 (b}

Recipients \
Intermediaries 7
Grassroot Organisations 5
NGO’s Service Organisations 14
Total 2

———

The percentage representation of recipients is
indicated in the Pie Chart marked Aid Intexfaca
IT.

The classification of recipient organisations is
based primarily on Garilao, (1%88). Studies by
Sinclair, (.986), (1989) and (1990} and those by
Micou, (1990a}; Lee and Luntman, (1989} have alsoc
helped to clarify this aspect.
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Spread of P.mpondents

F. .cipients

Grasercot Organs 18% intarmediaries 27%
[+ Y
[~

Ezvvigs Organs (MGG 84%

e

Aid Intertace  Figure IX

=g T

In this sample of  recipients, 10%
represanted grassroot organisations, that
is these that are directly affected by the

problem. 27% were intermediaries -~ those

who assist groups with funding Xut are
themselves working on significant changes
in addressing the social ills of society.
54% were service agencies, which service
ather programmes, mainly grassroot
organisations with training, organising or
gome such activity which we will refer to
when we present data on donor and recipient
activities.
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1.1.3 Nature of Activities engaged in by
Donors 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. 'This
spread of astivities enabled us te
form & clearsr idea about which areas
are receiviag attention from donors
and which are receiving attention
from rYecipients., It is probabkle that
the extent to which a gap exists in.
the areas of focus by donors or
recipients could contribute to the
B misunderstandings er the
understanding that exigbs amony
donors and recipients. :

In this context therefore, Table 1.1
" depicts an estimate {pﬁ activities
that grdht recipients éxaf;ngaggd in.
Table 1.2 indicates the activities

r;  funded by donors. i

Table 1.3 : MNature of s.:kivities Pagfo;ghd by Grant
Recipients _

Development, Training & 26

Bducation

Saxvicing of Othexr Programmes 23
Reésearch Activitias 16 .
Mizcullansous Activities 11 v
Production and Manufacturing 8 "

Rural Devalopment Projects
Urbanisation Projscis
Selling of Goods

Formal Education

oy~



Pre-Schoocl Education
Housing Frogrammes

w W

Total estimate of Activities
Qovered 122

The stepped bar chart marked Aid Interface
Figure IIT presents  the number of
activities engaged ia by reciplents. It
also indicates that each recipient could be
involved in more than one of the activities

indicéted.

Prod -

Sales
Res
Dav

F.Ed.

Serv -

Pro.Ed
Haus,?ng

Ry Te.- S

'f""'Urﬁa_m
biger,

Ald Interiaca

Activities
Recipierts

Y 3 G 15 20 28 30

i B scries 1 !

Figure IIX




‘The grant reciplents interviewved identified

a total of 122 community devc:opment areas

in which they opsrated. Some recipients
indicated that they may ks irvolved in more
than one act vity. For axample a

vecipient may be involved in development,
aducation and training astivities whilst at

the same time they mnight be
research activities.

Tabie 1.2 3 Nature of aActivities Funded by

Involived

Donors

Development, Pducation and Traiming is5
Litevacy Projects i3 -
Miscellaneous Activities 13
Formal zduuation Projects including , 13
Bursarias

0o-oparat1ve Devalopment Venturs 12
Projects

Rural Development Projects 12
Health and Walfawe i -
Small Businesas Development 11
Regsearch Projecis 13
Sapital ineluding Buildings and 10
Equipment

Formal Education excluding Bursaries 8
Publications and Media projects 7
Housing Programmes excludiag Isfra« 4
striuture

Housing Programmes including Infra- 3
structure

Total Eatimats

156

A total of 156 activities in which donors

‘claimed to be inwolved is shown in Table
2.2. Once again donors indicated that they -

4’ not fund only one activity but may .fund
more +than one type of  activity amongst
those indicated in this table.,

786



The =tepped bar graph marked Aid Interface
Figure IV presents the freguency of donor
funded activities.

Activities
Donors

Lt
Devw.
SBDevy.
Ga.ops
Rex,
Puhl,
FEd
Ftd,
Cap.
Hl
H.E.
R.D e"l
Healith
Misg,

l M Series 1 l

Aid Intariage Figure IV

A comparison of recipient activities and
donor funded activities indicates that
rrciplents ars highly involved in
development training and education
programmes. A frequency of 26 is counted
followed hy servicing of other programmes
with a freguency of 23. Research
activities have a freguency of 16. Four of




the recipients interviewed were inveolved in
housing programmes. This has a freguency
aount of 3.

Denors on the other hand seem to have a far
moxre equal spread in the funding of
activities. Davelepment, edueca. 1 and
trainingy however receives a high priority
fallowed by literacy, formal education
projects and other activities. Again
housing programmes seem to receive low
priority from dono, 1 fact similar to
that of recipiuais.
e

- Twe conclusions can be arrived at from
thia aspect of tha research. The first is
“that it sho@s current trends among the.
respondents. These indicate that
developuent education and training are the
major activities engaged in by both donors
-and recipients. Housing programmes se to
receive low priowity, aven tieﬁgh
theoretically housing formwms part and parcel
of the development activity. A restricting
factor ‘with regard to housing could he the
cost of housing and the fact “hat many
respondents indicated that inspite of the
fact +that housing is important, it is
primarily the responsibility of government.
Business respondents indicated that they
were inveived in housi.ug -mainly through
“their quality of work 1life programmes,
which are mainly in-house operations
directed at employeas of the company rather
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+han being motivated by social
responsibility or philanthropy.

Secondly, it can be deduced that it is not
clear whether it is the donors or
recipients whe determine priority areas of
activity. The fact that donors are seen (o
have & more ovenly spread response Than
vagiplente in terms of activities is
indicative of this fact.

PEIORITIES

As oppesed to simply identifying a wide rangé{w(}f
adtivities in which donors and recipients were
involved, it was also important to establish
which areas of activities should be receiving
priority furding. - Again this would establish
trends and differences amongst <donors and
recipients which bhave implications to their
relationships. .
I

The responderf#s were reguired +to identify
priority areas/qf funding using a standard Likert
scale where 1{5 was not impdri:nnt. and & indicabted
that the =etiwity was most important in the views
of the respéﬁdents.

21 items were vrated and subsequently rank~
ordered. Appendix 4, Table 3 indicated the
miwber of and percentagss of responses by both
donors and recipients on each item of the scale.
Tahle 2,1 (a) and Table 2.1 (b) indicata the

¥
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medians &wnd rank orders of both donors and
recipients on these 21 items.

The 21 items are themselves an indication of the

activities identified in 1.1 and 1.2 above.

Table 2.1 (a) : Donor Ratings of Priority Areas
of Funding

Item

i.

15.

16.
1?.

is.
19,
20.
21.

[

Preschool Education
Programmes

Comnunity Development
Progranmes

Management Training
Tertiary Education
Rural Development
Human Rights & Justice
Issues

Primary School Programmes
Smail Business-Development
Programmnes

High School Education
Pragrammes ‘

Youth Programnmes
Literacy Programmes
Labour Development
Programmes

Health and wWelfare
Community Co-cperative
Ventures :
Community Related
Research Programmes
Housing Programmes
Political Awareness
Programmes
Urbanisation Programmes
Art & Cultural Programmes
Relief Programnes
Academic Research
Programmes

n o= 18 |
N o= 44 nl = 18 n2
* Indicates a tie in the ranking

Dongr
Zoking

4,81
4.75
4,21

4,37
4.17

. 4.06

1.06
4.00

d.86

2.80
3.70
3.64

3.61
2.50

3.509

3.36
3.30

3.1

2.83
2.83
2.50

Rank

No
1
2

3

4%
4%
&%

g%
8

g9

10
11
12

13
14

}\

14*

16
17

1B
15%

9%
21

BG



Tabla 2.1 (b) Recipient Ratings of Priority
Areas for Funding

Ikten DS Recipient Rank
Rating No

1. Community Development 4.50 1
Progranmes

2. Preschobl Education 4.39 2
Programmnas

3. Housing Picgrammes - 4.36 3

4. Rural Deve.opnent 4.32 4
Programmes _

5., Primary School : 4.14 5
Programmes _

6. Comaunity Related : 4.07 6
Eesearch :

7. Hanagement Training ; 4.03 7

8. Youth Frogrammes ; 4.00 8

%. Literacy Programmes : 3.95 9

10. Health and Welfare h 3.94 10

1l. Community Co-operative | 3.33 11
Ventures - s )

12. High School Programmes =~ 2.93 1i*

13. Human Rights & Justice 3.92 13

14. Tertiary Programnes . 3,70 14%

15. Lahour Development : 3.70 14
Frogrammes :

16. Urbanisation Programmes 3.59 16

17. Political Awareness 3.50 17
Programmes :

18. Acadeémic Research 3.38 18

_ Programmes -

19. Small Business 1 3.25 ¢ 19
Development - : _

20. Art & Cultural Programm#s 2.92 20

21. Relief Programmes _ 2.72 23

n = 26

N = 44 'whera ni = 18 and ﬁz = 28

A comparison of donors - and recipient
ratings as well as rank erders indicates
that gonors  see pre-school, education
pxogrammes, community development
programmes, managemént training, tertiary
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education and ruval development progrzmmes
as the top 5 that should receive priority
funding. These items received a median
rating of 4.81, 4.75, 4.21, 4.17 and 4.17
respectively. These are ¢lose to 5 on the
Likert scale. Rural development and
tertiary edusation are tied in order of
prinrity. '

Low priority programmes for funding are art

- and cultural programmes, (2,83), relief

programmes, {2,83), and academic research
programmes. These are ranked 1% and 21
respectively. 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 proygrammes, small business, high
school, aynﬁtll, labour development, health
and welfaré, community co~operative
ventures and community related research
activities, These received a rating of
4.06, 4.06, 4.0C, 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 andg community related
research tied at rank 14. Human rights and
primary school programmes tied at rank 6.

Housing programmes, political awareness
programmes and urbanisation programmes were
seen as somewhat important by donors. They



received a lukewarm response ir respect of
priority funding, and were rated 3.36, 3.30
and 3.190.

We note that amongst donors high priority
areas for furding are clear. These are
preschool education and community
developnent programmes. Many  doners
interviewad indicated that even though
these are priority areas for funding for
then, other areas are also important,

tn the other hand recipients rated
community development programmes, pres-
school education, housing programmes, rural
development and primary school programmes
as the top £ive priority areas for funding.
These received a rating of 4.50, 4.39,
4.36, 4.32 and 4.14. The three least
important areas for  funding amongét
vecipients are small business developme:r':
programme-, art and culture and relief
prograr .23 each receiving a rating of 3.25,

2.92, and 2.72,

Community related research, management

training, youth programmes, literacy
programmes, health and welfare, community
co-operative ventures, high school

programmes and human rights and +ustice -

programmes in that order are regarded as
very important by recipients.
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The research indicates, using rank orders,
that community development and preschool
education p.ogrammes are regarded by both
donoxs and recipients as high priorities
for funding. The median scores indicates
that recipients did not rate the %op 5
items as strongly as the donors, ‘The
donors are more direct about which areas
they fund.

‘A number of other differences in the
ratings exists between donors and
recipien‘és. 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 Ne 19. Housing
programmes are arnother notable difference.
bencrs rate this item at No 16 whilst
recipients rate this item at No 3. The
nedian ratings for this item though are
3.36 by donors and 4.36 by recipients
signifying that hoﬁsing is very important
for recipients whilst it is only somewhat
important for donors.

Suffice it tc say that there are notable
differences between doncrs and recipients
on some activities as priority areas of
funding whilst there is agreement on
others.
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It is probable that these differences in
priority for funding contribute to the
variabkility in relationships between donors
and recipients and the extent to which
self-reliance is achieved or not achieved.

CRITERIA

Donors and racipients often enter a relationship
around a nuwber of criteria. These criteria are
often made kuown by donors in their publications
and  brochures and are implied in the way in
which thes select programmes for funding.
Recipients alsc select donors on the basis of
criteria that they have consciously or
uncouscicusly defined. These are largely
reflected in the preambles, constitutions or even
in the nature of the project activity itself.

For the purposes of this study, a number of
 variables were selected from the Ppilot
interviewees for inclusion in the interview
schedule/guesticnnaivre as variables that needed
to be tested.

Again the establishment of criteria for entering
into a relationship Dbetween donors and
recipients is an important elemeni in donor and
recipient relationships.

Tw0 processes in this regard have besen followed
in the study. The first, was to determine
through the Likert scale which oriteria both
recipients and donors regarded as most important

8%



and which were regarded as not important. The
scale was from 1 - 5, with i indicating the
criteriz as not important and 5 indicating that
the criteria were most important.

B¢ wvndly, a factor analysis was performed to
reduce the criteria to a minimum so as to explain
them in relation tec the theoxy. Thig is dene
either to confirm axisting theory on this subject
or to generate prepositions that can further be
investigated in other research.

A similar process has been followed in respect of
doner and recipient objectives, notives,
relationships and the issues of self-reliance,
control mechanisms, admninistration and
accountability.

In each of these cases where factor analysis is
pexformed, 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 view these itenms,

This approach is important if we are to aexplore
the dynamics that are imperative in defining the
extbnt to which donors and recipients will co-
cpefate, rmutually cow-exizst and benefit in the
pirocess of community empowexment.

3.1 Median Ratings and Rank Orders of Criteria
In Table 3.1 {a) donor median ratings and
the rank orders. of criteria are shown.
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Table 3.1 (b) shows the median ratings and
the rank orders of recipients.

Table 3.1 (a) 3 Donor Ratings of Criteris

ITtem Donor Rank
Ratings oOrder
1. BRelevance to community needs  4.94 1
2. Direct support to gommunity 4.40 2
3. Hultiplier effect 4.25 3
4. Non-racizl make-up 4.25 4
5. Long-term self-sufficiency 1.20 5
6. Competent staff 4.20 6
7. Cost affectiveness 4.17 7
&. Non-governmental - 3.50 8
9. Abolition of apartheid 3.50 8
i0. Relatively inexpensive 2.9%3 io
Table 3.1 (b} : Reecipijent Ratings of Crjteria
- Xtem e Rec :.gien‘!_; Rank
Ratings order
1. Ralevance to community 4,85 b 4
nasds
2. Compatent ataff 4.78 2
3. Direct suppoert to commanity 4.50 3
4. Project cost effectiveness 4.50 4
5. Long-term self-sufficiency 4.23 5
€. Aboliticn of apartheid 4.10 [
7. Multiplisr effaect 4.04 7
8. Non-governmental 3.75 8
9. Relativaly inexpensive 3.38 9
10

10. Non-yzeial make-up . 2.83

A cnmpariséniof the criteria by both denors and
recipients indicates strong agrepment on the
selection of the projects for funding on the
basis that each projei’“ﬁhould have relevance to
community needa. —
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 i.e fact that it should provide direct support to

the community as in relieving vnemployment, ill-
health, or providing a significant service also
indicates strong agreement between donors and
recipiznts, who rarked this criteria as number
2 and number 3 respectively. The median rating
of 4.50 by recipients indicates a strong
agreemant, reinforced by donors with a median
rating of 4.40.

The fact that the availablility of competent staff
in tha 'project is ranked high amongst recipients
at No 2 and & by donors indicates another
difference between donors and recipients.

The akolitiocn of apartheld as a criterion is
rated as somewhat important by dQonors wvhereas
recipients ruted this criterion in the wvery
important category.

Donors rate the fact that the project must be
non-racial in its make-~up as No 4 whereas
recipients regarded this aspect as the least
important. 3 clear difference of perspective
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 makes this
criterion important. ‘They noted however that a
significant number of the progranmes are based in
black communities and addrecs largely the
difficulties in these areas. Recipients on the
other hand indicated that even though they are
working towards a non~racial scciety the essence
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of their programmes are focussed on the plight of
the affected and disenfranchized and these are
essentially black people.

Both donors and recipients agree that the
critericn of the projects being relatively
inexpensive was not important.

The very important criteria for both doaors and
recipients were indicated as the tact that:

(1) The project must be self-sufficient in the
long-term. Both the donors and recipients rankead
this item as No 5.

{(2) ' The project must be cost effaective. Donors
ranked this item as N¥o 7 with a median rating of
4.17 which indicated that it was very important.
Recipients «: the other hand ranked this item as
No 4 and rzted it at 4.50 indicating that it was
most imporiant for then. X

{3) ‘The project must have a multiplier efzact,
Donoré ran:=d this as item 3 and rated it at 4.2%
meaning that it is very important. Even though
recipients ranked this item Ne 7 it wasz also
rated 4.04 which puts it in the same category of
very inportant identified by donors. Agzin,
there is pe significant difference on this item
batween donors and recipients.

{4) 7The fact iLhat the project should conbtribute
towards the iﬂaliti&n of apartheid was seen as
very importan%wpy doners iating it at 3.50 but

W



also as least important in rank ovder. It was
ranked No & out of 1¢ items. Reciplents ranked
this item as Ne 8§ and rated it at 4.10 putting it
in the category of very important. Clearly thefe
is no difforence of opinion ian this regard when
using deseriptive statistics.

{5} Tha far.ut: that %he project must be nop-
govermmental in natuvre was rated 3.506 and 3.75 by
donors and recipients respestively. This
indicated %hat this criteria was very important
by both denors and recipients. Durimg the
interviews, respondents indionved that sone
programmes such as education, hesalth and welfare
and heusing are arguably within the government’s
sphaere and that reccénition mist be given teo the
fact that thesa type of prograrmues are largely
state funded.

3.2 Factor Analyais of Critaria
A number of the factors that emerged from

the factor analysis, the inportant labels
~or names that emerge as subouming  other
variables measuring criteria are- tabled.
The eigen values indicate the extent of the
significance of the factors, The factors
are explained by the percentage of
cumilative variance for  each factor
generated.

