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Introduction:

I am grateful to DMCDD for the invitation to be present at this important event.  I come here as a Tanzanian, who luckily has had an opportunity to work with different “partners” in different capacities.  Once I was in Tanzania, working with several partners of my church, as well as other partners as I chaired the civil society Tanzania Coalition on Debt and Development (TCDD).  Now since four years ago I live and work with the United Evangelical Mission: Communion of Churches in Three Continents (EUM) with head office in Germany.  This a communion of churches in mission that has transformed itself from former German “mission agencies” or “missionary societies” with partners into an international communion of churches where all partners have become equal “members” in it.  
From this short experience I share the understanding that partnership is an enigmatic term.  There are all kinds of partnerships as is well known.  There are cases of junior/senior partners, equal partners, donor/receiver partners, etc.  There are business partnerships, political partnerships, religious partnerships, cultural partnerships, institutional partnerships, or economic partnerships.  In many partnerships, like in all other matters, finances play a key role.
Are Equal Partnerships Possible?

In general, many organizations wish and try to develop partnerships of equals.  Whether in politics, in society or in religion nobody wants any longer to be regarded as dominating.  It is simply unfashionable and ethically objectionable, even though we have not realized our wish of genuine partnerships of equals.  Indeed Fowler advises us not to use the term in all kinds of relationships.  Whether in the United Nations, the EU, the AU, or the emerging G20, I think we only wish to be equal, but it is difficult to believe or behave like equals.  In academia, there is a difference between “anthropology” and “sociology.”  In the so-called “donor countries” there are separate ministries to deal with the developed countries and developing countries.  In political alliances there are clear differences between “allies” and “friends” and “partners.”
I think the long-time wisdom saying is true, that “whoever pays the piper, calls the tune.”  As long as money is central in most partnerships, the donor will most likely determine the terms of partnerships unless a very conscious effort is made to avoid it.  This is not only true in cases of countries.  It is also true within families, within villages, within organizations, etc.  Many times we do not discover how this idea of domination is so human, tempting us in all types of relationships.  We therefore should not stop at our wonderful wishes, but must do something consciously, and persistently to counter our natural tendency to dominate.

NORTH-SOUTH PARTNERSHIPS

I will limit my short contribution to the “North-South” partnerships only, the subject of this gathering.  There are no political partnerships because north and south occupy different positions in the political landscape.  There are not many business partnerships either, even though these are increasing in the whole framework of globalization.  There are social partnerships between cities and institutions like schools.  These function in a fratenal atmosphere, with exchange of visits and sometimes funds.  There are church partnerships, with which I am most familiar.  These have different durations.  Some mission organizations started working in the Southern countries more than three centuries ago, and they still do have partnerships in those places they worked, although now with independent churches there.  The newest sphere is that of “development partnerships.” In most cases they are characterized mostly in one way or another with government related structures; either directly or indirectly.  We talk of “development partners” even though clearly they are relationships between “donors” and “recipients”, the haves and have-nots, the rich and the poor.  And these are the subject of this gathering.
PRESENCE OR PROJECTS—The Role of Money

Money, as a medium of exchange and medium of determining value plays a big role in partnerships, regardless of the kinds of partnerships.  In mission circles we have been trying to claim that partnership should not be money-focused but people-focused.  However, the moment there is a transaction or an activity, money cannot be avoided.  It remains a key facilitator of partnerships.

The question is how the money should play its role.  There was a time when mission organizations sent many people abroad to work and live with their partners.  Many spent several years, even all of their lives, some even deciding to be buried there or emmigrating temporarily.  But with the emergence of self-determination of the Southern countries, even mission organizations were lumped together with colonialists (even though a direct connection is not always the case).  There was a time the churches wanted all foreigners away from their areas, just as the colonialists were sent away.  There were even calls for muratorium on missionary funds because the churches thought the missions were interfering in their internal affairs.  However, we have to say, after the rhetoric at the conferences, no muratorium was implemented since the survival of the structures of the same churches that were created by those being thrown out depended so much on the finances they wanted to reject.  

