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architecture. Thus, there appears to be a
strong interest within the global donor
community to continue to support and
fund projects where civil society in
Southern-based NGOs can influence
global policy conversations on issues
that are also nationally relevant.

Turning to potential domestic sources of
funding requires NGOs to demonstrate or
persuade new actors and audiences of
their legitimacy and credibility. These are
long-standing challenges for NGOs, but
they require specific strategies for
domestic constituencies. The Indian
middle class, for example, is likely to
respond to somewhat different messages,
issues and images, conveyed through
various channels (such as social media) if
they are to become contributors.

Finally, growing the share of funding
from domestic (and diasporic) sources,
may affect the issues and approaches
taken by Indian NGOs. The Indian
general public, and corporate and
philanthropic funders, for example, may
have strong preferences for 'tangible'
outcomes, such as health clinics, over
rights-based advocacy. They may also
help drive more national concerns and
issues, such as inequalities perpetuated
through social discrimination on caste,
and ethnic lines. 

These are issues that Northern donors
have tended to neglect compared to,
say, gender. It is important to note,
however, that the conversation around
reducing inequality is quite a recent
phenomenon within Indian civil society.

Securing financial resources to support
NGO activities is core to their survival
and impact. The changing development
landscape appears to be reducing some
streams, but opening up others. Many
NGOs will find this a tough transition, but
some will certainly flourish. Financing
options and choices will be central to
shaping other aspects of NGO identity,
functioning and role.

Supriya Roychouhury, Oxfam India, and
Emma Mawdsley, University of Cambridge

supriya.roychoudhury@gmail.com /
eem10@cam.ac.uk.

From “business as usual” to innovation: part    
funding in South Africa
When Broederlijk Delen announced its
withdrawal from South Africa in 2008,
our partners instinctively began looking
for funding sources amongst the
international donor community and were
mostly unaware of potential alternatives
for funding civil society initiatives. When
we finally withdrew at the end of 2011,
their approaches were very different.
Many had successfully diversified their
funding sources, including local funding. 

During that period, we were not the only
NGO to withdraw from South Africa. The
country was working hard to profile itself
as an emerging economy, becoming a
member of the BRIC group (now BRICS)
and strengthening its position as regional
leader. As a result, many donors changed
the focus of their support to the many
other African countries still dangling at
the bottom of all development charts. 

When we announced the withdrawal to
our partners we followed three main
principles: we developed a tailor-made,
multi-year withdrawal plan for each
partner; we introduced flexible funding
oriented towards financial sustainability;
and we undertook targeted capacity
building for institutional strengthening
and fundraising. Exit strategies were
developed over two-to-three years. The
timeframe adopted depended on the
funding cycle of the organisation and the
importance of our financial contribution
to its overall budget. 

With each partner, we had a thorough
discussion on their donor portfolio and
how they saw future developments.
Most partners had very little, or no,
funding that originated in South Africa,
despite the many opportunities present
there. Government funding was
considered cumbersome to apply for,
unreliable, and short-term only. With a
few exceptions, NGOs had no links with
the private sector, be it for funding
purposes, or as partners in development. 

Our partners were grouped in clusters
according to their main area of expertise

and met on a regular basis (two to three
times each year) to exchange
experiences. During these meetings, a
lot of attention was paid to exploring
novel ways of funding and collaborating
with non-traditional partners (the private
sector, local government, mentoring of
emerging farmers or businesses by
more experienced entrepreneurs, etc.). 

The Broederlijk Delen local
representative played a key role in the
identification of opportunities and
bringing potential interested parties
together. Partners were stimulated to
share their experiences, both successes
and failures, of local (national)
fundraising and collaboration with the
private sector.

As part of our exit strategy, all partners
could renegotiate the use of their
budgets in case they managed to secure
new funding before the end of the
Broederlijk Delen funding. Broederlijk
Delen actively tried to link partners to
new donors (within our own networks),
but with limited success. This was
because many of these donors were also
withdrawing from South Africa, or the
funding interests of donors and our
partners’ policies did not match.

