Moshi Dialogue

Review cases:

HOLLAND

In spring of 2009 we have organised separate preparatory meetings in Tanzania, the Netherlands and Denmark. The aim of the preparatory meetings was to identify questions and dilemma’s on relationships. One of the things we had asked the participants was to write short cases which contains one of the questions or dilemma’s they experienced in their own practice.

We have collected these cases and they have played a role in our joint meeting where we set out the agenda for the Moshi Dialogue.

For your preparation on the Moshi Dialogue it is helping when you read all cases and answer the following questions:

1. Which dilemma’s or questions do you recognise in your own practice?

2. Which dilemma’s or questions do you like to discuss in the Moshi Dialogue and what exactly do you want to discuss around that dilemma or question?  What are you hoping for by discussing this topic? (select 3 dilemma’s or question which are interesting for you and which you recognise in your own work)
3. If, from your point of view a dilemma or question is missing write a short case from your own experience and bring this to the Moshi Dialogue or send it to Nyantito before the 4th of November 2009.

CASES and questions from the Netherland
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Case 1

Dilemma: balancing between facilitator/financer and expert  

1) Introduction dilemma

“We don’t want to be the expert but we do in the meantime have a very clear idea about what is best”.  Current practice in development cooperation is based on the starting point that successful development assistance requires equity in the relationship between the Southern organization and Northern organization/supporter. Equity in principle means that the organizations on both ends have equal decision making power and a equal level of responsibility (ownership). At the same time, many Northern organizations are struggling with the question if a little bit more directive guidance would not be helpful in terms of the quality of an intervention. This directive guidance would come from the experience Northern organizations have in (what they see as) similar processes and interventions. The fact that the financing is on their end enables them to do so – and even sometimes forces them to so do like in the case of a back donor with certain requirements. This can however blur the equity in the relationship. 

2) Example

The organization X in Uganda is a highly reputable organization. Through WPF’s involvement in a research by organization X and others amongst young people living with HIV/AIDS, WPF was requested to initiate the adaptation of its sexuality education programme, in collaboration with organization X, to meet the identified needs of this group. Though WPF on the basis of experience with various similar interventions knows quite well the steps to be undertaken to reach a quality intervention, it also recognizes the need for ownership in this. WPF struggles with finding a good balance between (directive) guidance and ownership. An example: WPF asks organization X to draft a budget for costs involved, but organization X asks WPF to make a first draft on the basis of experience for them to comment on. WPF started doing the latter once the progress of activities get stuck with the risk that X would not feel sufficient ownership over the budget (and related activities). The latter is still hampering project progress.  

3) Why this dilemma

WPF as an organization is cooperating with Southern partners on the basis of technical assistance, in many cases also combined with financial support, and support on organization level upcoming. WPF works more and more with so called best or promising practices, developed on the basis of experiences of itself and partners in related interventions. This leads to a guide that facilitates development and implementation of similar interventions, not meant as a blueprint. However, new partners require such a blueprint just because of similar WPF experiences. WPF’s experience to date however is that this is not helpful in terms of ownership, which is an equally important aspect to reach high quality interventions. 
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Case 2


Questions:   ‘Autonomy of a partner organization’

How can a partner organization retain its autonomy/ independency?

How can a partner organization still make own decisions?

How can the partner organization follow its own laws, rules etc.?

When two organizations are in partnership they partly must share same ideas, vision and mission with each other. However both organizations have their own activities, but also their own needs and desires, their own rules and laws etcetera. If this would be all the same they could just work together as one organization.

The challenge came in when UpToYouToo sent one of their employees, I, to Dar Es Salaam to establish the organization there. Discussions about a partnership with X took place before I moved, but when I arrived in Dar Es Salaam I found out that the director does not want a partnership with UpToYouToo if the organization settles in Dar Es Salaam. However if UpToYouToo moves to the South of Tanzania, where X is starting to work with youth groups, but is in need of employees there, the director said to support UpToYouToo for a 100% and there will be a partnership. 