Pactors Lshels % of cumulative Eigenvalues
' Variance

Factor 1 Multiplier
~ Bffect . 23.81 2.3608
Factoer 2 Conmunity 8



Relavance 38,84 1.5234

Factor 3 Qost
Effactivenass 52.58 1,3713

INTERPRETATION OF FACTORS

FACTOR 3 @ MULTIPLIER EFFECT

the folliowing constenrcts load heavily onbe this first

factor.

construct natatga_g;cter
: _ ioadings

Multiplier Effect Potential 6824

Long~term ~ Self-gufficiency 6241

Inexpensive Programme « 6889

Competant Programme Staff <5699

Using a t~-Test to vompave whether there is
a rtatistically significant’ ‘difference
between how doncus perceive the issuye of
multiplier effect in the aid interface, it
was found that the probability value was ,
.2234 using a signzf;ca%ae level of .05, we |
‘conclude that there is no significant
difference between how recipients and
donors parceive the matter of multiplier
wffect in  entering a relatzonsth in
communzty development activities

Table 3.2.1 indicates the t-Test results of
the factors 1, 2 and.3 tested. For the
purposes of ciarity, the t-Tests for other
factors of the studys are ingcluded in
Appendix 6 of this study. |
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This factor is called the ®Hultiplier
Effect" factor since it correlates highly
with the notian of empowerment. It is
submitted that if and when community
empowerzent programmes have competent staff
the likelihood of the programme becoming
gself-sufficient is high. It is also
probable thit the programme o<an then be
inexpensive in the long-tei. The: long-
term community benefit and the spread of
resources are based upon ccmpeten&. We
can postulate that;  the ewxployment of
ccmpetent stxff is a community smpowerment
procers i itaslf sinca it shouigd
theoretically lead to long-term self~
sufticiency and the tuplication of
rosources and benefits to socioty.

FACTOR 3 : COMMUNITY RELEVANCE

The follewing constructs load heavily onto
the second factor.-

fengtxuct ’ Rotated Factor
Loadings

Relevance to Comaunity Needs «7216

birect support to Community . 7059

Non~racial maka-up of proiesct « 5773

The test of significance at the .05
significant level indicates a probability
value of .0458., This is ¢loser to 5% and
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tells us that dhere is a statistically
significant difference between the
recipients and donors regarding their
perceptions of this construct.

Thisg factor is named ¥Community
Relgvance" due to the fact that the issue
of providing direct suprort to  the
community in  terms of jor~creation,
limiting gqcigl 2y coenevally leads to
community partlic: ation.. Th2 Issue of non-
racialism is reminiscent of the majer drive

and criterion that most programmes are:

pursuing. It is a measyre of relevance
with respect to empowering communities to
move towards a democratic non~racial South
Africa and is thus not surprising. ‘

FPACTOR 3 3 COST EPFECTIVENESS
The following constructs load - heavily onto
this factor. '

Gomstruct . Rotuted Factor
_ S Le 8

The project must be cost- 6846

effective

The project must be nown .5GB6

governmantal

The project uust have a 8902

political objective to ena

apartheid

This factor is called %Cost Effectivess",
Studies by the World Bank, Garliao (1987),
indicate that non-governmantal
organisations by far are able to reach a
ﬁidef.speutrum of people, easier, quicker

o5
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and more coct-effectively ~ compared to
government institutions.

For many dancrs as well as recipients,
cost-effectivencss is paramount as a
criterion for funding.

The notion that the projsct in order for it
to be cost-effective must have a political
objective to end apartheid signifies a
strong concern amongst the respondents
abou: the costly nature of apartheid hence
the wide numbar 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 1level of .05 indicates that
there was no significart difference hetween
donors and recipients. The T-value on this
theme is .684% which is higher than .0S.

OBIECTIVES ‘

A numbar of variables were elicited that indicate
donor and recipient objectives. 'The assumption
in this instance is that donors have objectives
which they want <to achieve by giving aid.
Recipien likewise have their own objectives.
Both parties engageduin 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 objectivas
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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 droups 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 reguest
from donors and tha long-term or short-term
nature of funding can gerve to enhance or
undermine the objectives set by the recipients
and subseguently inhibit self~reliance.

A number of objectives 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 xegard between donors and recipients.

Table 4.1 tgi_ H gégor Ratings and Rank Order of
objaectives

Tten Donor Rank
Ratings No
i. Projects accept funding offered 4.38 1

by dcnors even if funding is not

sufficient for achisvement of

objectives

Projects sh .14 not be given 4.25 L2
iarge amounts of poney until

thay hava proven their

capacities
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3. Projséts must understand that 4.25 2%
donors are governaed by
different regulations and

policias

4. Projects must have nultiple 4,33 4
aources of funding

5, Projects don’t undsrstand donor 3.92 5
pricrities '

6. Dsuors do not understand what is 3.88 6
involved con the ground

7. Loag-tesm programme funding is 3.83 7
moxe preferable than short-term
funding

B. Projects seek funding beyond 3.30 8
their capacity to implement

9. Projscts meeting grant 3,00 9
conditions mecure ongoing support

10. Donors are prescriptive 2.88 16

11. Donoxs come with package dealas 2.79 11

Tabla 4.1 (D) : Recipijent hRatings and Rank Order of
Objactives

Ratings No
1. Long~term programme funding is 4.69 1
mors preferable thin ahkort-tarm
2. Projescts should not be given 4.33 2

lurge amounts of money until
they have proveh their

capacities -

3., Projects must have multiplie 4.30 3
sources o¢f funding '

4. Projects must vnderstand that 4.12 4

donors are Jovernsd by
differant regulations and
policies
5. Prxojects accept funding offered 4.10 5
by donors even if funding is not
sufficient for achicvement of

objectivas

6. Projects don’t understand donor 4.06 R
priorities

7. Doners do not understand vhat iz  3.13 7
involved on the ground co

8. Projects meating grant conditions 3.50 8

ssourss oagoing support



2. Projacts sdek funding beyond 3.4 9
taeir capaclty to implement

i0. Donors are prescriptive 3.08 10

11. Dopors come with package deals 3.06 11

N =44 where ni = 18 and nz = 26

In this case the respondents needed to express the
extent of their disagreement and strong agreement
with the statements made. The results reveal the
folliowing.

(g} That thersa was agreement that projects accept
funding even if that funding is not sufficient to
achieve the project objectives. Donors rated +his
item at 4.39 whureas recipients rated it at 4.10
indicating an agreement on this variable.

(b) Agreement also existed on the fact that projects
should not be given large amounts of money until they
have proven their capacities. Donors rated this item
at 4.25 whereas recipients rated it at 4.38. There
iz a close alignment on this issue.-

Overall, there is a Llose alignment between doriors
and recipients on objectives, the notable difference
being the statement that long-term programme funding
is preferable to short-term funding. Donors rated
this item >t 3.83 when recipients rated it at 4.69.
Donor agresment was not as strong as that of the
recipients. This aspect of the research will be
further analysed in Chapter 5 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 practice of shovi-
term funding preferred by donors.

Factor Labels % of Cumulative Eigenvalues
Yariance

Factor 1 Donor Imposition 26.04 2.8648

Factor 2 Donor Imperatives 15.47 1.7038
Factor 3 Implementation '

Capacity 1i.96 1.3161

Factor 4 Multiple Donor 10.22 1.1241

suppert

The T-Values incicated that there was no zignificant
difference betwsen how donors or recipients perceived
these aspects. The T-probability wvalue at the
-significance level of .05 is .6238 on this factor.
- Other factors are distjussed later but also show no
statistically significant differences. |

[

INTERPRETATION OF FACTORS

FACTCR 1 DONGR IMPOSITION
The following constructs account for this factor.
i L._,. ’
r_\., Botatdd Fagtor
L Leoedings

Donors don':t understand what is
happening on the ground . 7432

.. Recipients accaptance of funding
~jeven if the funding is not sufficieat

for project objactives ~.5580
Projucts not to be given large amounts

until they are capabla of handling . 5593
funding

Donora come with Q&GXGQC deals B 27917

L
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This variable is named "Donor Imposition" on
recipient cbjectives.

We can postulate that; whexzc doners do not take the
pain to understand the recipient’s objectivas, &ud
where they indicate, unintentionally perhaps, lack of
trust in the recipients’ capabilities, relations are
hourd to Dbs uppalatable. Recipients in their
eagerness to receive funding because they wely on
external sources to themselves, will not fully
achieve their objectives of becoming self-reliant.

TOR 2 = DONOR T TIVES

The follioewing constructs account fev this factor.

Construst . Rotated Factor
' Loadings

Fragquent Donor Priority Chang:s « 7254

Doneor Reguiationa and Policies 7172

- This factor is named "Donor Imperatives” since ths
indication of the factor is that what appears to be
important for donors are their priorities and their
regulations and policies. This suggests that donors

-'tend to be concerned with their own structures and

with maintaining the status quo in their ranks.

FACTOR 3 5 JMPLEMENTATION CAPACITY
The following constructs account for this factor.
Construct | Rotated Factor
N Loadings -
Meeting of grant conditions secures ~ -.7530
. ongoing support '
Projects seek funding beyond their . 6878

capacity to implament progrimmes
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This factor is jabelled “Implementation Capacity"
gsince the meeting of grant conditions and securing
cngoiny suppeort is prebably highly ralated to the
capacity eﬁ;the project to implement its obiectives.
%e car pogtulate that; the  lavels of reguest
subnitid to donors should be related to the capacity
of the recipient ¢o implement their programne
sbjectives.

FACTOR 4 : MULTIPLE DONGR SUPFORT

102

This factor :J ‘lakelled “Multiple Doncr Sur-ort¥ due .

T

'to the Tacy that this is a preferred way of operating

by many recipients and donors alike. The Zolilowing

. constructs account for this factor.

m&m&& : S Rotated ¥actor
!

Prnjacts-nust ha e multiplt sources - ,9083

of Tunds '

Programme funding tovering a leonger .

time Irame is more preferadla than - .5126

‘short-~tera funding

o _
© It is suggestsd hare thaf long-ierm fuiﬁing is
“ preferable since it allows for proper planning

and foredasting. The relianze on one donor is
detrimental to self-reliance and ey give the
single donor control over a raaipient. It would
bs imparative that recipients acek as many'and'as
varied & donor as is possible. Mosley, (1587)
warns against this and suggests that ¢he
difficulties that  '$ten arise witk/ regard to
reporting requlrements and time available ¢to
Iraaxpients te invelve thensslves in their

Y
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activities 1s adversely  “&ffected by the
conditioralities of different donors. If we link
this with our previcus findings with ragard to
Factor 2, donor imperatives, we can see what the
difficulties of this approach <can ne. Many
donors  have varying interests, reporting
requirvements and standards. This creates a
burden on recipients who often have to build
bureaucracies o meet the reporiing needs of
donors,

In reference to Tablg 4.1 {a) to determine
Rifferences between donors and recipients using
the median and ranking, the important faet for
doners is that theve is agreement that proiects
tend to accept funding even if that funding is
not sufficient to meet their objectives. The
fact that preojects must not be aiven large
amounts of  moner vntil tThey are capable of
handling such funds and the fact that projects
must under&g:and donor regulations and policies
received strong agreement from donoxs. That
projects must seek multiple sources of funding
was also significant for' <ionors. ’

Recipients uyreed with doncxs in Tabhle 4.1 (b)
as indicated, on the fach that prodects should
not. ba given large amovats oFf mding until they

ara eceapable of hantiism, ooh fuedisg ~o1 also
that they need v have .t op! SOUIDes Gl
Fanding.

Whiist donors bhave rol 3 lomg-r ¢ awde ¢ in

rari Mo 7, recipi-oots have rvanXed 0 oom ibe

Ve
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priority No 1. Perceptually this might indicate
that there ore differences between donors and
recipients on this issue. Statistically there is
ne significant dJifferance between donors and
recipisnts on this issue as reflected in the t-
Test of these factors with probability values at
.6228, .4010, .2856 and .3465 on factors
1,2,3,and 4 respectively. Since scores were
less than o greater than the .0S
significance level applied.

MOTIVES

The factor analysis on wotives indicates the
najor factors extracted and their eigen wvalues.

The constructs that account for the labels ara

indicated with rotated factor loadings as in
other cases. Table 5.1 (a} and 5.1 (b)
conpares the median scores of donors aund
recipients on motives, |

Factor f conastrust . % Cumunlative Eigenvalue

Yaxriance
Factor 1 Enlightened , ’
8¢ L=interest 25.71 3.224%
Factor 2 Compasaion 20,95 1.8652

"

INTZRPRENATION OF FACTORS
The following constructs account fcr thiz factor.

construct Loadingg

Corporate giving is based largel. on - 88053
self~-interast
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Corporate investment in community 7462
gsecuraes the futurs of the business -
gelf-interast above all else iz the 2602
metive for CaR :
bonor poliey framework determines . 8238
giving

Foreign aid primarily shapes ac ety 5206
for its own interests

Projects like donors uphold primarily 5794
their self-interest

This factor is named after Bioom’s, (1985)
explication of why business needs to become involved
in communities and shew interest in issues in the
. community. Business can only co-exist peacefully with
tha communities within which it operates if it can ke
gsean to be genuinely concerned about what is
happening in that community. This is zlsc in the
intereat of recipient arganis'a_.tions as thay uphold
their selif-intersstas primsri*y. This is indicative
of Epstein’s, (1989 concept of Corporate Social
Responsiveness. 'ﬁ
il

FACTOR 2 & COMPASBION | |
Rotated Factor

gonstruct - Loadinga

Compassion and the Love of Mankind is £959

paramount in the decision to give o

The salt-reliance of recipients is - + 7849

primary in datermining aid

Matching of objectives by donors and « 5757

recipients

_Enlightened self-interest and the agreement to match
sglf—interests and objectives by donors and
recipients iz a factor that seems to appeal to both.
The rctated loadings on the compassion and the love
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of mankind do not necessarily suggest that cowjassion
and the love of mankind is vamount in the decision
to give. What seems t©o be more important is
enlightened self-interest. The T-Value on this
factor is .05 which is egual %o the significance
level of .05 suggesting that there is
statisﬁicalky, a significant difference beiween hew
donors and recipients view this issue. There is no
significant difference in Factor 5 at .3364.

Table 5.1 (a) : Donmor Ratings of Motives

Item -Qenog Rank
Ratings Order
1. Projects and donors must realise 4.68 i

that botn have cbisctives « they
nust mateh these
2, Corporate giving is hased 1trqezy 3,93
- on-self-interest _
3. Political interest to shape - R.79 '3
soclety is a primary motivation
for forelgn aid

4., Projects like donors primary 3.77 4
., uphold their selif-intersst , _

S, Engaging in social investnment 3.7% 5
securss the future of the
corporation

6. The aslf-reliance of re ipientas ‘3.30 (4
is primary in determining aid -

7. Sslfintsrsst above all slae i=2 . 2,70 7
the primary motivation for
giving

8. Policy Irazawork determined by 2.76 7

the donor is the only driving
., forea for giving
&. Coupassion and tha love . " 2.00 8
- mankind is paramount in the
dscision to give
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fahle 8.3 (b} : lecipient Ratings of Motives

Iten Recipisnt Rank
katings oOrder

i. Cor; zate giving is based 4.77 1
largely on salf~interesi

2. Engaging in socizl investment, 4.14 2
secures the future of the
corporation '

3. Projects and denors must 3.22 3
realise that both have
objastives tley must match

4. Projects like.denors primarily 3.93 4

_ uphold their self-intsrests

5, Political interast Lo ahape 3.75% 5
sociaty is the primary
motivation of ald

§. Policy framework determined hy 3.41 6
the donor is the only 4riving _
force for giving v

7. Self~intarest above all alse 3.4 7
is the primary motivation fox
corperate giving o

8. The sslf-reliance of xecipisnts 2.87 8

- i3 primary in detemmining aid

-

" Compassion and the love of man- 1.88& 9

kind is paramount in the
ancision to give

AN

Che

~ According to Table 5,1 (a} donors strongly agreed

that projects z2nd donors must realise that both

have aobjectives which ‘they must match. This was
. yated on a median of 4.68,

Donors also agree that corporate giving is based
1argely on self-interest, that political interest

va shape society is a primary motivation for
foreign aid, that projects like donors primarily
upheld their seli-interest and that engaging in
social investment aecures Fhe fuoture of the

- gorperation.
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The self-reliance of recipients as being primary
for determining aid received a "somewhat agree"
response from donors.

Donors disagreed that self interest above all
else is the primary motivation for giving, that
the policy Fframework determined by the dun~ is
the only driving force for giving. Compassison
and the love of mankind being paramount in the
decision to give was also rejected by donors.

On the other hand fromr Table 5.1 {b) it can ke
seen that recipients agreed -~ (but not as
strongly as donors) ~ that corporate giving is
based largely on self-interest., Reciplents also
agreed on the fact @ that engaging in social
investmnent secures the future of the corporation,
projects and donors must realise that both have
objectives which they must match, that projects
like donors upheld primarily their self-interests
and that pelitical interest to shape society is
the prirary motivation ¢% aid.

The proposition that the policy framework
detarmined by the donor is the conly driving force
for giving and that self-interest above all eise
is the primary motivation for corporate giving
was  not enthﬁsiasti:a!ly- agreed upon by
recipients. '

Risagreemant and strong disagreement was found on
the fact that the seli-reliance of recipients is
primary in determining aid and tne fuct that

108



6.

compassion and the love of mankind is paramount

in the decision te give.

Cleurly, there is agreement between doneors and
recipirants about the fact that corrassicon and the
e of manking is not paramounit in the decizion
6 givae. Agreement also exlsts between doiors
and zeclnients about the primary metivation for
aid and  corporate giving. This aspect will bhe
deal* wi'h in Chapter 5 as it validated both
narvey Lonc hold by doners and recipientc as well
ag the litorabure oa the subject.

h e D a2

On the Likort secale 1-5%, the respondents ware
required to indimate the most iwmportant Jactors
responsible for an anicable doner and recipient
relationeghip.

Table 6.1 {a) apd Table 6.1 (b) below show the
results of this iten.

Table 6.1 (a} : Denor Rating of Factors Governing an

Amicable Relationship

iten Doenox Rank
- Ratings Order

L. Wegular financial and narrative 4.25 2
reports

2. xapport struck between donor and 4.17 2
recipisnt officers

2. Compliance with contractual 3.83 3
agresements

2. Ongoing funding a.5¢ 4

5. Contractual agrecments baetween 3.10 ]
donors and recipients

€. Political popularity of the 3.190 6

project
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7. The fact that funding is onee off 1.5¢C 7
8. Donor board reprasentation 1.50 8
on recipient project

Tabie 6.1 (b) Recipient Rating of Factors Governing
An Amigabla galatign ship

Item Recipient Rank
Ratings prder

i. Regular financial and narrative 4.57 i
reports

2. Compliance with contractual 4.33 2
agreemants

3. Rapport struck between donors £.27 3
and recipients

4, Qngoing funding ' 4.14 4

5. Contractual agreement hetween 4.09 5
donors and recipients

S« Political popularity of the 2.64 6
project

7. Donor board representation on i.88 7
recipient project

8. The fact that funding is once 1.61 B

off

It was found that donors thought 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 relationship. Compliance with
contractual agreements was  somewhat important for
donors, as was ongoing'funding for the relationship.
Contractual agreements between dorors and recipients
as well as the political pupularity of the project
were also found to be somewhat important for donors
and recipients to maintain an awricable relationship.