Because of the length of our exit plan,
we found that it was difficult for
organisations to look beyond that
timeframe, given the volatility of the
donor environment that they were
dealing with. Most partners thus opted
for a “business as usual” planning, with
only a few proposing specific initiatives
that would help to improve their long-
term financial sustainability. For
example, one organisation opted to
speed up the process of paying off the
loan for its infrastructure, another to
increase its fund to pre-pay its members
for the craft products they produce. 

Another project was already in the
process of developing into a separate
organisation when we announced our
exit. They were granted very flexible
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core funding, to be used when needed
over a period of three years. This
enabled them to leverage other funding,
make investments, use it as bridge
funding for staff salaries between
different projects, and so on. That
partner testified that this funding, though
modest in quantity, had made a huge
difference to their organisation because
of its unrestricted nature. 

When partners submitted their last
annual report in 2012, all had managed
to secure at least one source of local
funding. Many had signed contracts with
local (or national) government agencies.
Others had obtained funding from South
African philanthropic foundations or had
entered into collaborations with private
companies. 

However, private sector collaboration
can be difficult. Though most of our
partners were striving to improve the
economic situation of their target group,
many NGOs in South Africa are, or were,
struggling to achieve the right balance
between the social and economic
development of the target group. Income
generating projects were often
subsidised and the long-term profitability
of the businesses was poorly
investigated, or overestimated. 

We found that the NGOs that were most
successful in fostering ties with local
businesses were those training out-of-

school youth. The youth get internships
with local businesses and sometimes a
paid job afterwards. The local business
gets well-trained young people who are
skilled and have developed a positive
attitude towards work. Neither of these
are a given in the local context. 

Overall, we found that NGOs seemed
reluctant to look for funding outside their
natural environment. Often, getting
funding from international NGOs is seen
as the easiest route, because they speak
the same language and share the same
vision and values regarding development.
It is only when these funding sources dry
up that organisations are pushed out of
their comfort zone and will venture into
new types of relationships. 

One important factor for success is the
presence of innovators (or early
adopters) in the partner network who are
willing to share their experiences. Also
important is the sustained facilitation of
contacts between different parties. We
noticed that it is only when relationships
are built and when both parties have
sufficient time to appreciate each other’s
challenges and approaches, that
sustainable partnerships can be
developed. 

Suzy Serneels
Broederlijk Delen

suzy.serneels@broederlijkdelen.be

Children at Maptela Day Care Centre, a USAID/PEPFAR-supported day care centre for orphans
and vulnerable children in Soweto.
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Transforming
opportunities into
reality: challenges
and obstacles in
funding civil
society in Brazil

Civil society organisations’ (CSOs)
funding in Brazil is complex and blurred.
Despite there being more funding
possibilities in the country now than a
decade ago, enjoying these opportunities
seems to be more difficult than expected.
Particular barriers include a lack of
support for social justice and advocacy
activities, and a lack of trust in NGOs.

This article explores three main issues,
which we think explain the current
landscape of financial sustainability of
civil society in Brazil. These are: (1) the
redirection of international funding to
other countries; (2) the rise of a nascent
national philanthropy and lack of
knowledge and experience of civil
society; and (3) an inadequate legal
framework.

Brazil is no longer a priority for
traditional international funders

On the return of democracy in Brazil in
mid-80s, the country was impoverished,
highly unequal and still very
authoritarian. In this context, Brazilian
CSOs assumed an important protagonist
role in pushing forward an agenda of
social justice and rights like the
protection of indigenous lands, human
rights, hunger eradication and
environment protection.

Brazil became a great social and political
‘experiment lab’, with its highly
politicised civil society and democratic
participatory processes advancing these
pressing demands to the point that
many were even incorporated in the
Brazilian Federal Constitution. Brazilian
civil society flourished with the
emergence of organisations including
Fase, Ibase, Inesc, Themis, and Abong,
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