Now there are two issues about autonomy/ independancy of UpToYouToo as the partner organization:

1. If UpToYouToo would move down South, how can we as partner organization keep our autonomy/ independency?

UpToYouToo focuses on City youth. That is why we are extending from Nairobi to Dar es Salaam and not to the rural areas of Tanzania. If we would say yes to this partnership and move to the South, we would give up our autonomy and we will not be independent, because:

· we are changing our target group 

· it is not our own decision

· We would diverge from our own objectives

It seems like X is asking UpToYouToo to change the target group, decide for UpToYouToo what to do and diverge from our objectives. Would this be a good basis for an ‘equal’ partnership? To me it seems like in this way UpToYouToo would work in charge of X instead of in partnership ( No autonomy

2. If UpToYouToo would establish in Dar es Salaam in partnership with X, how can we both as partner organizations keep our autonomy/ independency?

It seems (the director of) X sees UpToYouToo in Dar Es Salaam as a threat instead of an organization to work together with, achieve more (shared) goals together and reach more city youth. If we would both do our work in Dar es Salaam, but in different areas, from my point of view we could really achieve that instead of being competition to each other. The challenge here would be again how we could retain our own autonomy? To not work against each other, but in good cooperation (whether there is a formal partnership or not) it is needed to:

· Make clear agreements; know what you and the other is doing

· Learn from each other; get best practices

· Keep the relationship healthy

Communication is the keyword. Openness and honesty to each other is very important. In that way we can tell one another what can be done differently within both organizations to achieve better results. It should always work in both ways. 

This is how the relation between the partner organization UpToYouToo and Y in Kenya is. Y is very autonomic. However, UpToYouToo deals with Y on a strategic level which makes it possible to look together at what can/ has to be done differently to achieve better results. Again in this situation as well, the keyword is good and clear communication and a healthy relation. Everything can be written down on paper and even in contracts agreements can be made, but it won’t help if the relationship is not healthy. 
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Case 3.

Combine various roles.

The AIS Bolivia – Wemos the Netherlands case

This ‘case’ is meant to feed the discussion on how to have a good and open communication in the cooperation between southern and western organisations. The case tells the story of on the one hand the organisation AIS Bolivia and on the other hand Wemos from the Netherlands. It is the story of two sister organisations cooperating but also arguing like sisters every now and then. And as a sister we, Wemos, think that our sister AIS is stubborn and does not listen to us enough but we find it hard to express that in order to avoid a family row thus destroying an effective relationship. 

Since ancient times (I started working in Wemos almost four years ago) Wemos, a Dutch lobby and advocacy organization on Health issues, has been working together with AIS-Bolivia, a Bolivian lobby and advocacy organization on Health issues. This collaboration is based and concentrated on the field of lobby activities, mutually supporting each others lobby and advocacy activities at national and international level and has been very successful. Together, and with the support of health lobby partner organizations from Bangladesh, Kenya and Zambia, international WHO meetings were visited, expert meetings in the EU Parliament in Brussels were organized, presenting joint position papers, organizing work shops and presenting information on health issues like Budgets for Health, Health personal, Medicines and Nutrition. 

In the course of time two other fields of collaboration emerged: financing and capacity building. 

- Financing: part of the budget that we receive from our Ministry of Foreign Affairs is channelled through to our institutional Southern partners, of which AIS Bolivia is one. (Institutional partnership: long term partnership formalised by a MoU)

- Capacity building: both organizations endorse the idea that in order to keep up and strengthen the good work and collaboration, capacity building as a continuous process is necessary. Both AIS and Wemos aim to strengthen their skills in e.g. the fields of internal organization, planning, monitoring & evaluation, networking, lobby and advocacy etc. and both AIS Bolivia’s and Wemos’ capacity building activities are mainly being financed by PSO funds, AIS Bolivia receiving these funds via Wemos.

The problem: as stated earlier, the collaboration between Wemos AIS Bolivia dates way back and is quite successful content wise. There are some aspects in the collaboration though, that seem to have to do with the various roles of the organisations that have emerged in this relationship and (personal) behaviour, that do obstruct further organisational development and complicates working together.

In our role as AIS financier, receiving external funds that we pass on to AIS Bolivia, we, and also AIS, have to comply with planning, monitoring and reporting requirements set by our financiers. Furthermore, working closely together content wise also means that good PM&E is important in order to streamline activities, follow developments and define the results planned and accomplished. 

The bottlenecks that we face are on the one hand these internal and external needs, requirements and on the other hand the way things are being done in AIS and that seem to have to do with personality of the Director of AIS Bolivia. We acknowledge that the AIS director accomplishes a lot with AIS Bolivia, but he has his very own (stubborn) ideas of how to do things. He finds it hard to understand PM&E processes but does not leave any room for other AIS staff members that do understand, to take up these matters, which make it hard to cooperate sometimes. 