Donors believe that once~-off funding and donor board
representation were not important factors in the
donor- retipient relationship.



Recipients on the other hand felt that the following
factors were very Iimportant im maintaining an
amicable relationship between donors and recipients:
reqular financial and narrative reporting, compliance
with contractual agreements, rapport struck between
donors = aoid recipients, ongoing funding and
contractual agreements between donors and recipients.

As opposed to donorg, recipients indicated that the
political popularity of the project is the  least
important factor to govern the relationship.

Like donors, rocipients agreed that donor board.

representation on recipient projects and the fact
that funding is once-~off ware not important factors
~in the relationship. Through factor analysis the
" following constructs brought about the ensuing
Jabels/themes.

Factors Label % of Cumuiptive Eigen Values
' Yarisnce

Varian
Factor 1 Rapport 30.01% 2,4007
Pactor 2 Political 17.77 1,4219
Popularity
Pactor 3 <Contractual .
Agraements 14,31 1,1446
Factor 4 Donor 12.59 11,0074
Representation

INTERPRETATION OF FACTORS

The Zfollowing construct loads hea® .y on this factor.
Eotstad Yactoxr
Gunstruct Loadinga

dngoing funding | 27845

ill



Rapport struck b officers - »7080
donors and recipicoca

Regular financial 2234 parrativae 27707
reports

This factor is called YRappeort¥®. It is suggested
that a good rappert betwesen a donor and & recipient
will lead to an amicable rel:. ‘onship. This will
further be enhanced 2and maintained hy regular
financial and narrative reporting. Tha likelihogd of
receiving ongoing suppert will be high. Mewy donors
and recipients confirmed this view during the
interviews. )

FACTOR 2_: POLITICAL POPULARITY

The following constructs leocad heavily on this factor.

Rotatad Factor
Censtruct Loadings
The fact that funding is once-off .B450
The political popularity of the . 7351

projact

This factsr is called Y“political Popularity¥. Man}
recipients during the interviews indicated that
donors tend to select projects on the basis of the
'projaéts political popularity. Whiist donors
certainly acknowledged this they did not believe that
this <ontributed in any way towards an amicable
rel:r “ionship between donors and recipients.

FAQTOR 3 : CONTRACTUAL AGREEMENTS .

The following factors load heavily on this construct.
Rotated Factor

Consiruet : Losdings

Contractual agreenents butween donoxs .8366
znd reoipients
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 compliance with contractual agreements .2447
by recipirnts and dodcrs

It is suggested that the aexistence of cloar

contrastual agresments be. .gen donors and recipients
and the compliance with such contractual agreements
are imperative in the promction of amicable donor-
recipient relationshipa.

FACTOR_4_: DONOR REPRESENTATION

There is one construct which sceounts for this factor

which is self-axplanatoery. rthis is called@ YDonor
Representaticn®.

] . : . gdta-;..ed Fagtor
cg_z_:g;rqgg Losvdings

DQIIOI‘ board membsr xepresnntat.g on on « 9590

racipient board

On these factors, the ©-"2st indicated that there

l’\ .
iz 1o statistically significant difference -

ketween donors and recipients  which is

represented by & probability T-Value of .1708,

-6897, and .4586 din that order at the .05
significance levei.“

Recipients and donors shew .that there is a
“striking similarity in respoct of the factors
that acoount for an amicable félationship between
dorors and recipients. These are the facts of
regulay  financial anéd narrative repoz;fg;,
compliance with contractual agreements and tﬁe
rapport struck by the officers of the donor ﬁnd
the recipient.
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7. SELF-RELTANCE

Using the Likert scale the respondents were
rogquested to indionte the e tent to wnich they
agreed or disagreed w!th ths variables in Table
7.1 {a} and 7.1 (b) ben*y.

ngle 7.3 fa) : Donor gatiﬁgs of Fachors of Self-
Reiiancs :

Iten - | Doner  Rank
: - | Ratings  No
i. Projects cannot be self-ieliant 4.87 1

as long as they do not generate
) their ewn funds

2. Projects must maintain a 4,25 2
partnerzhip relationzhip with
donors

3. Denors must give sufficient 3.28% 3

funds tc allow for seif~
relianca to emerye over time

4. Belf-relisnce is not possible 3.37 4
due to lack of participatiion
finvancially by communities

5. B8Sslf-reliance is not possible 3.00 5
due to fluctuating dcnor
priovities

igglg ?ﬁi_jpi t Recipient Ratings of ggctg;s'ng 5@1f=
Rellance - |

Itenm _ Recipient Rank
- o Ratings Order
i. Donors must give sufficient 4,42 i

cfunds to allow self»ralianca
to emexgs cver time

2. Projects must maintain a 4.30 2
- paxrtnarship relatiorpship with
donorsa
3. Projecta cannot be self-teliant 4.19 3

as long as they do not genex ate
B their own funds
4, BSelf-reliance is not possiblas 3.79 4



e

.‘I}'-.;.

 Donors alst ésm&wﬁgt agree that. they

hﬁecipients balieﬁL ﬁLat donors must give
- funds to allow for self-reziance to emerie!

due to lack of participation
financ:ally byl communities
Salf-reliance {s not posaible
due to fiunctusting denor
priorities

5.

i
Donorq arsreed thafl prajects cannot be sel)

long . ‘as they :do ’ot genérate cheir own

fundse,

3.4 5

tereliant aé
that

they magh eaintain a partnership relatibnship with

doneors and that 2

1.
lf-reliance is not possgible due to
Clack Qf7particaﬁaixoﬁ financially by commuhities.

‘must  give

sufflczent funds ko allow for self-reiiance to emerge

over time and Lﬁ -t is not possible

self-reliance duel
“ls |

They agree  wifh .
relationship :m,ua-.'*J
cannot be _fa?-ta:l.i'-»‘i
‘generate their au

doncrs that . a.

'eliant as' long as thq
funds. '
Thote ig qgreeme%: between dopors and red
the fact that self—reliance is not posgil
lack of partlcipa1icn financially by commy
that self-relianclk is not possible due
fluctuakting pricrifties.

Through facter an
for the variahie o3

___,_‘_._.A-—-_ =

salf-raliance.

Factor 1

1

be maintairied and thal

N
Iysis two factors were|

|
'%

to achieve

tc fluctuating donor prigrities.

!

.sufficient
tc:ver tine.
partnership
E projects
}y do not

1

!

Fplents on
lg due to
pltleq and
; to donor

% of cumylative Eiden Values

|

!
!
1
I

extracted_
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Funds 18,56 1.7781
Factor 2 Generaticn of
own Funds 21.41 1.0704

3.5.1,1 INTERPRETATION OF FACTORS

FACTOR 1 % SUFFIGTENCY OF FUNDS
The following constructs load onto this facter,

Rotated Factor

Congkructs Loadings
Danors rust give sufficlent funds to- 637
allow ioxr self-reiliance to eneryge

over time

Self-reliance is not poss;ble due to + 7344
denor fluctuations "
Self-reliance is not possible due to »7331
lack of community participa*ion .
zinancmally '

- -
B

This - factor is called "Sufficiency of Funds", This
suggests that in order for self-reliance to emerge

donoss need to be patient and also gzve substantial =

amounts in order that the project can move towards
self-reliance. The disadvantages of poverty have
vaused reciplents to expect that the ompowerment
process must of neceasity be financed by dondrs. The
t-Test value at the ,05 significance level shows that
there is no significant difference between how donors
and recipisnts perceive thléﬂlssue, the t~scord being

.1879 which is greater than 155.
{

SACTOR 2:__GENERATION OF FUMDA |

The following constriucts account for this factor.
Rotated Factor

Censtruct Loadindgs

Projects must maintain a partnarship -,8333
relationship with donors
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Projects cannot be self-raliant as -.5837
jong as they 4o not generata thaeir
own Iunds

Thiz factor is called "Generation .: Funds",
This 1is essential for self-reliance and the
independence of recipisnts from ¢ nors.

It is not understandable in terms of theory why
these wonstructs are grouped Logether. a
partnership relationship is obviously highly
desired by both donors and recipients. It is
difficult to know how it facilitates self-
reliénce for which the generation of own funds is
paramount. The »otated factor leadings on these
constructs are both negative but suggest a
positive correlation to the varidkies under
study. | '

During interviews 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 (a) and 7.1 {b) we can see how
donors and v uients viewed the issue of self-
reliance and which factors they stromgly agreed:
were primary for self-reliance to emergse amongst
donors.

There is agreement on the part of both donors and
recipients on the three essential factors that
comprise self-reliance. '



The research suggests that donors and recipients
prefer to get involved on a partnership basis.
The implications for donors to give wore funds to
cover a long perisd is aige ¢ farsised and needs
to be exanined. ' '

SOURCES OF FUNDS

Five socurces of funds were identified.
Respondents were then requested tc indicate the
extert to which they agreed with the statements,
The following is an indication of how donors and

recipients responded.

"8.1 Yodisna for the acceptance of funds by

Donoys and Recipients

Table 8.1 (a) : Donor Ratings of the Acceptability of

_mmmg_g
Iten Dopors Rank
Order
Foreign Aid Fundx 4.48 1
8A Private Secter Funds 4.29 2
Foreign Corporate Related 1.10 3
Prust Funds _ .
Funds with strings attached 2,00 4
Bouth African Government Funds 1.83 5

Racipjent Ratings of the

mm;itx__;_ce_rt__a___z_ai gources of Funds

iten Recipients Rank
grdear

Porsigr Ald Punds 4.32 i

BA Private Sector Funds 3.93 2

Foreign Corperate Ralated 3.64 3

Trust Funds _

funds with sirings attached 1.3% 4

iis



South African Government Funds 1.77 5

These tables show complete agreement betwvaen
donors and recipients. In the interviews a
number of respondents indicated though that the
emergence of a ‘new and demeccratic’ government
could change their attitude to the South African
government funding., Others commented that
wherever funding is involved, people will bend
the rules. |

Both donors and recipients agree that foreign aid
was acceptable. fionors unlike recipients,
indicated a strrnger agreement on the  South
Africqp private secter funds, and foreign

_ corporate related trusts while recipients

somewhat agreed with the acceptability of these

funds.

9. RECIPIENT PREFERENCES FOR SOURCES OF FUNDS

The respondents were reqguested to indicate
preferred sources of funds on a standard Likert
scale ‘of 1-5. i = Not Preferred, 5 = Most

- Preferred as opposed to which were acceptable.

Tabhle 9.1 (a} : Donor Ratings of Preferred Sourges

of ¥unds

Item Donor Rating Rank
| Order

Locally Generated Community Funds 4.50 1

Church Funds 4.38 2

Foreign Foundations Funds 4.28 3

Loca) Corporate Privats Sector 4.04 4
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Funds _
Foreign Government hid Funds 4.00 5
Foreign Corporate Related Funds 3.94 &
Local Foundation Funds 3.50 7
gouth African Govermment Funds 1.87 8

Takle 9.1 _ (b} Rauigieng Ratinga of EPEr:iferred
Scwrces of Funds

Iten Recipient Rank

. Rating Srder

Church Punls 4.50 1
Porsign Foundation Funds .27 2
Foreign Aid Government Fund 4.00 T
Locally Generated Compunity 3.67 L&
Funds

Yereign Corporate Funds 2,64 s
Local Corporate Private sSsctor 3.58 &
Funds
_Local Poundation Funds 3.06 ?
“South African Govarnment Funds 1.63 8

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

Donors ranked the top 4 preferred sources of
funding as Jlocally generated community funds,
church funds, foreign foundation funds and
private sector funds in that order. Recipients
on the other hand ranked their top four
categories of funds as church funds, Cforeign
foundation funds, foreign government funds and
locally generatsd funds in that order.

bonozs ranked locally generated funds as No 1

whilst recxp;ents ranked these funds as No 4 in
the order of preference. church funds were

||. |
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ranked second by donrors while recipients rank-d
this No 1., Foreign foundation funds were ranked
No .3 by donors whilst they were ranked No 2 by
recipientsz. Local corporate private sector funds
were ranked o 4 by donors whilst they are out of
the top 4 priority preferences ifrom the
recipients at No 6. In ternms of thes Likert scale
donors generally show stronger preferences than
recipients with the exceptien of church funds as
most preferred by 1recipients and locally
generated funds most preferred by donors at the
same score of 4.5,

Donocrs however mnoted that most people would
prefer locally generated community funds since
these are less tainted with self-interest. They
noted alsoc that though thisz was the case these
funds are not usually availabkle,

Church funds are seen by donors to be religiously
motivated and therefore do not ecarry all the
negative = connotations of enlightened self-
interest.

Donors and recipients alike did not prefer Scuth
African state funding for empowerment programmes.,
Recognition was given however to the fact that in
areas such as housing, health and welfare the
state is the m&ior source of revenue.

Like donors, recipients sze Church funds in the
nost positive light in terms of enlightened self-
interest. The fact that foreign foundation and
foreign aid government funds rated high implies a

-
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long-standing relationship which "alternativa®
community programmes have had with these sources
of funds. Many recipients have noted that
foreign aid and foreign foundations kept the hops
alive and sustained alternative programies during
the hazd and repressive years of the State to the
extent that the State had te effect the infamous
Disclosure of Foreign Funding Bill of 19289,
initially proposed as the Orderly Politics Biil.
Even at that stage, Foreign Governmenis played a
large role in persuading the South African
Government to.water down this Bill. To this date
only twe organisations are now declared as
Reporting Organisations under this Act.

~.0L MECHANISMS
The respondents were requested to indicate strong

agresment or strong disagreement on the factors
set out in Tables 10.1 (a) : nd 10.1 (b).

Table 30.5 _(a) : Doneor Ratings of Control Mechanisms

Item

Sone

Donors . Rarnk
Rating Ordsr

o ersure continued funding

Regular p gﬁ ject avaluations should he 4.68 1

Unannouficed visits to projects by 4.00 2
donors are time consuming for

recipients

Financial, narratives and visitations 3.00 3
to prajects are all that is required

to guarantae funding

Donor visite to projects are time 2.29 4
consuming for recipients
Rarrative and financial reports ars 2.14 -1

a1l that donors should reguire to
gquarantee funding
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Table 10.1  (b) H gncipigg&L Ratings of Controi
Hechanisms

Item _ Recipient Rank
Rating oOrder

Regular project svaiuations should be 4.335 i

done to ensure centinved funding

Narrative, financial and visitations 4.14 2

to projucts are all that is required

to guarvantses funding

Narrative, financial and visitatiens 3.10 3
to projects zre sll that is required

to guarantee funding

Unannounced visits to projects by 2.50 &
donors are time conauming for

recipients

Donor visite to projects are tinme 2.09 5

consuning for recipients

Donors strongly agreed whilst recipients oily g
agreed that regular prolect evaluations should be |
done to ensure continued funding. Whilst donors
agreed that unanmounced visits to projects by
donors are time consuming for recipients, |
recipients disagreed with this proposition.
The agreement expressed by donors and recipients
J indicated a lukewarm response as to whether
_financial narrative reports and visitations to
prejzets are ail *hat is r aired to guarantee
funding.

Both donors and recipients disagree that doner
visits to projects are time consuming.

Through factor analysis the following constructs
were extracted for control mechanisms. '
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Factox Labal - _% of Cumulative Eigen value
: variance ‘
Factor 1 Guarantse of
Funding 2%.61% 1.4668
Factor 2 Visitations 21.32 1.0433
Pacter 2 Projsct 16.99 X.010€
Evaluaticn

INTERPRETATTION OF FACTORS
The following constructs account for these factors.

EAEIQEﬂL_W_E_EBAEEEE_QE*EQQQ_E_ . :
Rotatad Factor

nggtms.t | Loadings

Financial and narrative reports are 8078

all that donors should regquire to

guarantesd funding

Narrative, financial and visitationa =-.7841
to prejects ars all that is reguired

to guarantee funding

This factor is called "Guarantee of Funding" as
.both donors and recipients tend to use financial
and narrative reports as well as visitations as
mechanisms that guarantee future funding for the
activities of the recipients.

FACTOR 2 : DONOR VISITATIONS

2 - CEo

Gensizuct | Leallings
Donoxr visits to projects are time .7&59
consuning for recipients

Unannounced visits to projects are .a$5n

time consuming for recipiexnts



This factor is called "Donor vVisitations"™ sas
donors often visit projects to assess progress
and collect prima facie data on the existence ol
funded prejects so that +they can establish
whether further funding or no funding is reguired
for the project activity funded.

FACTOR 3 : PROSECT EVELUATION

Rotated Factor

gahst;uet Loadings
Regular project evaluations should .9810

- b& done to ansure continued furding

CL _t43 BEGH

1i. TINE ¥ OR_PROJE

The respondents were required to indicate the
most appropriate time frame within which
fe:ecipients having received funding were to begin
to show results.

Table 11. i1 (a) indicates donor responses and
Table 11.1 (b) indicates recipient responses.

Iten Ronors .- .
o~1 1 s
- 2=-3 9 - 50
- 4~5 8 44
100

nlL = 18



rable 11.31 (b)) : Recipient Rasporses

Item Recipient %
10ars Exeguancy
O=i T 4
2~3 16 62
4-5 s | _3%
163
nz = 26,

. Thae tctal sanple {N) is 4¢ lLeing donors (ni) were
is

ard recipients {n2} were 26.

o 12. FREQUENCY OF REPORTING

Respondents were asked to indicate on five items
listed below the nost appropriate and preferred
freguency of reporting by projects to donors.