The mission agencies did reduce the number of missionaries sent abroad and many who are sent now are not life-long missionaries.  Most of them have very limited contracts, following very closely the non-church personnel policies of the Northern countries.  As the money declined in the churches and mission organizations in Europe due to changes in the social and religious situations there, the missions have been debating what is more beneficial: to send expensive missionaries or to finance projects directly implemented by the local, independent churches.  Following again the argumentation that is fashionable, that is self-determination, self-governance, anti-colonialism, most of them decided for the latter.   Today there are more projects financed and fewer missionaries.

In my own organization, the United Evangelical Mission in 2007 we started a restructuring process in view of declining finances.  During the process we did a survey by asking the churches what they wanted.  Question number 9 was:  “in line of the declining finances, what would you prefer: more people or more money for projects?”  In the background of a politically sensitized environment, I thought we were asking the obvious.  Every church should prefer more funds for itself rather than missionaries from abroad who are very costly.  But, but, but: the response was totally surprising.  Of more than 25 churches that sent their responses, only one said they prefered projects to presence of people from other areas.  (By the way, missionaries now come not only from Europe but from the Asia and Africa to Asia and Africa as well).  That was an eye opener which made me start looking for reasons that I would like to share with you now.
1. Human Capital: the most important resources in any organization.  To you who are experts in development work, this statement is an obvious.  When you look at the capacity of an organization to implement any program, you start with its human capital.  Human resources are not about population.  It is about how many people available with sufficient skills and required characteristics to do something.  That is why we have even the discussion about the unpopular “retention bonuses” of those people who the organizations think are the catalyst of success (or failure).  Therefore the question is asked, why would anyone want to exclude sharing of the most important resource in organizations?
2. This most important resource should be counted according to real contribution not according to salary.  I understand that in politics every nation, every organization claims to have competent people and would like to employ them.  The NGOs in the South feel the same (even though the reality might be different).  They feel that if the foreigners are employed, normally using part of the donations is like taking back to their countries what they have given.  This cannot be more wrong.  If we do not value the contributions of the people and consider only the salary they get as real help, we are simply blind.  How does one measure the impact of the assistance?  It cannot be through how much the person was paid.
3. Politics aside, our traning and experiences differ.  When I sometimes see the conditionalities and expectations of the northern partners on their southern partners, I kind of wonder.  We might forget that the notion of “nation-state” in the Southern hemisphere is a fairly very new there.  It is difficult to find nation-states that are older than two centuries.  They were, unfortunately, created through colonialism.  And colonialism brought with it governance structures and systems that were already practiced for hundreds of years in the countries of the north.  And colonialists stayed in their colonies not very long.  In Africa, colonialism proper started only after 1884, but by 1965 most of the countries were politically independent.  What is not normally said, the new countries inherited the structures very few native people even had an idea how they function.  For example when Tanganyika got independence in 1961, apart from clerks and messengers and a few low level-teachers and nurses there were only 12 university graduates!  Only one engineer! But the government had to have ministers, principal secretaries, auditors, controllers, etc.  They simply appointed who were there.  And up to this moment, we have never cought up!  There were no town-planners, no architechts, no law school, and no university in the land!  Those who took over did their best, but their best has never been good enough!  The systems of controls and balances they learn in schools are not in the corporate culture of our offices after training, especially because of lack of experience.  For example, try to get records from any office, whether government or NGO or church!  It is a disaster!  I do not think people simply like to lose documents; they simply cannot because they have never caught up!   Why are we blamed for corruption?  Is it because we are potentially more corrupt than the Europeans?  I do not think so.  If there was any doubt, the scandles that marred the appointments of Obama and recently the British parliament cleared them.  Human beings are simply sinners.  They need systems of control to assist them deal with their self-centeredness.  The other countries have over time developed control systems to put check on abuses of systems.  Of course everyone who is corrupt thinks he or she will not be caught.  The likelihood of being caught reduces the chances of people to attempt, even though they are potentially sinners.  Therefore to engage those who have such knowledge and culture of formalizing matters cannot be substituted with those who simply are learning.  