In our role of capacity building facilitators, we also find that stimulating organizational growth of AIS Bolivia is very difficult. AIS Bolivia regularly attracts bright young employees who, unfortunately, do not stay very long because there is no room for them to develop, to act, present new ideas, assume responsibilities because the director is very authoritarian and finds it hard to delegate responsibilities thus leaving no room for new initiatives and ideas or staff to grow. 

Our dilemma: 

How do we combine the various roles that we have in our relationship with AIS Biolivia: 

a. partners in lobby activities 

b. stimulator of capacity building: thus putting fingers on the sour spot, management style.

c. financier of AIS Bolivia: thus demanding AIS to comply with all the formal requirements  

How do we discuss these problems (PM&E, management style etc.) with this authoritarian Director without endangering the successful relationship, cooperation, between the two organisations in the field of lobby?
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Case 4.

Case on facilitation of networks in partner countries

Dilemma

In order to strengthen advocacy on health in focus countries in the South, Wemos facilitates networks in the South which are built around our institutional partner. Our institutional partner (strong sister) takes part in ‘our network initiative’ but does not stimulate such a network, afraid of weakening her own position? In general, most organizations prefer working alone instead of operating in a network with other organizations. 

Altogether, resulting in a weak network, without integration of work, and therefore not strengthening advocacy….

Experience

Since 2003 Wemos has been working with partner DORP in Bangladesh. The last couple of years this partner has become an institutional partner of Wemos. Wemos is a member of BOOM (Bangladesh platform on development and human rights) consisting of Dutch NGOs working with Bangladeshi NGOs on health, water & sanitation, education and human rights. Together with 3 other Dutch NGOs Wemos forms BOOM subgroup on health. Within this subgroup an inventory was done among our partners resulting in a selected group of Bangladeshi partners interested and able to carry out health monitoring and advocacy. With this group of 5 Bangladeshi partners several workshops were organized and a joint funding proposal was written, the only joint output so far. Throughout this process it’s been clear that this network exists because BOOM is putting such a lot of energy in it and not because our partners are stimulating it themselves. 

Importance

Wemos’ institutional partners are only few (1 in each country, 4 countries in total), based on common goals, themes and strategy. This creates a big dependency of Wemos on those partners to achieve our results. In order to decrease this dependency and strengthen advocacy on health, Wemos started to facilitate networks around its institutional partners in collaboration with Dutch NGOs and its local partners. 


The big question is: should Northern organizations play a role in facilitating networking in the South and if so, what role? 
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Case 5.

Dilemma: demand versus supply

Wemos has a small number of partner organisations, and the partnership is primarily based on collaboration for health advocacy. Seven years ago, Wemos started supporting some lobbying partners with institutional funding, including funding for capacity building. Initially, this capacity building consisted of a number of trainings for staff, based on need as indicated by the partner organisation. 

In some of the areas where training was given, we saw very little progress, for example in the area of planning. This perception of Wemos, together with a push from PSO to start tackling underlying capacity issues, led to adopting a new process to capacity building. Wemos and four partner organisations did an organisational assessment (OA) to identify the main strengths and weaknesses and priorities for addressing these.

This OA was meant to be the basis for a long-term plan for organisational strengthening, which would address also the more structural causes hampering capacity for advocacy within the organisation. Introducing the idea for an OA was done very gradually and was actually welcomed by all organisations. It was also implemented by all, except one. 

The quality of the assessments varied. For most, including Wemos, the time taken was too short to come to a thorough conclusion and plan for follow-up. It appeared impossible to come up with a long term plan for organisational strengthening, based on the outcomes of the OA and including SMART outcomes, indicators and ways of measuring the effect of capacity building. We then decided to insert a follow-up and engage the same experts who facilitated the OA, in facilitating the elaboration of these plans for organisational strengthening. This opportunity was taken up by only one of the four partner organisations, and they have been able to draft a good plan.

The other three organisations, who did not engage an expert to facilitate the process, have not been able to produce a good plan for organisational strengthening. In the case of two of these organisations, time has been a limiting factor. They have few staff and are busy, and reflecting on capacity is then not always a priority. In the case of the third organisation, there seems to be a lack of interest to follow a more integrated approach to capacity building and address structural issues. All three, however, indicate that capacity building is important for them. 