Every proiect needs to set realtistic time frames
for the achievement of its-ebjectives. Agreement
on these time frames ;ﬁ\ grne of the main
constraints on the domor-ra &ant relationship.
one of the consfraiﬁts of the donor/recipient

relationship is the expectation created by
recipients with regard to assessing properly an
effective period that will result in the project

setting realistic time~frames for the achievement

of set cbjectives.

poriors, in seeking for quick returns on their
investwent, are likely to create unrealistic
expectations themselves' by belisving that
everything they fund must werk well and quickly,

Ear ]
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without due regard sometimes to the extreme

difficulties faced by projects.

In this rvesearch agreement is reached by donors
and recipients that 3-3 years is the ideal periecd
in which a project cam begin te show results.

The next preferred time-frare is 4-5 years.

50% of the donors indicated a prefersnce for 2-3
years, while 62% of the recjipiente irndicated this
time frame. 44% of the doncrs indicated 4-5
vears as compared to 35% of the recipients, Only
5% of denors and 4% of the recipients chose -1

year.

Table 12.1 {a) indicates donor responses and

Table 12.1 (b} indicates recipient responses.

Table 2.1 () : Dopor Pesponses
ponors '?“3 '
Onca a Month e 0
Quarterly 7 39
Half Yearly : TR 28
once a Year o s %3
At the complstion /ﬁ#’ e o
of the project A7
Total *hk i ig0
H = 44 ‘Vhera ni = 18
ble 1 b t s

. Racipients X
once a Month 1 4
Quartsrly 5 19
Half Yearly 6 23
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Cnce & Year - 14

At the completion 0

of the preoject

Tetai 26

N = 44 whera 22 =26

The bal charts marked Ald Im:erfacca g
respectively indicate the. frecuency

1z

n
Qs

b
L]
k]

zg Voand vI
.. reporting

preferied by both deonors 2.3 recipients.

R
A

Freqaency of Prefe:'ed Res rtlng

Donors

Aid Interfage Figure ¥

Monthly  Quarterly  Haif-yearly (  lbarly

i
‘ I Series ¢ l

Gompletion




-

Frequmnw of Prefered Reportmg
Recipients

e P

Mcnthi-y_ Guarterly naif=vaarly Yeariy Lempietion

’-‘ Saries 1 !

Ald nterface Figure VI

The pie *énartl'marked Aid Interface Figure' VII

indicates that 39% of the denors preferred guarterly
renoris. 33% preferred yearly reparts and oniy 28%
preferred half yearly reports. N’c: donor wam,ed
monthly repbrting.

1z
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aid istertace Pigure VII k=

Frequency ot Preferred Reporting
- Donors |

- Frequency of Preferred Re
- Recipients

porting

Aid Intertface
Figure VIII




In contrast to dono s more than half of the
respondents (included in the pie chart nmarked aAid
Interface Figure VIII) 54%, preferved yearly
reporting as opposed to 33% of the donors. 23%
of the recipients preferred half yearly reporting
which is c¢lose to the 28% figure reflected by
denors. A wide gap exists between donors and
recipients regarding quarterly reporting. 39%
of the donors prefer guarterly reporting as
compared to only 19% of the recipients.

13. ADMINISTPATTION

The respondents were reguired to indicate on the
Likert scale the extent to which they agreed with
2 number of statements regarding administration.
Table 13.1 (a) and Table 13.1 (b) show ths
ratings of those items by Dboth donors and
recipients respectxvely.

l_b.l__l_:_L.J_L.__M nsﬁm__L_n»mni_t:a_t.m

iIssues
m! ’ m:.:‘.,‘-;:g
S Ratings - Opder

1. 3ack nx administrative £.38 1
capaciLties leads to project :
failurs

2. Many donors ara not fond of 4.05% 2
funding administration cosats,
but regquire administration
duties to be fulfilled

3. Projects lack administrative 4.00 3
capacities :

4. Projscts lack technical 3.90 4
capacities

5. Many donors do not mrovide for 3.88 5

sufficient back-u;: .rocedurss to
advance the administrative
capacities of projects
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. Many donerz reguire a2 lot of 3.30 8
aduninistrative procedures to
satisfy their own bureaucratic
" needs .
7. Projects rafuse tschnical 2.93 7
advice becaussc they sec the
advice as donor taking contreol
8. Many donors do not underastand 2,50 8
that the reperting procedures
they regquire simply take too
much Lime away from project

activity
Tabla 13.%1 {b) : Reciplient Ratings of administration
- Ispuss
Item Recipient Rank
- _ ) Ratings oOrder
1. Lack of administrative 4,57 1
capacities Jeads to project
failure
2. Many donors are not fond of ' 4.36 2

funding administrative coats but
regquive administrative duties to
bs fulfilled
. 3. Many donors do not provids 4.23 3
- for sufficiant back-up vroceduresn
to advance ths zdsministrativae
capacities of projects

4. Projescts lack adwviniztrative . - 4.7 4

capacities . '

: 5. Projects lack technical : 3.81 L
i capacitias . )

6. Many donors roquiro a lot of 3.70 6

administrative procedurss o
‘satisfy thaeir own buresucratic
needs 3
7. Projscts refuse technical advice 3.67 7
: because they sse the advice ax
the donor taking control
8. Many donors do not understand 2.7% 8
that the reporting procsdures .
they requirs simply take too
much time away from projact
activity



.

From these results it can be seen thot both donors
and recipients agree that the lack of administrative
capacities leads to project failure. Recipients show
a ctronger agreement on this issue than donors.

Agreenent also exists with respect to the fact that
many donors are not fond of furnding administrative
costs yet they reguire administrative duties to be
performed, that  projects lack administrative
capacities and technical capacities and that wnany
donors de not provide sufficient back-up . ocedures
to advance the administrative capacities of projscts.
Agzin recipient agreements are stronger than those of

.Ili ;.. d\_ rs -

TSN . - :
‘%ﬁﬁFacfur Analysis on Administration issues was

"rm@d. . The respondents were reguested to

ﬂn the extent af their agreement with a number
_"'"ments. These statements are derived from the
} ..;hvﬁiﬂ review, as well as from points raised at a
numbez. v conferences. " The work of Mosley, (1937)
again isfluenced this aspect of the research.

: Yarisnce
Factor 1 Adminisirative
Tachnical 23.84 1.9071
Assfiatance
Factor 2 Administratizn
' and Raperting 21.96 1.7568
Conflict -
Pactor 3 Teachnical o 14,50 1.1601
Assistance

Dilomma
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The t-Test for each factor is as follows: .707%,
.1017 and .9917 implying there is no statisticolly
significant difference between how the donors and
recipients perceive  this issue at the .05
significance level.

INTERPRETATPION OF FACTOR

The follswing constructs account for the aforesaid
factors.

FACTO : i TIVE TEC [+) ASESYS CE

Rotated Fagtor
Construct Loadings
Many donors do not provide for .5958

sufficient baci-up procedures to
advance the adpinistrative
capy  des of projects

Prod. 3 lack administrative 6747
capacities '

Projects lack technical capacity  .8394

This factor is called "2dministrative Technical
Asgistance® based on Mosley’s, (1987) work on the
study of aid.

PRCTOR 2 : ADMINISTRATION AND REPORTING CONFLICT
This factor is called “Administration and Reporting

Conflioct® again based on Mosley’s, (1987) work and
that of Cassen and Associates, (1987). '

T TION OF FP g

The following constructs account for this factor,

: Rotated Factor
Construct Loadings
Many donors require a lot of «7012

adminiatrative procedures to
satisfy thair own bureaucratic needs



_ Maany d¢ s 40 not understand that «5530
the rep. Uing procedurss they reguire

simply take teo much time away from

projsct astivity

Many donors are not fond of funding . 7526
administration casts, but reguire
sdninistrative duties to be fulfilled

FACTOR_3 3 INTERPRETATION OF FACTORS : THE TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE DILEMMA

This factor is called "rhe Technical Assistance
Dilemma® as indications from the respondents are that
donors claim that often recipients refuse technical
assistance and lack administrative capacities leading
to project fallure. Oon the other hand projects
accuse donors of refusing to £fund administrative
costs but expect administrative duties to bs
performed. Some recipients indicated during *the
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.

L Fetated iﬁctar
Gonstruct oadings
Projects refuse technical assistance 8199

az thay zes thae advice as
tr donor taking control

.2k of administrative capacities + 6377
ad to praject failures

In order to dgterm;na whlch factors were more
important for reé&pients and donors the median scores
are computed. \

Lab
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Both donors and recipients have similar items
right across %4he table. There is high agreement
on the lack of administrative capacities amongst
projects., The implication of this state of
affairs to self-relian~ 2 .ad in particular to
compunity contrel, participation and cémmunity
management is serious.

ACCOUNTABILITY

Again the respondents were reguired to indicate
the extent of their agreerment with a number of
statements on a Likert ccale 1 - 5 as in other
instances.

Tahle 14.1 (a) and Table 1l4.i ({b) show <the
results by both donors and recipients
respectively.

Table 14.1 (a) : Dopor Ratings of Accountability
Jtenm ' - onor Rank

™

2.

3.

1.

Donors and recipients nust be 4.20
accountable to each other
Recipientz must declars to a 3.50

larger pociesty their donors

80 a3 %o bs accountable to

society . '

Donors must declars to the 3,00 3%
largesr society their

recipients a0 as to be

accountabls to society

Recipients should only be 3,00 3%
accountable to their

inmediate censtituencies '

Recipients have an obligation 1.88 5
to deciara their funding to

the staie in order to ba

accountabls

Ratings Order
L )
2
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Esble 14.1 {b) : Recipient Ratings of Accountability

Tien ' Recipient Rank
Ratings Ordexn
2. Donors and recipients must be 4.69 1
accountable to sach other
2. Recipients must decliara to the 4.13 2

larger society their doners so
as to be accountable to society
3. Doners must declarxe to the 4.07 3
larger scciaty their recipients
so as to be accountable to

society

4. Recipienis shkould only be 2.50 4
accountable o their immediate
sonstituensy

5. Recvipients have an obligation 1.31 5

to declare their funding te tha
state in ordsr to bs accountable

In this instance both sets of respondents agree that
donors and recipients must be accountable te each
other, and that recipients must declare to the larger
society their donors so as to be accountable to
sceciety. Recipients agreements are stronger on these
issues than donors.

Whilst donors somewhat agree that they must declare
to the larger society their recipients, recipients
agreenment is stronger on this issue.

Donors somewhat agree that recipients should only be
accountable to their immediate constituencies,
recipients are inclined to disagree on this 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 form of accountability to the state
would be necessary. Others indicated that state
intervention im whoatever form and by whatever
government i not desirable. They indicated that
relations between the private sector and the
copmunity are mature enough to be regulated without
state control.

The factor analysis on this construct revealed the
following.

Factor Label % of Cumnlative Eigen
variance Yalua
Factor 1 Declaration 45.66 2.2832
Factor 2 Joint
Accountability 21.67 1.0836
Factor 3 BState 20,60 1.0302
interfersnce

There is no statistically significant d4ifference
between the donors and recipients view of these
factors. This is accounted for by a T-Value of
.2061, 3204 and .0405 respectively at the .05
significance level.

PACTOR 1 : DECLARATION

INTERPRETATION OF FACTORS

These  factors are accounted for by the fellowing
censtructs,

Rotated Factor
Congtruct Loadings
Donors must declare to the larger .9118

society their recipients so as to
bes accountable to society
Recipients must declare to the larger .8528
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society their donoers zo as te be

accountable to society

Recipienta should only be accountable ~.7987
to their immediate constituencies

This factor is called "Deolaraticn" as the rotated
factor loadings suggest.

FACTOP 2 : JGINT ACCOUNTABILITY
This factor is called "Joimt Accountabiliity" as both

respondents indicated its significance during the
interviews. This is also a subject of vigoroﬁéf-
debate in recipient and donor organisations and
between these parties. &

INTERPRETATION OF FACTOR
Th- following construct account for ghis factor.

potited Factor
Construct Loadings

Donors and Recipients must be -. 9824
accountable to sach other N

FACTOR 3 : STATE IMYERFERENCE Koo

This factor is called "State Inteiference” as it is
. self-explanatory. Both recipients and donors alsc
refuse &tate interference and or intervention as
indicated which ih‘the preference and acceptability
of sources of funding.

P TOM-C [¢)
The following construct accounts for this factor.
. & E Egg ! !!“II g"g! -‘
Recipients have an obligation teo " 29841 ”

daclare their funding to the Jtate
in order to be acoouniable
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COMM

Azked to comment generally on the denor/recipient
relationships; the roiao »f the private sector in
philaﬁtﬁropic activitie: and that of foreign aid,
both regcipients and donors had a numbsr of
comments te make. 24 sample of these comments is
extracted from both donors and recipients and
vresented as part of the findings,

15.1 DONORS

15.1.1 Relationships
With respect to this aspect donors
commented that joint ventures between
recipients and donors are preferred.
They felt thai recipients lack trust

in donors due te lack of knowledgs.

amongst recipients of donors. Donors
need t: vpurify" their reasons for
funding and need to divorce funding
from their interests.

Gihers. = commented that the |

. relationship amongst donors  and

) Vi recipients is governed by a great
) deal of scepticism and suspicion,
deceit and 1lack of mutwal trust.
Ancther commented that the
relationship is “prostitutionali”

based on credibility gaining and no
matual benefitting, the problen of
politics = contributing  to the
situation. One donor commented that

1490



good relationships between donors and
recipients are no% iLnown. .

Another domor cosmentad that donows

ten. to be white and the recipients

black. comsunics zion  she  added;

hetween donors and | recipients
e

therefora hecomes <.onfusing. She

continued and asked "How do companies

arrivae at stzatéqins and the

selection of personnel in  CSR?™ |

“Thers is a lack of  clisr
percaptioas’,; she added.

On a more positive ' note__;;-éome dcnofs
commanted that partaersfhips should be
enhanced, technological expertise

. thyough transference of ekills

including secondments if necessary
should be encouraged. The enablement
of  the . recipient to Dbe self-
sufficient™is necessary. Recipients
must realize that they must not

‘depend ‘on donors since donors only

provide initial nhelp and assistance,

Self~reliance is important. .No
cominating and subgexrvient
velatiosdnips should be encouraged.

i

Another denor indicated that the

problem with donors is that they are

bogged down in paper work. She added
that relationships could be imptsded
if wvisits to projects were dona at

- b
o
[}




recipients
assistance

the field level,
increasingly getting
through donors in a ~ollaborative
manaer.

35.1.2 Rols of Foreign Add -

The response of doncrs to the role of
foreign aid in philanthropic
activities had a positive and a
negative response. Foreign aid was
perceived to have had a positive
impact in maintaining aiternative
organisations during the peri of
substantive repression. It made a

" positive impact on education and
changing unjust -laws in the country..

Being developsental. and essentially
philanthropic in its interests though

are also to improve political and -

comercial relationships of the donor
couptry. In this context, one donor
commented that "Foreign aid has hal a
positive impact. It has maintsined

alternative organisations. during

substantiv:  vericds of ruprcssion.
It should continue ¢to maintain
pluralism in the country."

On the negative side, foreiyn aid was
accused f a number of things by
donpors. These included the fact that
foreign aid was not focussed, does
not give ocut ¢f the goodness of the
heart, comes thh pre onceived 19eas
of what is right to do, not allowing
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ferment on the oground, being
dAifficult to ‘terpret, pursuing
foreign policy obijectives and
international relations and aot

‘taking community needs seriously.

Ona donoy commented that “Ther. “as
beon high suspicion about forelgn aid
partic-larly US funds. Europeans
have sponsored nainly protest
politice,  They should go further
into deveiopmert Another donor
commented ul YRL sign  aid  has
hidden agendas .... . r them politics
are more urgsnt Lfhan community
pasds. "

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 the responsibility
currently carried out by foreign aid

will go to the future South African

government and to business.'  They
indicated that governments wiil' in
future tend to go bilaterai and that
there is too much foreign aid at the
noment being used for the benefit of
individuels rather than communities
and creating dependent organisations
not thinking strategically for the
long-term. In this context, one
donor commented that "“Foreign aid ia
foreign policy, ©reciplents must
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undsrstand this and thrash out a deal
that suits them." He commented
further that more often than not
recipients come with unrealistic
expectations. He admonished; Yastrike
a deal”. '

Another donor commented that "Foreign
aid is doing a fair bity. Eastern
friends he suggested "are still
inzansitive to country reaeds,
Foraigs aild is  still  nparrow, -
focussing on business interssts..
They should have visitations of long-

" term bensfits. Westerners have burnt
their fingers aad have Jlearnt from
t'.h-.-;&s situation. Thay are Tmora
positive in their approach which is a
regult of involvement dirsctiy over a
period of tima*,

15.1.3 Ihe Rols of the Private gecior

An elemelt of self-criticism was
prevalent amongst donors with regard
to the role of the private sector.
This was particularly evident from
the CSR managers who often find
themselves  caught up in promoting
company polipies and interests but
also have a genuine concern about
development activity.

One donor commented that "companias
‘do not 3seem to understand that the



wvelfars of the community is in their
interest. They do not promote gself~
reliance. Develcpment must be looked
at in relation to the ratio of prefit
margins that the company makes. The
hottonm line nuat be ¥pgople
Davelopmant®.
13

In this context, a number of comments
ware made to the effect that the
private sector is not deoing enough
inspite ¢f the great need that
exists. Many donors saw the private
sector as shifting its responsilility
to foreign governments. Business is
also seen as self~serving,
patronising and  not understaanding
wiat is happening on the ground
except what makes business good,
taking an Iinsensitive and blase
attitude,

Comments were also made that reflect
the position that CSR™ though
important is a guilt- appeasing

process for tha company. It is

argued that the workforce must be
paid competitive wages and that
business must move  awvay from
charital:.le programmes. It ig alse
felt that business involvement in CSR
should be governed by the enions
through a code of conduct and that
business must help their own staff
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with respect to transportation and
housing, as this leads to better
relations with stafr,

A number of respondants expressed the
view that the private sector has
failed to¢ address development issues
vecause their CSR programmes are
mostly marketing related and that for
this purpose business needed to
establish their own developn.
foundatien. '

By and large the feeling that the
private sector has concentrated on
low priority projects and that CSR is
more conscience salving money and not
development oriented was prevalent
amongst donors.