4. The Cultural Values are Different.  After saying that, I must add quickly that the values we have are different because of the culture.  The organizations in the north have people who have grown up in cultural values that have been globalized.  For example, the values of trustworthiness, reliability, punctuality, are cultural values that are based on Christianizing the culture, that have not yet been internalized by others.  The amount of members of parliament in England that have either resigned already or announced they will not be running for reelection because their corruption has been discovered could not be found in the Tanzanian parliament.  That power of shame over people, the value of dignity and duty is simply not learnt in a classroom.  For that reason, many people in the South (apart from politicians and executives of organizations that fear losing power) assume northerners are more prone to be faithful and reliable, because that is what culturally most of them are or at least expected to be.  For that reason we have received a request from a church in Cameroun that is trying to start a bank of the people, to provide a German as the first director of the bank.  The president of the church told me last week, that when people will know that a German is head of the bank, they will buy more shares quickly.  They have simply been disappointed by their own corrupt people and they assume a German cannot be corrupt.  This perception, though not totally correct and though reasons for differences could be probably explained, is not without foundation in experience.
5. Presence is a better sign of partnership of equals rather than keeping the two sides linked only by finances.  A good example is in Tanzania where DANIDA decided to invest in the Cooperative and Rural Development Bank in 1995, buying 30% of the shares while the other shares were sold to Tanzanians.  DANIDA has been involved in the bank, being part of management and board, and with Danish colleagues on the staff.  And many people, including myself, trusted the bank because of the presence of Danish colleagues and bought shares.  The bank has succeeded tremendously, shares rising to more than 40 times in US $ terms!  Now Danida is selling some of its stake.  I am sure Danish expertise has been crucial especially in facilitating technological transfer and presence with values.  Now DANIDA has decided to sell some of the shares to the public, but the bank has already established a name for itself to the extent that most people no longer know that there are Danish colleagues working there.  That is real partnership.  In the globalized world, why would the Danish colleagues want to leave the bank?  Why should they not share in the profits as well, and then decide what to do with them?
6. Another example is when my president, Jakaya Kikwete visited Norway immediately after his election in 2005.  One of the requests he made publicly was that of people with negotiation skills.  At that time, and until today, we have mining and gas drilling contracts that have almost no benefit for the country and they were being questioned.  The president officially requested the Norwegian government to “donate” the services of expert negotiators.  He said openly, we get a row deal in contracts because we do not have people with sufficient skills in international law, in negotiations, and in specific fields.  They get confused when they get into meetings and those complicated documents are signed without real scrutiny.  Why would Norway insist on giving funds to Tanzania to establish institutions and not accept this genuine request for people to assist in establishing them?  Lack of negotiation skills can be seen at the haste we are building the AU.  Everything the EU does over thirty years through very heavy and contentious discussions the AU wants to do in two years.  Of course they do not work!  All this for me is lack of experience and jumping on ideas we do not spend time to think about.
7. Presence is Accompaniment.  We certainly do not want to be colonized again.  We do not want to be dispised.  We want to be accompanied.  The idea of demanding the observance of conditionalities which the donors set (again our lack of self-confidence and experience and negotiation skills plays out very much) without accompanying us in their fulfillment is not a sign of healthy partnership.  The question is how far does accompaniment go?  What is the limit?  When does accompaniment become domination and suffocation of the indigenous initiatives?  There is no formula.

8. Through accompaniment, both parts learn from each other.  They get rid of their stereotypes.  They share in their experiences.  I am sure my work in Germany has changed me a lot.  I have got rid of some stereotypes that I had, and I hope some have got rid of the stereotypes they had about Africans.  We walk the same corridors, observe the same rules, eat in the same room, etc.  Nationality does not become a problem so much since one recognizes that differences are there even children of the same mother. 
9. So, when we stop regarding each other as strangers, and respect each other and are ready to learn from each other, presence becomes more valuable, more sustainable than projects controlled from a distance.

10. This presence must be a two-way traffic.  Just as the Danish colleagues should be invited and sent to work with their partners, so should the partners be invited to work, even for short intership periods, in Denmark.  Knowing the difficulty with this possibility, I think that is where the lobby work of the Danish NGOs should work hard.

I thank you very much for your kind attention.
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