The demand for capacity building is there, but not in the form in which we are offering it at the moment. For Wemos, it is ok to follow another approach and offer more ‘ad hoc’ capacity building activities, while adopting a slower pace in trying to engage partner organisations in a discussion on a more integrated approach. 

Wemos is facing two dilemmas/questions in this regard:

1. we feel that the funding available for capacity building only allows an integrated approach –all or nothing; and 

2. what would be a good way to ensure that that the capacity building is demand-based (while we are controlling the money)?

But it has also led us to digging deeper into thinking about our different roles in the relationship with partner organisations, and to wondering what space there is for capacity building within a relation that is primarily aimed at collaboration. Wemos does not directly engage in training, i.e. we are not trainers ourselves, but as an intermediate financier of capacity building we have to judge the CB plans presented by our partner organisations. We feel that this stands in the way of developing a partnership; within a partnership that is based on equality and mutual interest, maybe capacity building should only take place in the form of mutual learning and reflection, peer coaching, etc
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Case 6

 How to end a form of cooperation?

Starting a form of cooperation like a partnership is easier than ending it. When we enter into a relationship with another organisation we hardly ever openly discuss what to do if the relationship turns sour. We make contractual obligations with regards to when to end relationships e.g. in case of bankruptcy or non-performance but not about how a partnership can be terminated in a professional manner. 

Example:

In country Z my organisation implements a project that involves three well-respected partner organisations. The project was written as a collaborative effort and all 3 partners are responsible for the realisation of a different project result. The two local partner organisations AA & BB, responsible for the largest two project results, have already started implementing the project. 

I experience problems communicating with the third partner organisation “CC”. The employee of CC that co-wrote the project proposal has left CC. When I email or call CC they do not reply. The project result that CC is responsible for, the development of a media strategy, faces significant delays. According to AA and BB, CC is involved in an internal struggle over the future of the organisation.

On my visit to country Z I meet with Mr. K, the vice-chair of CC. I confront him with the delays and ask whether CC still wants to be involved in the project. He promises to make a plan of action that we will discuss at our next meeting in 3-days time.

Whilst meeting with AA, BB and other actors such as UN bodies and Dutch embassy staff, I am informed that half of the board members and most of the staff have left CC. They do not employ the media experts required for the project and are thereby not able to implement the project as planned. Moreover, current and former CC board members are involved in a “media struggle”, they write press releases and publish negative articles about one another. I am worried that this negative media attention threatens the overall success of the project and the progress made by partner organisations AA and BB. 

I meet Mr. K three days later and discuss his plan of action. It is clear that CC does not have the manpower required for the project. I inform him of my concerns and that I will discuss the situation with my colleagues at headquarters. I promise to let him know within one week whether we will continue cooperating.

After talking with my superiors we decide that if CC were to implement the project under the present circumstances this could overstretch their capacities. In the end I write to Mr. K informing him that we are cancelling our cooperation.

Three weeks after sending the letter, I receive a fax from CC that is copied to all foreign embassies in Z, media outlets and human rights organisations. The fax misrepresents the facts, criticises the Netherlands embassy and accuses us of bowing to (non-existent) pressure of others. 

Why share it?

I would like to share this example because it shows how internal power struggles within one of the partners can negatively effect the reputation of the other partner. We hardly ever openly discuss what to do when a relationship turns sour and what is a responsible way of ending the relationship without harming the reputation of the other partner. 
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Case 7

being asked to “abuse” your role as a donor

Partnership for me is a relationship between equals. Equality for me also means that you are not allowed to interfere with the internal affairs of your partner. Sometimes partners disagree on the level of interference that is allowed.

Example

As the manager of a project I was once approached by board member “X” of a local partner organisation because she was not happy with the job performance of the local project manager, “Y”. Everyone agreed that Y was not performing his duties as required. The other board members were hesitant to dismiss Y because local labour legislation makes it difficult to dismiss staff. Board member X asked me to put pressure on the other board members to dismiss project manager Y. X wanted me to abuse my role as a donor, namely by threatening the other board members to withhold money if they did not dismiss Y. 

I refused to exert any pressure on the other board members. I consider staff issues an internal matter that should be addressed by the local partner. 

Why share this?