One donor commented referring to
recipients that "it is usually the

" best sales psrson not the Dbest

project that geta the money%,

A number of comments reinforced the
idea that the private sector nmust
play a more pro-active role as this
meets business interests as well as
those of the community. Key
strategic interests of the private
sector are fulfilled in this way.

ide



1%.2 Recipients

Cilose similarities were found between how
recipients viewed the  denor/recipient
relationships in general. Recipients were
hovever mostly critical of the role of both
foreign aid and the private sector. They
were especially unsympathetic azbout the
role of the private sector in general,
Sympathies with foreign aid  amongst

recipients could bes traced in the comments

made.

15.2.1 Relationships
Similar sentiments as those of donors
were expressed by recipients
regarding relationships ketween
donors and recipients. These pointed
particularly to the lack of trust
between the two parties.

Other  comments from recipients
emphasised the  fact , Ehat  the
relationship was moﬂe of a
relationship between the "powsrfui"
and the “powerleas™, the "haves" and
the "hava~nota” with the powerful
dictating terms. One recipient
commented for instance that "“since
2¢nd #February donoers have come to
speak of dJevelopment. They insist on
rev  reguiremsnts without going
through a process of consultation.
He added, "“thizx is pot acceptablae.

W
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They impose new sets of oriteria
without prior consultation.™ He also
added that this kind of action will
lead to bedevilled relationships in
the future.

Another commented in the same context
that “there i3 a frusiratienm with
donors because of 3set conditions of
grant, ZIfor example, no payment of
sslaries and cars.”™ Donors should be
accommodative, it is necessary for
donors to consult and have
discussions with recipients, he
added. The fact that recipient and
dunor interests tend to vary creates
nisunderstanding.

Anothiier' recipient commented that
there iz a tendency by donors not to
place a high value on grassroots

activi‘iy, Projects are not .

encovyaged to be meticulous., There
is a cap-in-hand attitude.. "@ood"®
things are not for projects.

Generally recipients expressed very
strong sentiments about the fact that
there is lack of independence on the
part of recipients and that donors
call the shots. The fact that doriors
are preseriptive and do not allow
Geviations is  expressive of a
relationship based on power. This
increases tensions in the
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relationship between donors and
recipients. Recipients were strong
on the fact that donors impose
criteria and demands of a political
nature., They expressed the fact Lthat
packages come with constraints and
restrict creativity.

The fagt that donors tend to
determine their giving on the blbasis
of political alliance and funding
people behind certain projects and
net the projects themselves was
strongly expressed by recipients., To
this extent, one prominent recipient
commented that: "Tthe understanding
tha,t.]'} must exist batween donors and
recipients is that donors are naking
a contribution to the struggle of the
workera. They must understand that
they are contributing towards
transformation and democracy. They
must respact the rights of recipients
to he indap.ndmt.' No strings, no
political interfersnce. Priorities
must bs determined by. the
recipients.”

15.2.2 Foreign aid

Recipients expressed a negative
feeling about foreign aid. These
fealings included a high degree of
antagonism about foreign aid, cone
indicated appreciation for the role



‘of Fforeign aid whilst others had an
indifferent attitude.

The antagonistic views about foreign
aid included comments that foreign
aid had created dependency, that it
subtly controls projects and is Qdone
primarily for purposes cf controlling
the future. Others commented that it
was often too short-~tern. Foreign
aid is seen also by recipients as a
slave of world developnents
influenced by priorities all round
and being there to infliuencsz local
conditions, changing and being an
extenszion of foreign policy and
providing employment only for
nationals of donor countries and as
being highly politicised. In this
centext one recipient commented that
_ "foreign aid is politically smbreiied
in factionalism, partyisn and
sectarianism', He commented <that
"money makes mxdress, projeécts must
ks supported pura.y on merit; do not
imply political strings. Use sane
standards as in home countries he
gaid- Another commented that
"foreign aid ‘is distasteful, is
representative of old time peritences
instilliing their own objectivas,
unreliabla, capriciouaz, have and
expect a ‘Yes-hoas! attitude.%
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8till reflecting antagonism about
foreign aid, one recipient commented
that fdreign aid staff (expatriates)
do not transfer skills to locals,
that foreign aid  has crezted
divisions amongst tha pecopla and
therefore has a negative impac®. He
suggested that foreign aid sheuld not
dictate sides, especially politically
and that the struggle o7 the people
must be supported in totality, and
that views should not be suppressed
through money because the results
will be dictatorships through the
imposition of another’s ideals.

Oon the positive side, a number of
 recipients commented that aid has
been useful, hélpful and has genuine
intentions. & ccmment was made that
forejign aid had an impact on the
projects of the democratic movement
and that these would not have existed
without foreign aid. One Pprominent
recipient comrented that foreign aid
has had seyarate interventions., He
cited the fact that the UK and the
USA are suspicious groups. The
Nordic countries, he intimated, like
Denmark and Finland are acceptable.
"France, IXtaly and Japan are grey
areas” he said. In this context he
commented further- that foreign aid
has been a counter to violence and



the application of sanctions.
Support from the Hordic countries he

intimated has been great.. The
difference in listening and
attitudinal relationships in these
countries is there. He indicated

that foreign aid has been a
substantial hkelp to the denocratic
movenent, including bilateral grants.
It has had an impact at the
political, developmental, labour and
education projects. It  has
strengthened internal organisations
irraspective of softening self-
reliance. The National Edupation

Co~ordination Coumittee, +the Pan .

Africanist Congress and the United
Democratic Front have proved their
resiliance and mpass-action due to
foreign aid.

on the indifferent side, cne
recipient commented that “If you zan
get monsy from overseas, take itw,
Ancther commented that foreign aid is
just a zontinuing of “business as
usual,.® ;

Reference was alss xade by 'a number
ef recipients that foreign aid is
unca*ordinatedf a that development
projects form a shopping 1ist for
foreign governmenta,

'y
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i$.2.3 Priyate Sector

Recipient views of thes private sector

were extremely negative. The private

sector is acoused largely of bheing
inward looking and pre-occupied with
profit-making, self-interest and only
concerned with low priority proiects
or alternatively, programmes that
provide tax benefits te the company.
ltese projects are perceived by

recipients not to ke empowering but

conscience soothing to business.

Recipients pointed to the fact that
the privote sector puts profits
before anything else, that it is dsad
insofar as activity is concerned with
regard to empowerment programmes,
that business looks 284 safe areas of

operations and is not prepared to

take risks and that it is only
interested in its politiecal profile.
In this context one recipient
comuented that "The ﬁrivuti sector
has had .a patbetic role in the past
and at pressnt.,
capacity to influencs apartheid but
have failad to do 4o. = Business
programmes bave been ineffestive.®
Another commented that conly union
pressure will make business move. :He

cited the case of the National Union
of Mineworkers demands for social’

investment funds from ;pé‘ mining

They  have the.
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houses, as & case in which organised
workers had made business to move.

Another recipient commented® chat “The

private sector kas not been visible

in supporting projects. fThey tend to

dweil on charitable or sexrwice type

opecrations such as  health ~ and
education. They have laft -out

enpowering activities. 'Thnyﬁ only

fund those prograumes that they can

ostensibly control. The private

sestor has domesticating policies,.”

' 16. comotusToN

The foregeing pages of %ne chapter have tabled
the results and ix*afpretationg cf the research,
Similarities and lifferences in the way in whizhl
donors and recipients perceived certain issuss
have been expl red. A peint of-interest is the <
“ fact that on 1 : basis of factor analysis and the ™

t~Tests conducind on the factors generated
through the guestionnaire there are few
differences in how donors and recipients perceive

the factors governing their relations¥k.ps, except
in one or two cases, |

The median ratings and the rank orders also
suggest sinilar patterps of agreement. =
= '

Cenmentaries by reuapients on buszness and an
forsign aid show a blgh ﬁegree of intq}eraace,
anger and general distasie of the rola that each

"
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of these sootors play in cmpowerment activities.
The view that husiness iz not or has not been
helpful cones out strongly from the recipients,
another strong view is that féreign aid has
increascd dependency and has as its primary
purpose foraign pf:ai%,:ﬁ,'@y; political and businese
objectives.

Donors on the cther hand in their commentaries
2150 take a critical wview about the role of
business. They are also more positive about the
role of foreign aid and sugnest that recipients
lack understanding of thel . . utentions, policies
and obdectives and that recipients have
. unrealistic expectations.

In the next chapter these Zfindings will be
discussed in relation to the literature reviewad

in  Chaptex 2. Fropositions regarding

relationships, self-rnliance and pessible routes
for mutual undertakings will be drawn.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH REASULTE AND RECOMMENDATIONS
' FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Central to this study, 1 the guestion whether aid
promctes or diminighes self-reliiance in rvecipient
organisations. Fuarther, the study aims to axplore
the nature of a set of relationships that exiszit
between donors and recipients and in that wmanner
suggest the real preferences of donors and
recipients. This, in turn, pernits an investigation
of a mutually beneficial relationship betweeh donors
and recipients.

The propesition has alsce besen put that; "“the
propensity for effective social progress in community
" develcpment is dependent vpon the NGO, business ana
government co~operation.® This fact recognises the
rhénomenal growth“ in recent years of the NGO sector
and also the fach that this sector w;‘_.ll continue 'l*}:n
play a significant rele ih promoting effective
c:ommur{ity deveicpment through community empowerment
processes. The role of business in this activity
suggests that while it has been increasing it has
hitkeria been piecemeal and unceo~ordinated.
{Visaie Kobus J, 1950}

The results of this study are primarily descriptive
and do not purport to offer solutions to the issues
rresented but wake transparent some of tThe issues
that are involved in this relationship. '
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Several of the themes relating to the relationship
batween deonors and recipients  have heen generated
through factor analysis. These themes and their
related factoras andfor variables have also bheen
subjected te descriptive statisties to determine the
order of their irmportance anongst donors and
recipients.

The major the & that have emerged from the study
are; issues avound the "multiplier effects” of aid,
the relevance to community of recipient and aid

activities, donor impesition of criteria and policies

an  recipients as well as the Ffact that donor
imperatives often prevail over the imperatives of
the recipient. Themes relating to the implementation
capacities of recipients and the issue of multiple

-doner suppert being significant,{, in reducing donor

dependence amongst recipients alsh emerged.

‘ Other themes generated through the study encompass

issues of enlightened self-interest being the major
motivation for both racipients and donors to engage
in @& relationship. This applies particulariy to
business. This theme is however  contentious for
both donors and recipients.  Compassion has been
found not to be relevant for the aid relationship

between donors and recipients, which guestions the

notion that philanthropy and puiiic spiritedness are
significant motivators in donations pelicy.

vy

The research *cori;firms that the vapport struck between

donors and reci_pient officers iz a ®major factor

accounting for amicable relationships. The
political popularity of the project, contractual

W
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agreements and donor representation on recipient
boards are also important themes that are seen to
play a role in the relationchip between donors and
recipients.

su*ficiency of funds and the generation of own funds
by recipients are other themea that emerge for
consideration in this relationship. These
particularly relate to the issue of self-reliance and
‘the independence of recipients from donors.

Other themes related to self-reliance include
guarantees on funding processes,. including donor
visitations and the project evaluation thene.

Other themes that affect densr and recipient
relationships are the lack of administrative and
technical assistance, administration and reporting
conflicts.

With regard to accountability processes and the
extent to which they affect donor and recipient
relationships three major themes emerged. These are;
the  public declaration theme, the ™ Joint
accountapbility between donors and recipients theme
and the issue of state interference in the
relationship between donors and recipients. .
\\{:\;,
Praferences and the acceptability of funds were not
subjected te factor analysis. However, it is clear
that these themes also have an éeffect on the
&onor/recipihnt relationships particularly in the
light of the ddbate on the legitimacy or the
illegitimacy of various sources of funds available
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for compunity empowerment programmes. The fregquency
of reporting to donors and the related time~frame for
projects to begin to show results is also a
significant factor for consideration.

Even though the findings of this ressarch are limited
to the donors and respondents interviewed, other
studies conducted at the international ievil 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
isgsues of this ocitudy are discussed, namely, the
issues of selr-reliance, relationships and real
preferences of donors and reciplients.

1. SELF-RELIANCE

Recently the Star newspaper carried a commentary
on the issue'of self~rgliance regarding Tanzania,
This commentary helps to put into perspective the
findings c¢f ¢his research with regard to the
notions of self-reliance, the independence of the
reciplents from donors and to some extent the
relationships that exists between donors and
recipients. The Star quoted the Ambassador of
the Swedi=h Legation as saying:

“ranzanias came to avabolise our
hopes in Africa. VWe supported a
devalcpmint policy we thought was
correct and which appsaled ¢o the
philosophy of our own country.”
{Tha Ptar, Monday, July 16, 1290)

A
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An important aspect of the study was to determine
whether aid hinders or promotes seif-reliance in
recipient organisations. It has already been
submitted that domors, 1like recipients, often
emphasise the noticn of self-reliance in the
selection of the projects they fund or implement.
5imilarly, recipient groups also emphasize the
notion of self-reliance and indcpendence from the
donor in the promotion of their activities.

Through factor aneq sis, tie relevant themes that
have emerged in this regard inszlude the issue of
the self-sufficiency of funding, the generation
of own funds by recipients, the guaranteeing of
funds, administration, control mechanisms as well
as donor imposition and donor imperatives.

By and large the research considering these
points, suggests the fact that self-reliance as

' posited by Galtuny, et al; (1980) cannot be said

to be a reality amongst recipient organisations.
Aid has increased dependency amongst recipients.
The notion of self~reliance is desirable but it
is not operational amongst recipients ~at this
stage.

The article in the Star empi:sises the fact that
much of aid given to Africa, rorticularly by the
British, Japanese and the French is also tied to
the donor counmkries’ exposrts and contractors, a
fact allunded to by Hellinger, et al; (1988). The
article further critically suggests that there
are an estimated 80 000 foreign aid workers
refexrred to as the “Lords of Poverty" who 1live



champaéne ‘1life styles on six-figure tax free
incemes whose duty is to dole money to non-viable
proiects. The article cites the case of the
Morogoro Shoe Factory which inspite of its
failure continued to have ongoing financing from
govermment subsidies with no plans in sight to
close an obviously nen-viable venture. This, the
article suggests is a "iestament to tha fact

that many aid workers jobs dapend on continuing

to dish sut money for bhad projects." This state
of affairs could be an embarrassment to business
[Olask;, (1987); Visagie, (1990); Marcus, (1985))
and reflects to a iarge extent the notions that
were suggested by the respondents in this study.

Based on this study a number of factors are shown
to militate against self-reliance, [Galtung, et
al; (1980}; Korten, (1987); Grosclaude, (1980);
Cobbet, (1987); Xotze, (1983): Wilson and
Ranphele, (1988)). These factors are:

1.2 Deopex Impomition

The tendency for donors to work only
according to their coriteria implies and
strengthens the notion that doncrs impose
their oriteria onn recipients., This
attitude diminishes recipient independence
and also has a negative effect on
donor/recipient relationships. Donor

sosition is discussed in detail when we
consider the: issue of a set of
relationships that exist between donors and
rﬁcipients. It implies facts such as the
recipient acceptance of funding even if the
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funding is not sufficient ZLfor project
objectives and tho perceived package deals
that donors present to vecipients.

1.2 Donor Imparatives
Closely related to donor imposition which

has a negative effect on self-reliance and
on the set of relationships that exist
between doncrs and recipients are doncer
imperatives. Donor imperatives refer to
the rules, regulations and policies of
donors superceding those of the recipients.
These iwmperatives 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 to some extent by some donors as
Lopinging on  self-reliance and  the
independence of recipients from donors.

1.3 guffizjency of Funds
Donor and recipient attitudes about the
sufficiency of funds to encourage self~
relianze amongst recipients is (within the
context of Galtung, et al; (1980) concept
of self-reliance) negative and defeatinc to
the notion of empowerment processes. The
guestion of the peripbery, the marginalised
being indepehdent before they can engage
with the centrz -~ the haves ~ iz negated.
Cobbet’s, {(1987) concerns about the
poarful not heing allowed to have undue
influence in community programmes as it



would reduce the power of the marginalised
is also placed at a disadvantage. This is
due to tihe fact that the theme of the
suafficiency of funds links with the fact
that donors must give sufficient funds to
allow for self-reliance to emer = over
time. Another factor linking to this issue
is the suggestion »f the fact that self-
reliance is not possible due to donor
fluctuations and alse that it is not
possible due to lack of financial community
pavticipation as epposed to nass—
participation.

To a large extent it is obviocous that
recipients will remain dependent on donors
as lony as they do not generate sufficient
funds from their own resources,
particularly at the community level. 'This
is the fundamental principle of self~
reliance which goes back to the adage “he
who pays the piper, calls the tfuns¥,
Recipients cannot therefore continue to
adhere to the principles of self-reliance
unless they are prepared to pay their way.
Considering the fact that mest Corporate
Social Responsibility and Investment
(CRS/I) initiatives are earmarked at
eradicating social ills, the application of
the criteria of self-reliance under the
circumstances needs a closer examination.
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1.4 gGeneration of Own Funds
The importance of this factor to self-

reliance is explained in the factor
analysis by the notion that projects cannot
be self-reliant as long as they do not
generats their own funds. This was yelated
also to the Zfact that there was an
expectation in the factor analysis  that
projects must maintain a partnership
relationship with donors in order that they
- : <ereate means of generating their own
Tunds. '

Maintaining a partnership relationship was
highiighted by both donors and recipients
as very important.

This notion about seif-reliance and the
desire to be independent from donors
expresses the ideological position that is
desirable but fails to recoznise the
factors relating to donor impositien, donor
imperatives and the self-sufficiency of
funds as significant barriers to the
relationship that exists between the
parties. Partnership relationships
between donors and recipients could be
igeal. These were highly recommended by
both parties, the practical operation of
such partnershipy relationships however
requires further investigation and is
practically unrealistic if it is mneasured



against the cant: e~periphery  argument
advanced by Galtung, et al; {(193¢).

In this context therefore it can be s.ated
that *“the ©propensity for partnership
ralationships betwsen donoxs and recipients
is dependent upon the talance of powar that
can ba shared betwaen <fia two parties™,

The private sector, aid agencies and
recipients must negotiate their strategic
power positions In order to pursue
effective community empowerront and social
development programmes. Power to the
recipients can be expressed in the Jjoint
cor&petenc:{._’}es and through resources other
than money that recipiants have. This,
however, araws attention to i:ha
discrepancies thar Nyoni, (1987) has
referred to, namely that N30O’s talk about
empowering communities yet they themselves
depend on help external to themselves.
PR
~ o™ (3.5 Sgurces of Funds
j A critical component in the donor recipient
relationship and- the attainment of
recipient objectives is the debate arocund
the legitimacy of certain sources of funds.
These sources of funds are perceived either
as being positive or negative in promoting
the independence  of - recipients,
particuleldy. ideclogical  independence.
The ideological distas »s with which these
scurces are regarded and therefore the
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givision that they cause among recipierts
have always been a controversial issue.
The incidence of Ybad-ucuthing”™ to which
have referred .arliev arises ocut of this
issue. [Sinclalr, (1988}; Lee and
Buntman, (198%)}; Pardon, (1987): Antrcbus,
(1987) and Nyomi, (1987)1. |

In thl?,study five sources of funds werae
1nvest1gated to determine the degres of
their accevtance as well as preference {o
recipients by bkoth donors and recipients.
Dongrs and recipients in this study differ

.about which funds are more acceptable and

preferable in some respects but largely
agree on - urch -funds as being both

"acceptable ar. preferable to the cause of

self-raiiance.
5

' Foreign aid funding is seen to carry with

it foreign policy objectives and +to a

- minimum extent developwent objectives.

Comments  apout  foreign aid  agencies
suggests that  dopnr countries are
interested in the prombtion of business and
commercial relations for the sake of their
own countries. To that extent therefore
the notion of self-interest is perceived to
effectively and decidedly negate self-
reliance and recipient independence from
donors. [Guess, (1987); Mosley, -, {1937};.
Cassen and Associates, (1587); Haytter and
Watson, (1985); Hellinger and O’Regan,
(1888)]. o S -

Vi iy



The debate about the sources of Ffonds
therafore and mnmors particularly akout
foreign aid end business in relat‘on to
self-reliance tends to spark negative
comments which are not helpful either in
allowing recipients to ke independsnt from
donors or in  aszsisting them to he
empovwered. These comments refiect noticns
such as the fact +thr'. foreign aid is
distasteful and r.ainiscent of 0ld time
charities, unreliable ane capricious, that
3@ is. motivated by hid"an  agendas,
politics being more urgent for them than
comaunity needs. Dependence irn this way is
seenn to be created deiiherate:iy in the
irterest of thHe donor countries. -

In spite of the negztive notions “that have
‘beun articulated by the respondents about
the sources of funds there are positive
* developments and positive comments which
indicate that aid and private sector
funding is helping towards the process of
enpowerment, '

i ’ - _ .

Cassen and Associates, (1987) refer to the
fact that most critics of aid have
preconceived ideas about aid and reach
conclusions about its effects even before
relevant  data has thoroughly been
investigated. In this context given the
existing | attitudé and experience of
ampowerment prograsmes such a Statemen‘%.
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requirves further investigation. In this
study the facts are suck that whilst there
ig recognition of the fact that ald creates
dependence, there is recognition of some of
the positive aspects of aid particularly,
the successful maintenance of opposition
grovps te apartheid. Thiz is strongly
believed %0 have empowered people to a
certain degree. The current opesviess of De
Klerk’s administratica can be directly
linked with these efforts.

In this context therefore the research
indicates that the prevailing notion sbout
the sources o¢f funds is that fereign

funding, business funding, church funding,

are ali preferred to varying degrees, but
have 2 ::eqativa impact. on che prpcess of
self-reliance  and empowerment. " Funding
creates dependency anongst recipient
organisations striving for self-reliance,

An wverwhelming response is the indication
that state funding i= neither preferable
nor acceptable in the process of promoting
self-rel.ance at  this  stage. The
implications Ffar a ituturse government to
deal with poverty 21 development issues
are, in this cortes. that 3 webthivving

T process in this wegars is o oognteod,

Suffice it (o =vggest “that
ageological distasic that o o by avp
ahonl sources of fanditig, and el Impa
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on self-reliance, there currently exist no
alternatives available to enpowvernent
programmes. Recipients must of necessity
use what is available creatively in crder
Lo pursue and further their ideals.

In conclusion, it is evident that whilst
self-raliance is the primary motivatison for
recipient activity, business also
'recognises the need to promote self-
relianve (OG'Dowd, 1887}, There are however
the aforesaid considerations that will have
to be made by both pu..iss who are involved
in this gift relationship {Butler and
Wilson, 1950), if the goal of self-reliance
is to be achieved. .

In. this context therefore it can be
suggested that; '

“The promotion o¢f and the crsation of &
partnership relacionship between the donors
and the recipients will bes ﬂnpindoﬁt on the
dagres of mutual self-interest that can be
ente 42 into etwesn donors and recipienis
in order that self-rsliance zad empowarment
can be jnbanced”,

2. RELATIONSHIP

The view that relationships between donors and
recipients are expressed in tensions and are far
from harmonious - (Fardon, 3987) has treceived
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confirmation in this study. Related Taciors to

this tense and non-harmonicus relationship

include factors such as the complex process of
obtaining funding, the question of the sources of
funding against the backgre nd of political
realities and ideological coniiicts of the day;
institutional procedures, priovities and the
constraints created by the relatively short~-ternm
nature of most funding; the probiems of
vulnerability and the dependence of NGO’s on
external) funding as suggested by Nyoni, (1987}
and Antrobus, (1%87).

These factors which have received confirmation in
this study are: denoy imposition, the prevalence
of donor iwpervatives, the implementatien cepacity
of programmes, nultiple donor support,
enlightened  self~interest, ' compassion, the
rapport struck betwasen of.icers of deonors and
recipients, the political popularity of projects,
contractual ajgreements, administrative capacities
~ technical assistance and the reporting conflict
including public declaracien by bBoth parties.
Joint accountability issues ara central to the
set of relationships that exist between donors

“and recipients.

2.1 ponor Impssition
In this study doncr imposition encompasses

the fact that recipients accept funding
from donors even if such funding is not

sufficient for project obiesctives. It also
incorporates the fact that recipientz are
not to be given large anmounts »f funds
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until they are capable of handling ouch
funds as well as the arception that denovs
cume with package deals. These factors are
indicative of;

(a) the lack of truat that has been
articulated i3 commentary by both the
recipients and donors.

{b) that largely, the aid relationship is
donor driven (fellingex, et al; 1988}.

In the rasults of the study the factor
analysis accounted for & cumzlative
variance of this factor at 26.4% as
opposed to donor imperatives, with a
cumulative variance of clese to 16%,

Recipients commented that donors are
dictatorial, that the relationship is that
of the haves and the havenots, basically
implying a dominance and subservience
relationship between donors and recipients,
Tomments by doners indicate that the
relationship is governed by a great deal of
\scepticism, suspicion, deceit and lack of
ﬁ\ﬁual trust, based on credibility gaining
ant not mutual benefitting and thevefore
this contributes to the problem of
tension between donors and recipients.

The views held by Hellinger, et al, {1988)
indicating that aid does net work as it is
only used as a politicel manceuvre to



direct aid where the lobbyists want it and
that it is a function of the institutions
that utilise 4§t, is perceived to be
prevalent amongst donors by recipients and
snrprisingly by some donovrs. For instance,
one donor commented tnaw, "boncts must be
frank about corporate Jdonations policy",
implying that corporate Iinvestment is
governed lardely by self-interast and
therefore the priorities, policies and
regulations of donors will take precedence
over those of recipients in project
selection and financing. |

This view also reinforces the fact that
donors tends to have inappropriate
standards and values, usually in conflict
with the dictates of the community they
serve. (Marcus;, 1585%)

The implications of this factor of donor
_'-.-casitinh in donor recipient relations are
serious for both self~reliance and for the
promotion of amicable relationships. The
 C8R initiatives * of  business, are
unfortunately perceived in this manner. In
order that self-reliance can be enhanced
and in order that a wore mutvally
beneficial relationship can be attained in
the communilty empowerment process to
enhance social progress and to eradicate
social ills, it is imperative for husiness,
aid agencies and NGO’'s to find a sound
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bagis of co-operation bhased on mutual self-
interest.

A related factor perceived by  the
respondents as being problematic in the
donor recipient relationship is the frctor
of donor imperatives.

2.2 Donor Isveratives
Donor imperatives in the context of this

study refer to the fact that deonors
frequently change their pricrities and
operate with  strict regulations and
policies which often recipients are not
aware of or do not knoew. At the South
African Institute of  International
Fundraising Conference held at the Carlton
Hotel on the 17 October 1290, a CSR Manager
snggested that recipients should take care
and effort to Xknow and understand what
donor priorities and policies as well as
c.riﬁ?ria for selecti:si of projects are.
He sﬁiggested that recipients needed to have
full kgowledge of the conmpanies they
approachey including their perforrance in
the stock xarket as well as the companies
pre~tax proflts so as to facilitate easier
aceess to funding. Almost in unison, the
recipients in the conference who
conctituted about B85% of the audience of
about 500 people responded that this notien
was unrealistic, insensitive and. downright
arrogant and  did = not take into
consideration rural basad programmes which



do not know many companies, let alone being
able to understand the ogperatiocas of these
companies and the complexities of = stock
rurkets as wall as preferences.

This . example illustrates thoe gap thot
pxisis Detween donors and recipients a2.d
more particuiarly the somevwbat inflexibie
approacni  that business and other aid
agessias wond toe  take, This notion has

e ived strong criticism from recinients

in senoral as reflected in the
somnento-ies.,

Donoy lugistence  o¢n their priorities,
policies ard rugnlationz, though sustified
in  thelr wvi.s lead@ uo dysfunctisnal
relationships with racipisnts. They
reinfovee e potion  that the  aid
rejationship is doner driven. The views of
Lappa’, et al; {(1931) that aid has a
tendency te reinfores power relationships
and faiis to transfer power as intended by
aid agencies including business, is also a

view that is widely held by recipients and

gone Jonors.

The  notion of business giving for
stilitarian and personal reasons (Olasky,
31987) and that of corpurate responsiveness
{Feinstein, (2980);  Epstein, {1989)]
implying the inherent proactive stance
against political imperatives, was highly
criticized by recipients.
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Donor imperatives in the aid relationship
as reflected in the study is a contributing
factor to uneasy o¢ngoing donor and
recipient reiationships.

Foplementution Capacity |

one of the important factors that has a
beaxring on the donor and recipieat
relationship is the implementation capacity
of recipients. This is related also to
donor impesition and donor imperatives.

) Implémentation capacitiss in the context of

this study refers to the meeting of grant
conditions by recipients; the securing of
funding and the related administrative and
technical competencies of  recipients.

{Mosley, (1587); Cassen an@ Associates,

(1938))

The general criticism levellsd mainly by
recipients againgst doners indicates a
\further strengthening of scepticism, lack of
trust .and confusion in the relationship
between donors and recipients. Comments
gquoted in Chapter 4 of thils study imply
that the capacity for the implementation of
objectives and programmes as deterpined by
recipients is often made %to fail by donors
due to their fluctuatiny priocrities. The
fact of short-term funding as well as yearly
requests alse innikit -lony~term strategic

planning for the recipients and thersfore

&\
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1imit and or affect their implementation
capacities negatively.

In this context therefore we can postulats
tha: “the propenaity +to aonhance the
impz?}:mantation capacity of recipients is
dependent on partnerahip relationships which
will imply aucngst other things, the

transfersnce of tachnolegical eaxpesrtise,

administrative skiils and related
organisational skills - recipients®.

“"Mutual interest and the Palance of power

will be significant i eacourage partnership
relations amornigst donors and recipients.

Multiple Denoyr Support
Multiple  donor support which is

characterised by the fact that empowerment
programmes must have "‘multipla sources of
funds and the fact that programme funding
covering a longer time~frame is preferable
to short-term funding, iz a significant
factor.  governing donor and recipient

~relationships. Both donors and recipients

N
show agreement on this fact stﬂatistieam,yb

The ag::éement on thig fact seems to be
motivated as argued by the respondents by:

(a} the fact thet it leads te sufficient
funding of the racipient pr rcannes. N

L
kY

(b} . it reduces donor impesition as
discuszsed earlisr.
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{e)} it als: presumably contridutes to self~
reliance.

There is no denying in theory of all these
factoers. However, given the fact of donor
impogition and denor imperatives
superceding - recipient  .uperatives, and
given the ladk of tecchnical  and
administrative = capacities amongst

- recipients, this fact of multiple donor

support can contribute to tensions in the
relationship between donors and recipients.
This is related ta the problem of
recipients preeting diiferent and multiple
donor conditionalities given the

constraints underwhich the recipient |

operates. (Mosley, 1987}

Marocus’s, {1985} suggestions in this =

respect assists one to gain some degree of
sobriety. . He cites the case of the

‘Algerian Government wha had the problem of
muitiple donors. The Algerian Government.

found itself unable to cope with reporting
requirements. In addition the Algerian
government had to set up an administrative
and public relations orficer whose duty vas
solely that of entertaining - donors,
transporting them to and from the aifpart,

to the different, projects of the Algeri-n-

Governwent sponsored by fereign donors.

#ffectively this affected the Algerian
. £

Government in the following ways: - ﬂ



(e The Algarizn Sovernment had %o di\mrt
prej ack resources Lo cater for

. administration and puhlic :alutiona.

(b} BStaff spant thu' entize year oicking up
and drapping off donors at the aiyport.

Each of thesa visitors were reported to be
spending at least 7 days with tha =2ffect
that as c¢ne visitor left another arrived

~and all of them reguirsd attention. Hotal

accemmodation, air booking arvangements
becamse A full-time operation for the
recipient.

In this ocontext therefore whilst multiple
donor suppert is appr&ciated ‘in terms of
its positive consequences to empowerment
activities donore and recipients alike must
guard . against “ugtrating  positive
relatz.ana due to diff ult and multiple

donor conditionah.ties..ﬂf

=Interest :
Whilst  busi \ags " often -talks  about

. enlsghtenad saﬁ-interest as the hasis of

corperate social responsibility, corporate
social investhent and ¢prporate social
respensiveness (Bloom, {1985); Epstein,

{1989); Feinstain, (1990)) recipjents are

cynical about donurs engaging witk them iy, {\

a relationship in this wanner. This is
particularly © se especially against the

t
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(1987} ; Kotze, :1%83); Wilson and Ramphele,
B {1988} 1. |

Enllghtened sellmxntazest irplies amonyst
Y
‘other factors; o ;r

S 4_-'

(a}  the fact that corporate giviag is
basad Iarqslg on sdyf-inturest.

r\ v
f

{b) tmj fa&ﬁ that camnunzty investments
securs - the tnthxe at business and that
_ salf~intoerast above ;11 elus i thn potive
- -i1 far- CSR and or C8I.

Yoo {e) th- fact that ths policy framework of
“the gonor daterminse giving to recipients.

{4} i_éhd fact that fqrciqﬁ aid srimarily

shapss socisty for,6 its own interests. 1In
factor snalysis the fact that recipients
aud donors .uphold primarily their self-

ntarast ‘also contributed = ‘to  the
ﬁkplun&ti@n cf this factor.

Enlightened self-interest was seen to be
one significasit factor that leads to donor
) recipient tensjons particula:iy' in  the
&5 canﬁﬁyt of a country where busiress .has
often been sesn to be. promoting apartheid
~and where the Friedmanxte dogma - the
Bus;neas ‘of Business’ is Business -
(Sehlemmer, {1990) ‘has operaﬁdp for some

A
#

i

Jbackdrop - of ghaﬁn they' percaeive ‘«sf
empowermeat  [Rorten, (1987} ; Cchbet,

3
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time as thef main mode of buainess. ;; This is
pa .zc:ulargjr §o as CSR/I has been pperating
for no mowd than a decade in this |country.
[{F3A (‘.‘onﬁ ct, 1$90); (Alpers¢n Myra, -
1880} | ) Y

comments iy re::i;hants + . the éffirct that
fusiness ilf dead. It has not Thanged the
idealagy ai “what do I get back?™. Business
locrs.s for goft aress of ope_ration% and is
not garspa;'&d to take risks, business’s
% _ political (profile hging iinpartanl:, that

‘businesses|haéa a blase’ attitude, kndicate

Loighely “of g‘M\v}ru;,t.'l,y the non-accept tnce of

prcﬁfi‘i'"‘imt‘] vas by racipient€ in cbmmumty
oL deve]opmenq_, activities. _|

i

& . JI . . . g
A The view tllat foreign azid benefitg {omxerce :

and “argripusiness 6 of the domor ¢tonntr1r"
(Hellinger; 1988) is widely hald |amongst
| recipients) . This view andfor sttitude
. contyibuted ‘%o  scepticiss  |amongst

- recipients rb’o‘.zt donors.

:ipitnt-u
it is

7 1nm ordar | that . donor’ anmd 1
relationshi)a oan be ' amicable

" regquired € . the legitimacy of each
. partioa’ Y .z-i.atarut must bs rec ngniic:!
and ﬁr:coptl C,!hi_:(. regquiras |public
declaration | and - scknowledgemsnl  of
- enlighteisd 1;-1:11:0:&31:. | 0y -




2.6 Compassion

. )

i

_ Literature on the subject of gphilanthropy

{sinclair, (1%86); 8inclair and Weinstein,
(1988}; Singlair, (1990); Mosley, (1487);

and Cassen' and Associét:es, (1888); Payvton, )
1{1988); and Nowvak, (i983)] would =suggest

that compassion, public spiritedness and
the love of mankind are essential in the
aid relationship. Butler and Wilson,
(1990), citing a study by Titmus, {1990}
with respect teo <+the voluntary ogiving of
blood in Britain to explain the gift
relationship ivdicated that 26,4t of the
respondents 'E;uoted in the researvh cited
altruism as .a factor that enabled them +*o

contribute blood.

i

This position about “compassion™ or
"publie spirita&nus" as- an essential
aspect of the donor and recipient
relationship’ has not been supported by
Olasky, (1987); Hellinger, et al; (1988);

- Lappe’, et al; {13981).

k|
In this é\‘l:udy this construct refers to the
fact that the‘*_\\ilova of mankind is paraﬁaunt
in the decisioll to give as well as the fact
that the "ult‘?}-ﬁeliuce“ of recipients is

‘primary in _dete(@m_ining aid to recipienis.