I would like to discuss this example because it shows how partners can disagree about the acceptable level of interference with the internal affairs of partners. Irrespective of how the local project manager performed his tasks, I believe that we should not interfere with our partners staffing. Board member X, however, did not find this problematic.
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Case 8

Dilemma: Friends or colleagues?

Young in Prison (YiP) is a young organisation which works for children in prison in South-Africa, Surinam and Colombia. In South-Africa and Surinam we work with a local YiP-team which we started some years ago. Their work is totally aimed at reaching the objects of the organisation in general. However, in Colombia there is not such an organisation as YiP Colombia. We cooperate with the already existing organisation La Famila Ayara, a group of young hip-hop artists working for children in poor circumstances. When the cooperation started we decided to begin a project in a Colombian youth prison by giving artistic workshops. The relation between YiP and La Familia Ayara was not that of two equal partners. YiP was the funder of the ‘prison-project’ and La Familia Ayara the executor. During the years La Familia Ayara created a special team within the organisation which was responsible for the execution of the YiP projects. In this way we, as YiP Netherlands, have fixed partners for the communication of the YiP projects, and, on the other way around, in the Netherlands we have two ‘coordinators Colombia’ responsible for the communication with Colombia.

But the coordinator of the project in Colombia and the coordinator in Holland are not only counterparts in their work; there exists also a good friendly relationship. In different occasions there were face to face meetings with employees of Ayara and YiP and besides the business connection there was also a personal click. As we are all young enthusiastic volunteers we got along very well and had a lot of fun, not only in the office, but also on a football field, in bars and with a glass of rum. Of course we all regarded this as a good thing: ‘It is good to get along well with your colleagues isn’t it?’

And of course we still think the answer to this question is a full ‘Yes’ but it also bring some non-expected problems. 

After all the meetings we are now back in Holland and we are not longer playing football together but we returned to our role of controller of the money we send to Colombia. And the Colombians are back in Colombia and instead of sharing a bottle of rum they now have to justify their expenses to Holland. And this is the current situation as we face it at the moment.

We are struggling with the way to approaching our Colombian counterpart about some of the problems which occur in the project. We try to be as friendly as possible, but on the other hand we also have to be businesslike: we have a project to run! 

A good example can be found just in these days, the end of March 2009. In Holland we are waiting for some important mailings with additional information about the projects of last year, because we have to finish the annual report. But despite different reminders we don’t get any reaction out of Colombia. This concerns us, because normally we get a quick reply to our mails, but on the other hand we are also a little bit angry because of the lack of response. And the situation got even stranger when we did receive an quick answer to a personal mail sent to one of the counterparts in Colombia, and later on, a displeased message that in fact they send a lot of mail, but that it never reached us. This situation brings in the dilemma pointed out earlier.

We do have trust in our friends. Why should the lie to us about the mails we never received? And we don’t want to raise our finger and correct our friends. But maybe we can reach more if the relation is strict businesslike and we can just say what we want without risking our friendship. We feel we can say everything to each other but still we end the mail with some friendly words which soften the harder words earlier in the conversation.

This is a constant struggle between not hurting your friends and trying to do the best for the organisation. 

Until now we haven’t found the perfect solution. Or maybe there is no perfect solution, but there are still some things to improve in the relationship. We hope to learn of it and maybe get some positive input out of other organisations that experienced the same problems or are struggling with the same dilemmas.




	Moshi Dialogue

Case 9

How to restore the relationship

Suspicion arisen, relationship cooled!

It started like a marriage. Dorcas and let’s say partner X fell in love with each other to fight poverty and injustice. Over the time the relationship cooled a bit. Mutual trust started crumbling down. Dorcas questioned some spending done by X. Dorcas felt deceived. Partner x accused Dorcas to be meddlesome. Till now we partner together, but you can imagine: this relationship needs to be revised. How can we restore this relationship like it was? How do we start the dialogue?

A bond was made in 1995 between Dorcas and partner X. Over the years, mutual expectations became a stumbling block. Dorcas for example expected clear and on time reporting, while partner x expected understanding of the local situation, behaviour and culture. A tension was born! He wanted this, she wanted that. 
Dorcas felt partner x is not telling the whole truth, especially when it comes to accountability. On the other hand X didn’t want to account for every penny anymore and blamed Dorcas of paternalistic behaviour. Dorcas became suspicious by perceiving this behaviour. Mutual distrust and suspicion were born. It seems that the one with the wallet has more persuasiveness. Dorcas now only transfers money when expenses can be explained clearly. Our ‘brother – brother’ relation changed into a relation of ‘donor and spender’. Blames are made against each other. The relationship started cracking. If this downfall of the relationship will not be recognized and restored, soon the relationship will be over. 