The mwatching of objectives by donors and
recipients also zccounts for this factor.
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The respondents iIn this study strongly

rejacted the notion that ¢ »passion plays
any role in the decision to give. This was
articolated by both the recipient: and
donors. To a large extent this view,
denying compassion as a sigpnificant aspect
of the donor and rezipiont relationship, is
indigative of the negative undertones 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 relationship.

A s 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 reclpients in this study dindicated a
high preference and acceptance of church
funds because they regarded these as not
being related with self~interest. The
wonder however is why to some extent,

churches alse divide their funding of

copmunity programmes along Catholic and
Protestant bases. Clearly this state of
aff. s does point to the fact that
racipients and donors cannot be naive or
dishotest about the role of CSR/I,

philanthropy or aid programmes irrespective .

of the source frem which such funding
comes,

Lot



2.7 Rapport

The rapport struck between the officer of
the donors and that «{ (he recipient goes a
long way in “{roricoyg and maintaining
amicakle relation. .6 s between donors and
recipients.

Rapport is also responsible for ongoing aid
on the part of re'cipients. It is further
enhanced by regular financial and narrative
reporting. No sgignificant differences were
found on how donors and recipients regard
thig fact statistically.

Whilst -rapport should generally be positive
in donor and recipient relationships and
could eontribute to the  empowerment
process, in the comments nade by nost
recipients and to some extent donors, the
respondents were critical of this approach
to the aid relationship.

Recipisnts argue that this negates the
empowerment process as it encourages donors
to be cynical, sw © with personal
preferences of the donor representative,
entertains self-contradictory positions of
donors, encourages - poor and biased
evaluation of empowerment programmes and in

_our context could be subject to political

and ideclogical preferences. Referring to
aid in countries such as the Philipines,
Guess, (1987) arques that this kind of aié

AN st
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relationships eventually produce countries
with "ward" status. One CSR manager
commented that often it is not the project
that is important but the person behind the
project who 'persuades the donor to provide
funding. '

it is diffionlit to see how rapport will not
continue to play a significant role in the
aid relationship, particulariy where
competence iz  displayed and regular
narrative and financial reports are
submitted that satisfy donors. Suffice it
to suggest that “YRapport enhanced by
competency, adegquate narrative and
isancinl raports will vsontribute
positively to the aid relationship”.

2.8 contractua) Agreements

Controversy exists regarding the purpose
for contractual agreements between donors
and recipients. Viewed from  the
philanthropic perspective of baing public-
spirited and what Payten, (1989) has
referred %o as voluntary giving which is
more flexible than aid, the need for
contractual agreemants could be said to be
irrelevant, However, even philanthropic
organisations will often enfer contractual
agreements sometimes for the purposes of
~administration.

‘The issue is that often recipients perceive
contractual agreemenis as contral
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mechanisms designed for control over the
recipient programmes. This issue is
particularly grave with respect te foreign
aid and is clcsely related to the matter of
donor imposition and deonor imperatives
prevailing over resipient nzeds and
regulations.

However, inspite of the reservali ons
expressed regarding the perception of
control that is often implied in
contractual agreements, - these can have a
positive impact in maintaining .»‘_Jilic:abla
donor and recipient relatienships. " This is
particularly so where compliance with such
agreements by both dorors and recipients is
achieved,. In this study both recipients
and donors agree that contractual
agreements are a potential source for an
amicable donoxr and recipient relaticnship.

2.9 PBolitical popujlarity
For the most part, the decade of the 8i’s
saw a sharp iIncrease in project funding
including CSR/I  initiatives. The FSh
Contract 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 1%%90. The Comprehensive Anti-
Apartheid Act and the Victims of Apartheid
Programmes [Baker, (1989); Sinclair,
{(1986); Sinclair, (1990); and Renshaw,
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{1990} 1, .all emphasised politicai
objectives above all else.

Thisz tendency to emphasise political
okjeccives, sometimes above long-term
development objectives has impacted
negatively on the aid relationship. Many
of the respondents in the research
indicated that deonors tend to select
projects on the basis of the projects’
political popuiarity. This it is argued
is net heipful in the empowerment process.
Some donors have indicated that the
tendency for recipients to get an
endorsement for their - projects from
political figures with high preofiles is an
indication in itself of a weak programme
which does not qualify on its own merits.

Sinclair, (1988) has argued rather cecgently
that donors need to negotiate and check the
couwmunity vrelevance of a project by
referring to all politically relevant
figures and the leadership “in *he
comaunity.

The research indicates that whilst this was
the pattern, this approach is changing.
Thic approach is regarded zs causing more
tension and confusion between donors and

recipients.  Recipiants are particularly

not  impressed wit_h this approach and
suggest that projects must be assessed on
their merits, the criteria of direct

186
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benefit to the community being essential.
Foreign policy objectives, self-interest
and their related nuances are regarded as
distasteful and despicable.

2.0 Project Evajuatien

Reqular project evaluations as a means of
ensuring continued funding to recipients is
not a popular mechanism in improving
relations Dbetween donors and recipients,
However, project evaluation as - a
responsibility of donors and recipients.
Geared at  improving proficiency  in

recipients it i3 acceptable,. If this
contributes to  inereasing learning
opportunities for the donor it is alse
preferred. This was implied in the

commersts that suggest that partnership
relationships are required between donors
and recipients.

The jinference in this regard is that- if
business and aid agencies in general were
to enjoy amicable . relationships with
recipients, the increasing of +trust and
confidence could be pursuad through joint
project evalaaticn processes,

In conclusion, to a large extant the
research confirms the potion that recipient
and doner relationships are governed by
tension, scepticism and lack of trust,
Extreme criticism of business and aid in
deneral iz levelled by recipients. They
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argue that enlightened self-interest as in
corporate giving being largely defined by
self-interest is the overriding thene.
This negative theme continues to dominate
the way in which business operates C3R,
primarily the issue of donor impesitien and
donor inperatives.

The resclution of this impasse is possible
as both parties continue to co~exist amidst
the difficulties. The resclution of this
inpasse is however dependent <o the
recognition of and the acceptance of the
 legitiitacy of  either partners self-
interest. The {deological distastes
rerterred to by Sinclair, ({1986} will
continue to pl~gue the aid relationship.

REAL PREFERENCES OF DONORS AND RECIPIENTS

The determination of real preferences ky dJonors
and recipients in order that a basis for a
mutually beneficial relationship can be’ provided
iz in the context of * is study a shifting
target. This is particularly so due to the
extreme difficuities that have been referred to
in the discussion about the set of relationships
that exist amongst donors and recipients.
Paramount in these factors are the issues of
donor imposition and inmperatives, the issiues of
enlightened self-interest and multiple donor
support to project activity. :



Barriﬁg these constraints and using descriptive
statistics inferences can be made about which
‘areas of aetivity indicate agreements betwsen.
'donors and recipients and therefore the type of
xechanisms  that can be engaged in to promote
ratnal co-operation in the empowerment process
between denors and recipients.

3.1 Nature of Astivities

The identification of activities that
doncrs and recipients are involved in can
‘go a long way in pr wting anmicakle and
mutual . relationships < bétssen (Jonors and
recipients. An understanding of these by
both parties will reduce to somt‘extent the
degree of mistrust and scepticism, that
currently pervades the donor and recipient
relationship. -

In this research 122 activities that grant ¥
recipients are engaged in as compared with
156 activities that donors are engaged in
or fund have been identified. Of these
activities, community development-éducation
and training activities, servicing of
cther programmes and research activities
are primary amongst recipients. Donors are
involved primarily in domunity
develdpuent-education and training
activities. This trend is in relation to a
number of publi¢’ statements that have been”
made by donors that since apartheid, which
' was & major stumbling block for social
progress in the country is seemingly



disapwearing as an international issue,
problems . of development will have to be
addressed directly without the political
undertones that have hitherte bheen the
major metivatien particularly frem a number
of international organisations. {Mizou and
Draper, 1989)

The negative aspect of this occurzence
however is thea fact that the wmany
activities in <thé community development-~
sducation and training arena could sufifer a
decline of funding per capita since donors
are more 1likely tc seek only those
programsmes that wpay have competent staff,
will deliver both narrative and financial
reports in time and possibly can be less
political. A nunmber of  businass
conferences on CSR/I are already discussing
the narrowing of the focus of the activity. .

The corporate worid as already pointed out
is engaging itself in more ways. than one in
ventures to co-ordinate their .aétivities
and identify small, viable and significant
areas, A .number of natworks in this
regard are being developed.

3.2 Priorities
In this ~i{tudy donors identified the top
five priorities for development activity to
receive fuﬁding as pre-school education
programmes, communa .y development
programmes, management' training, tertiary

th”



education and rural development activities,
The prioritising of these activities do=ss
not imply that donors will not be ldoking
out for other areas. The only strong
reservation that donors aél*:_aur»{g expressad
their involvement in, is in the area of
housing. Three ‘factors’ infiuenced  this
thinking; o '

{n) Ths cost pf housing programme in
gongpar:lson to available OBR/L funda.

-y

{kE) he fact that Lusineas ba.’l.é.avas th&t:

ithis is largsly tbh ::aapansi‘ Jity ¢f the
. government tn&

{c) The fact th_{t unions have put pressure
on business“:7zo increass bemafits to

ployess including housing and transport.

This facility therefore is done primegxrily
as pnrt of the guality of work programmes

that business is invoived in in the

procass of u@g%ag mitiu. . (FPEA

contact - us:ff ~ i+
}( LN

Recipients on the . other hand have
identified = community devalopment
programmes, pre-school education, housing
programmes, rural deveiopment and prmary
school education programmes as” bemg ,.ap
prioritias for funding.

To a larga degree, safa for the aspect of
houging, there Jis wide agreement between

Cad
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donors and recipients about the possible
areas of funding in the empowerment
process.

Even though a recegnition oxists about the
difficulties of relationships betwsen

donors and recipients, it is prohab'le on
the basis of the identified priorities for
donors and recipients to identify "self-
interest" in .these priorities. Based upon
this a partnerchip relationship can be
forged. A viable process for the 3Joint

determiration of activities to be engaged

in is alse possible in this way. This can

~reduce the advent of accusations being

levelled at each other particularly the

ﬁaccusatlons abcut self-interesly, donoy
'1mposztaon and donor inperatives being seen

as the overriding prercgatlves in donor and
reciplent relationship.

In this context theroefore we can state that
“the identification of nutual pr&fcrancas

and pricritiss” “for syeas of gnndzng in the

SADCWErm: ,é% PLOCRSS BO as /6 promote self-
rolimp can lead to f}ﬁ/;ndarstanﬁing of

sach oﬁpcra notives angﬁbhjcctivca“

_JI.
el r'f

_,_:;/'— i 3
e

/‘_

awg:m;u- oy

Criteria for projecty m%d donor selection
plays a significant role in indicating
preferences of donors and recipients.” In
this study the five top criteris preferred
by donors and recipients were as follows:

fl
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Donors identified and  rarmked the fivst
five eszential criteria for engaging in a-
relationship as:

{32} relevance to cosmunity needs.

{b} direct support t¢ s community. -
Iy :

(e) nult;:ﬁ'hr affuct,

{4) the fact thnt. & pmjact zust be non~
racial in its maxe-up. -

{8} that it should bs se-.:t.f-'-suft"_ilcimt in
the 1011;-1:-_2@;,//’" L i PR

A B

B,

N Rec:tplents on the other han¥ ranked the

) first: five as,
a) ;jahvdnce to community necds.

niEghY ”éonpotcnt staff, .
o t o
e diﬂct ,upport to comunity mch

n ' - N
{4} t:hn cast u:fnctivtnus of the proja::t.

(e} ths fact / "3k thl ‘projact nesded to bs
self-suf, soient in the lomg-term.

It is submitted once more that there are no
sxgn;hcant‘. differem.es setween donors. and
= ¢~p1pients regarqu “the criterza r:equired
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tey  engage in  a  wutvally  beneficial
velationchipn if both parties understand
their self-interest.

3.4 Bpurces and pPreferences of Funds
This factor has been discussed extensively

in the gection ca self-reliiance and in the
section on relationships. Suffice it to
say that the research indicatss tkat church
funds are the most preferred by ddonors and
recipients as they are not seen to be
tainted with self-/nterest, Qome. . Lty
funds, though wmeost preferred by donors are
practically not available.

In this context ' refore both rocipients
and business and or sther aid agencies need
to be open and public about cheir self-
int" ~sts in order to advarce the
enpower., ;"ent process in community
developﬁént .
. L
3.5 Joint Acgountab. .ity

oné of the important debates entertained by
both donors and recipients is the question
'vf accountability. '

Accountability is seen as a neasure of
community participation and the sanctioning
of  community intendad activity by
significant leaders and participants in the
community. Its origin in our -context
tends to have political avertones.
Sometines it has meant that community



prograrmes must be affiliated to and
therefore he accountable to the
"domoeratic® structures set up in  the
community such as civic associations and
other political groupings. [Walters,
(1989); Sinclair, (1986} : Singlair, (1988))

The dictionary meaning of accountability
gimply refers to being responsible or the
ability to ‘explain. {Heinewan Engiish
Dictionary, 1985}

In the context of the study the variables
that were testsd to determine donor and
recipient preferences in the factor
analysis, included the issue of whether
donors and recipients nmust 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, conclusively in
descriptive statistics both donors and
recipients agreed that each party mnust
primarily be accountable to ons anocther as
well as the fact that both needed to
declare each other’s activities to the
larger society. Recipients showed a
stronger agreement on these aspects than
donors.

195



The _a3portant point that emerges from this
isgsue 1is the faet that donors and
recipients prefer %o hold each other
accountable and that the activities of both
can and should ke explained to society.

The underlying conncotation to the issue of
accountakility is the notion that aid,
CSR/T funding is public funding and must
for that matter be to some extent "managsd™
by "society".

The difficulty that this notion creates in
the donor 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 can be stretched,  one
interviewea talked about the fact that in
one area, civic association members came to
demand fi. - from a donor group in that
area so that they can audit, as well as
check which community programmes who were
funded in thau area an. why as well as
whether these projects were cleared by the
civie association. |

Suffice it to suggent that in this study,
the must preferred form of acceouztability
iz that donors and recipients mist be
accountahle to each other. If this is
pursued both donors and recipients might be
saved from the pains of being held
accow:. .uble to unrepresenrative community



groups. This will also assist community
programmes to be Jjudged on their merit
rather than being judged on the basic of
their political popularity. This issue has
been referred +to elsewhere ‘i this
discussion.

STATE INTERVENTION

Tthe views of Midgley, et al; (1986) which refer
to .the fact that in the consideration of the
ispues of social development, iocal self-reliance
and community  participation proponents of
community participation [Galtung, et al; (1980);
Grosclaude, (1980); Tickner, {1980); Wilson ané
Ramphele, (198B); Kotze, (1583); Cobbet, (1987);
Korten, (1987); Sinclair and Weinstein, (1988))
neglect that the state is a major provider of
social development services and is a policy
maker. In that way the state controls the
citizenry.

The policy fg}mework “within which_ gmpowernant
programmes operate is still the major determinant
of the extent to which these programmes can and
will wparate. The legal and policy framework is
still therefore an- important consideration for

- proponents of community participation. (Tes and

Buntman, 1989) The enactment of the Disclosure
of Foreign Tunding Act and many other acts
including the Fundraising Act and the Tax Laws
operating in this country can have an influence
on what business can and may neot fund, Similarly

this restriction of what can or cannct be funded



gould determine the extent of philanthropic, or
non-profit activity.

In the context of this study, the factors that
related to tasting the degree of possible state
NGO and business co-operation were restricted to
seurces of funding as well as whether recipients
and donors needed to declare their funding;io the
state. .

/

With respect +to funding, both recipient and
donors strongly rejected the accootability and

| preferability of state funding in community

empovwerment activities, The only exception wes
the recognition that the state plays a major role

in health, welfare and formal education.

g . To a large extent both recipients and donors
. interpret health and welfare activities, academic

and formal education as being outside of the

_ "f,rea1m of empovwerment programmes. The long-term
“-iresults implied in both formal, academic and

educational activities is directly related to
the fuct that respondents do not ses thasae
avtivities as Dbeing relevant +to immediate
community development issues. This is at least
insofar as the way in which in a highly political
environment, empowerment programmes are regarded.
They are seen as those immediate actions that can
relieve pain and suffering. Obviocusly academic
and educational activities will play a major role
in alleviating poverty. The current system of
education has however dampened people’s hops in

-]



this regard. These aspects were rated low by
both recipients and donors.

With respect to the declaration of activities and
being accountable to the state, beth recipients
and donors again strongly rejected what they
termed state interference. In the commentaries
cited in Chapte 4, both recipients and deonors
were vehemently opposed to state interference
particularly the South 2irican Government.
Reference was made to the effect that even in a
future South Afrisa state interveation will be
least appreciatad.

In this context therefeore the proposition that
the capacity to achieve effective “community
empowerment” (as advacated by the self-reliance
theory} is dJependent on the non-geovernmental

organisations, business and governments co-

operating to bring about effective development at
the local, regional and national level remains
incénclusive. This is wmainly because it has
been found that self-reliance at this stage is
not a wmajor <factor in current empowerment
programmes. Dependency has been created in
current empowerment activities. Secondly, there
is still a strong rejection of the South African
gtate funding. The legitimacy of the South
African Government even with the current
significant changes is still under gquestion. The
role of business itself in community activities
is still perceived largely as being governed by
profit motives. '

199
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A major question that South African NGO’'s nust

..ogin to entertain within the current sweeping
changes promoted by the De Xlerk administration,
is whether the NGO’s will continue to operate
within the oppesitional, conmplimentary and
passive-resiszance modalities as against the
entryist approaches. Moyo, 5 (1990) raises these
gquestions within the Zimbabwean experience post-
independence. This guestion is highly relevant
to South African NGO's working to empower
communities particularly in the context of
Midgley, et al; (1986) views.

CONCLUSTON AND RECOMMENDATIONE FOR FURTHER STUDY

Having reviewed in the context of this study,
threough facter analysis, and descriptive
statistics; a set of relations that exist
between donors and recipients especially the
private sector, the extent to which funding helps
or hinders the attainment of cbiectives as set by
the projects and programmes themselves, and
establishing the real preferences of donors and
recipients in order to suggest ways "in which
mutdal relationships can be pursued between
donors and recipients, we conclude that the realm
of donor - recipient relationships requires an
acknowledgement by the parties involved of a
rumber of Iissues which have been discussed in
this report.

The role’ of business in community development
seens to have hitherto been lergely determined by
enlightened self-interest or .3 in Epstein’s,

ey e el
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(1990), conception Corporate Social
Responsiveness, This study has established sonme
of the critical factors that characterise donor -
recipient relationships. The study has also
established that ther is a "“gocial daistance”
that exists between ...2 NGO groups, business and
other forms of aid to empowerment processes.
The role of government and government resources

remain eszentially untapped by sarvice
organisations, grassroot - organisations and
intermediary groups. This is due to the

ideslogical distastes that thes:2 groups have
against the government and against business.

" As this study is one of e first in this arena

within South Africa and . ce corporate social
%ﬁﬁastment is also relatively new in South
@gyica; there is potential for additicnal
research to be carried out ir this field.
Business needs to understand community issues;
the community needs to * understand business
concerns. Mutual co-existence is imperative
between power groups which have meaningful
resources ‘that could create the hecessary
processes_of wealth generation in society. Since
the NGO’S are here to stay and business has no
option but £o continue to recognise them, it is
recommended that farther studies could be zarried
out in the following areas:

(1) Establishing the degras of influence that

| NGO’s have in ahaping business donetions policy;
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(ii) Since business and other philanthropic
agenciss including toreign governments hava
poured substantial funding into community work, 2
case study on the successes and failures of
Qorporate Social Responsivensys ocan bs  dons.
Tha study can document the essentixl factors that
night lead to success in Corpueate BSocial
Responsiveness and the conditions reguired Zor
successful programmes.

(iii} The policy framework that can facilitate
cc~cperation hatween  buainess, KGO’'s and
government is alac sn arsa that needs to be

" studied.

{iv) A study that documenta avidence of the
affects of co-operation beiween foreign ajid and
husiness could asssist in determining the
sffectiveness of co-pordinatior amongst donors.

X
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SUMMARY LIST OF INTERVIEWS DONE

1. ONORE

1.1 Business

1.2

1.3

1. S A Pern

2. S AB

3. Bristol Myers

4. Anglo American
Chairman’s Fund

8. Co-ordinated Marketing

é. Urban Foundation

7. Shell

B. Caltex

¢. Gencor Developnment
Trust

Governmsants

i10. U 8 aid
11. British Govt
12. Canadian Embassy

Other Trusts/lIatermediaries

13, Kagisc Trust

14. Trust for Education
Advance of SA

15. Human Resources Trust

16. SACC - ICA

17. Hexagon Trust

18. SACC - Dependent’s
Conference

2. RECIPIENTS

1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

G.
7.

SACC ~ Dependent’s
Conference
Get Ahead Foundation

Education Information Centre

SACHED

Community Based Developmant
Programme

Learn and Teach

Ubuntu Social Pevelopment
Institute

Position

CSR Managar
CSR Manager
CSR Manager
CSR Manager

Business Leader
receutive Director
LR Manager

CSR Manager

CSR Manager

Grant Officer
Grant Officer
Grant Oofficer

Executive Director
Executive Director

Field Worker
Divector

Board Member
Field Worker

Hational Field
Worker

Executive Director
Executive Director
Executive Director
Executive Director

Executive Director
Executive Director
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15.

ie.
17.

1s.

19,
20,
21.
22.
23.

24.

. 25,

26,

Institute
Rural Crafts
Funda Centre

Urban Community Organising

Division

Seriti Sa Sechaba
Entokozweni Early
Learning Centre

Ex Domestic Workers

and Employers

Operation Hunger
Educational Oppeortunities
Council

Skotaville Publishers
NECC

NACTU

COSATU

World Vision

Small Business Development
Corporation

Thyalibongo /NYLTP

SACC

BMF
Alexander Health
ATCYP

Project Leader
Executive Director
Deputy Executive
Director

Director

Director

Rirector

Executive Director
Executive Director

Executive Director
Executive Director
General Secretary
General Secrelary
Executive Director
Executive Director

Executive Diractor
Deputy General
Secretary
Director

Director
Co~ordinator



PILOT QUEBTIONNAIRE

What type of Programmes/Frojects do you fuhd?

i

What criteria do you use to fund these

. Projects/Programmes?

What assumptions underly. these criteria?

For how "ung do you fund a Programme/Project?

]

What are the reasons for your time frame in funding
Progranmes/Projects? ' '

15




10‘

What is the “inimum amount of grant which is paid to
a Programme;2roject in any one year?

What is the Maximum?

what reasons are associated with the minimum amount?

Maximum amount?

b

What control systens 30 you use to measure progress
of funded Programmes[?ro1acts?

What reiatlonships do you maintain with the
Progranmes/Projects you have funded?



12,

13,

14,

15,

16.

T 17,

18.

How long does this relationship last?

What factors usually maintain this relationship?

What factors usually break this relationship?

What are your thoughts on the degree of Independence
that programmes must maintain in relation to their
funders?

What sources of funds are legitimate for cOmmunzty
Programmes]?rojects‘

#

What sources of funds are illegitimate for cOmmunlty
ProqrammesjProjects?

|! 13

Should community organisations/programmes/projects
co-operate with the South African governmment. Yes or




(a)

()

No?

If yes, why?

If no, why? -

3



PILOT INTERVIEKS

What type of donors do you appreoach for funding?

X
Wwhat criteria o you use to select donors? .|

What assumptions underly these criteria?

For how long do you reguirs fundlng from the donors

- you have selecfed’

i

What are the reasons for the time frame of your
Progranme? Pl _

o

. | ©
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10-

11'

What iz the minimum amount you requirs from donors in
any one year?

wWhat is the maximmm?

What contre” systems do donors impose on your
Frogramme to monitor your progress?

How do these cohtrols impact on your Programme?

How often do you report to your denors?

. /
- .
LA i
.’,"I

a

What relationships do you maintain with your doneors?

<



12. How long does this relationship iast?

13. What factors usually maintain this relatienship?

14. What factors usually break this relationship?

15, what are your thoughts on the degree of independence
that projects must maintain from donors.

"

16. What sources of funds are TEgltlmate for communlf"

programmes{proﬁects.
I'.I ?
l |
\ =
1 “\\‘\ - >
N
5
i
.
o5 h
0

g i
|I ?
[
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17. What source o funds are illegitimate for community
programmes/projects?

8. Should compunity organisations/programnes/projects
‘co-operate with the South African government. Ve
or No?

(a} If vez, why?

{b) If no, why?



THE INTERFACE BETWEEN "AID" DONORB AND RECYIPIENTS

QUESTIONNAIRE

i. JIDENTIFVING PARTICULARS

{a) Name of Organisation.

{d») &Etate whetbhar:
Donor.

Grant Recipient.

2. POSITION/TITLE OF INTERVIEWEE
Businesa Leader.
Project Leader. -
Executive Diresctor of Donor Agency.
N

Execnutive Direstor of Grant
Racipient Orgunisation.

Administrator of C.&.R.
Yield/Grant Officer of Aid Agency.

Field staff of Grant Recipionts
Urganisation.

other spavify:




3. TYPE OF ORGANISATION

Please indicate type ¢f Organisation:
- Grassrocts ufganisaticnfwroject.

Business.

Intermediary Programme/Organiszation.

Local Govern. - AGORNCY.

BService crg;niaation (H.G.Qu)o

Local Corporate Related Trust.

Foreién Aid Grant Agency.

Foreign Business Related Trust.

4. NATURE OF ACTIVITIES

If Donor please skip 4.1 of this section and complete
4.2,

4.1 grant Recipjent
’ What type of activities is your project/programme
invelved in primarily?

« production/Manufacturing of Goods.
% :Bnlling of Goods.

% Research Activities.

¥ Davalopment Training & Fducation.
% formal Education.

® gervieing of Projects/Programmes.
% ¥re~school Dducation.

% Housing.



4.2

-

-

*

Rural Development Projects.

Urbanisation Projects.

Other:

Denoxrs
what type of projects do you fund primarily?

*

*

*

Literacy Projects.

Dev. Educaticn & Training Projects.
Small Susiness Development Projects.
co-operative bav. Vbntura.érajeats.
Research anjact;.

Publications and Hedia Projects.

Formal Bducation Projects including
Bursaries. '

Formal Bducation excluding Bursar%es.

capital incliuding building and
squipment.,

Housing Progrimmes excluding Infra-
structure anji Capital.

-

Housing Prograxues including Infra-

-structure.

Rural’'Developmant Projects.

Kealth and Welfare Projects.



* 231 ¢f the above.

% Gther specifys

PRIORITIES
on a scale of i ~ 5 rank sach of the folliowing -
activities in order of priority to indicate your
praferenca for funding.
Key 1 = Not important

2 = Least important

3 = Bomewhat important

4 = Vary Important

5 = Most important
* Rural Dsvelopment Programmes.
* Relief Programses.

* Tertiary, ©.9. Univars;ty and Technikon
EBducation.

* Formal Prinary Schoel Bducation Programmes
* Formal High School Zducation Programmes

* Pre-school ¥aucation rragrnnmis.

* Literscy Projacts.

* Buall Bug;ncsu Devalopuent Programmes.

& Commuuity Bazxesd Co-cpsrative Ventures.

*  Coxmunity Related Research Activities.

* Management Training Programmes.

* Community Dsvalopmsat Education &
ERpoverment . rogrammes.



6.

* Health & Welfars Programmes.

*# Housing Programmes.

% Art and Cultural Programnmss.

* Féliticnl Awsreness Creating Programmes.
# Youth Programmnes.

% Formul/Academic Rcsaarch Projects
\I \\ I

% Human Righta/ Juat:’.;aw & Lag&l asaisuanae.
# Labour Tevealopment Related Programmes.,

* Urbanisation Projacta.

CRITERIA
on scale 1 ~ 5 indicate the ecriteria that you apply

vhen entering a funding rclatiansh;p with a Donor or

nccipiant.

Not important
Least important
Somewhat important
Vary imparrnntwﬁ
Most imporeant”

Key

W N
nuuun

s

* ‘The project must he o he-gffective.

* The project must he releva:: in
addrassing ceal community neads,

* The project must have a muliiplier
affest pot-ntigl.

% The project must be self-sufficiasnt
in the long-tera.

* The project muat have direct support



7o

to the comnunity.

The project must ba non-racial in its
make up.

The projasct must :a non-governmental.

The projact must have a political
cbjective tc end aparthsiad.

Tha project must be relatively
inaxpensive.

The projsct must have competent staff.

Commentx:

opgECTIVEE | s

Indicate the extient of your agreemeni or disagresment
with the following statements by using a scale 1 -~ 5.

%

Xey gtrongly disagree
Disagrae 1
Somewhat agres
Agres

strongly agres o

g un

!
e
a
4
5

Many Donors do not understand what ia
invelved on the ground.

' Many Projscts 4o not understand that

Donoyr priorities change from time to

time. c
Proje .a aacupt;fuﬁﬂiﬁq offared by the

Donors ‘aven if the funds are not

sutficisnt for the projesct objectivas.

H



LA

* Projecta should not be give
large amounts of funding until their
cepability tc¢ handling funding is proven.

®* Projacts mesting their erigiral grant
gonditions will alwaya receiva ongoing
support.

# Projects should understand that donors
are governsd by various donor ragulations
and policies.

* Donors ars prescriptive.
* ponors come with package deals.

* Projects seek funding for progrimmes
bayond their capacity to implement.

* Projecits must have multiple sources of
donors.

& Programme tundipq covering & longer
:  pericod is more preferable than short~
term precject funding.
( '

8. MOTIVES

Indicats on scala 1 - 5 the extent te which you agree
with the following statements. .

Key 1 = Btrongly disagree
2 = Disagras

.3 = Somawhat agres

4 = Agree

5

= Btrongly agres "
* Corporate giving is based largely on the
self-interesat of the company.

B Engaqing in social invaestment programmes,
the corporation is securing its own future.

* selt-igtaroat ahove-ali-slse is the primary



notivation for corporate giving.

* The policy frame-work determined by the
denor is the only driving forso t?r giving.

*# Qompassion and the lova of mankind is
parancunt in the decisicn to give.

. Political interests to shape society is
the prime motivation for foreign aid.

* 4Yhe “gelf-reliznce"” of recipieats is
primary in determining aid/donations.

* ¥Projects, like donors uphuld primarily
their self interest.

* Projects and donors must realisa that
bath have objectives, xll thly have to
do iu nntch thesa.

po
of

g9u93thgzxzzuzwnznazxguanng

Tndicate on a sacale 1 - 5 the most important factor
responsible for an amicable donor{rtaipzant
relationahip.

¥ot important
Least important
gSonevhat importimt
Very imporitant
Host important

Key

Ll L
tuuni

1

An amicable donor/vecipisnt relationship iz determined
by

% Board lelbtri of the dsnor represzanted
on the project. _

% Contractunl agreementa between denors
and recipients.



< whe fact tkat funding is once-cif,
*+ The funding ia ongoing.
# cCoupliance with contractusl agreements.

# The rappert struck by the officer of
the aonor and the recipilent.

® Eoliticsl popularxity of the project.

h * Regulaxr financial and narrative reports.

0.

SELE-RELIP

on a scale 1 - 5 indicate the uxtent te whick you agree
with the following statements.

Strongly dixagree
Disagres
Somswhat agreo
Agrae

Strongly agres

L K 1

2
3
4
5

# Prajects must maintain 2 partnership
relationship with donors.

* Projects cannot’be seif-reliant as long
as thay Ao not gsnerate their own funds. -

* Donors must give sufficient funds to
allow for mclturcliancc te smerge over
tinme,

*+ Zeif-reliance is not ya:sihloﬁduc to
donor fluctuating priorities.

¢ Self-veliance is not possible due to lack

of financial community participation.



i11. BSOURCES OF FUNDE: ”

On a scale 1 - 5 indicate the extent to which yov agree
with the following statements.

8troangly disagraa
Disagree "
Somavhat ag.:®
Aqrca

£ ~onqgly agree

Xay

U N

li nany

In your opinion the following categorias of funds are
accgptnbic to rocipionts known to you.

* Yorsign aia funds.

* 8.3, corporutc[?:ivatn Bector funds.

% gouth Afrizan ?ovarnncnt Funds.

. rorcign Corporats rclutud ?nnds.

* Funds {ith stzings rctachca.

P AR BOURCES OF TFUNDE
‘ On a scale 1 - 5 indicate the recipient’s preferences
. ~ for the scurces of funding. i
N .
Coe YT ~ ¥ey 1 = Hot prefsrrsd
, ' 2 = Least prefarred
S e e 3 = Boxewhat prefarred
: 5 4 = Prefarred
5 = Most praferred
o * Foreign Government Aid Funds e.9.
Lﬁﬂj nuhausits. Ai& Agancies, atc.

* rureign Corporate Related runds
R.g. 3:“.; 8}3011, .tcn '
\f "

e

L



# Foreign Foundations Aid Funds e.gq.
Ford, I1.C.C.0, stc.

* Church Funds #.g. 5.A.C.C, 5.32.C.B.C, sic

* Local Corporate/Private Sector Funds e.i.
AR.Cuy _3.15.3., ata, .

ﬁ * Locally genarated Community Funds 6.g.
v Btokvels, African Bank.

P
# Lesal Foundation Funds e.g. Urban
Foundxtion.

* B8,A.G. related Fuuls e.g. Dav. Bank,
Independent Trust Fund.

' 13. CONTROL WECHANISM
| One scale 1 ~ 5 indick 3 the extent of your agreemer
with the Following stay ments.

Xey Strorgly disagras
Disagrae
Somevhat agroc
Agras

b §
2
3
4
s Strongly agras

R & Narrative and financial riparts are all
b that dorours should :oquixe to guarantee
findizng.

* Narrative, finsncial and visitations to
projecta are all that is required to
qunrantnc funning,¢

& ponor visits to projects are time
consuning for racipientsa.,

# TUnannounced visits te prcjucts by dcnors
N . &re time consuming for recipienta. o




14.

is.

16.

* Regular project avaluation should be done
to ensure continued funding.
IIME FRANE

What iintha most appropriate time frame for a project to
receive funding so as to be effective in achieving its

. 6DY stives?

0 - 1 years,
2 - 3 yesars.

4 -~ 5 years,

FREQUE.ICY OF REPO
4y . _

What is the most appropriate freguency of xesporting that

projects must make *o donors? Chooae ona item only.

% Once a meonth

* Quarterly

*  Half Yerrly

\\*" Once a anrf

* At the completioan of the Projact

Indicats on a scale of 1~ 5 tha extent to which you
agree with the follewing atatements.

= gtrongly Aisagras
= Disagras

Somewhat agree’

= Agrss

{g;strong%g agres

aaaaa

Key

L R VI
i



8]

i7.

# MHany Donors raquira & lot »of administrative
procedures to satisfy their owa bureaucratic
needs. :

* Many Donoxs do nob understand that the
reporting procsdures they reguire simply
take tco much time away From project
astivity.

®  Many Daﬁexs are not fond of funding
Adninistration Costs, but require admini-
strative ducies to he fulfilled.

* Many Donors 4¢ net provide for sufficient
back~up procedures to advance the admini-
strative capacities ¢f projects.

* DProjects lack admimistrative capacities.
* Projects lack toechnical capacities.

* Projecta refuss technical advice because
they sas the advice as the dcnor faking

contzrol, %

" “Lack of administrativae capacities leads
to project failure.

aﬂ__EEEAEI&I!X o7 )
On a scale 1 -~ 5 indicats ths extent of your aqrﬁement

with"the following statements.

Xay 21 = strongly lisagraa
2 = Disagrae
- 3 = Somewhat agree
4 = Agree
§ = gtrongly agiee

# Pponors and Recipienta muvst be acacuntable
to each other.



* Ponors must declare to the larger society
thair racipients s0 as to bs accountable
to soclety.

# Recipients must declare to the larger
socliety their donors so as to be
accountable to scciety.

* Fecipients havs an cbhligation to declare
their funding to the Btate in order to be
agrourteble. '

* Recipisnts should only be accouatable to
their immediate constituensies.

18, Comment on the Ponor/Recipient Relationships in general.

19. Comment on the role of thas Private Sector in
Philanthropic Activities.

20. Comment on the role of Foreign Aid in Philanthropic
Astivities,

AGUST L0248
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