Dorcas is partnering with mostly grassroots partners in Africa to fight poverty and injustice. Bringing change in lives of many afflicted people, drives us and is our common goal. Partner x and Dorcas need and depend on each other to reach that common goal. Dorcas is not implementing projects herself, but wants partner x as local community based organisation. On the other hand, partner x wants to finance his fight against poverty or injustice but do need financial backing and likes to have an experienced sparring partner to solve challenges to its best. 

The discussion of the presence of the North in the South is linked to this case. We as Dorcas has chosen to be physically in the south with 15 field offices worldwide. Local staff will be the bridge between Head Quarters and local partners. They are the mediators and feeders of the relationship. If tensions exist, they are the ones that have to start and maintain the dialogue between Dorcas and her partners. They are the ones the partner has easily access to in his own language and in his own cultural setting.  Dorcas thinks we have to pick up the dialogue again and speak and invest time in our relationship. Can you help answering the question mentioned in the first paragraph? 
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Case 10

 How does gender, status and age influence our partner relationship?  
1.Introduction dilemma

As theory and experience shows, gender roles, femininity/masculinity and power distance differ between cultures and influence the way we relate to others. Being aware of cultural norms and values, and what is perceived as polite is one thing to cooperate well internationally. How does gender, status and age influence the way we work with each other? In some cultures, male, female, junior and senior work together on an equal basis, while in other cultures clear distinctions are made and people are supposed to behave accordingly to their gender, age, status. For example, Dutch people may be much more informal with their director than Ugandans.

We have frequently heard doubts of junior program officers (especially when female) who had the task to facilitate meetings or workshops with (more) senior staff. How will a group of program managers react when participating in a workshop facilitated by a young woman of a different background? Will they take such a meeting seriously? 

2.Example

Imagine a young lady, just got her masters’ degree and is given the task to share her knowledge with Kenyan colleagues. She might be very well able to provide the group of program officers/managers with some new, updated, and useful information, i.e. on how to effectively advocate for your cause, or on fundraising. But her age, and being a young woman may not provide her with enough status or ‘power’ to facilitate most effectively; people come late for the session, walk in and out of the room, read or send text messages or emails during the session. After the meeting they set certain dates to accomplish tasks to be sent by email. Unfortunately, and despite some reminders, she doesn’t get a lot of response (given that internet connection and power have been available throughout).

Sometimes this all has external reasons, but it may differ in case a big donor or a director is standing in front of the group. 

How does her gender, status and age influence… 

a) the way participants cooperate with her?

b) the efforts participants put into attending to the meeting?

c) the efforts participants put into accomplishing the task well and in time?

How should the facilitator behave in order to be accepted fully and taken seriously?

3.Why this dilemma

As a ‘junior’ woman I have experienced some difficulties in communication with our East African counterparts. I sometimes sense that not only being a woman, but also being western and being young influences the way others interact with me or how they value my input. This may complicate achieving the objectives in workshops, the communication over email, i.e. I am not in the position to give tasks and deadlines being a junior and/or female. I may miss credibility being western /a  junior/ woman. Because WPF and other NGOs often work  with young professionals, I wonder how this is perceived by southern organizations and what juniors can do - next to taking into account cultural values and being humble – to make cooperation with southern partners as pleasant and as effective as possible.
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Case 11
Clearness about the nature of the relationship

This case concerns our organization Young in Prison (YiP) and our counterpart organization Ayara.

YiP and Ayara are two similar organization in a sense that both are young dynamic organizations that have been growing and getting more professional over the past 6 years.

Both the growth and the cooperation between the organizations have been organic processes. Ever since, YiP has been the initiator and financer of the YiP project, and Ayara has been executing it. However, Ayara also has a lot of other activities and projects, and the YiP project is just a ‘side-project’. 

Because of this organic process, and the fact that we are both growing, professionalizing and getting bigger,  there is a mutual feeling of respect, and we see each other and speak about each other as partner.  The nature of the relationship however has never been identified. 

This is the cause of a lot of problems. While the project is running we communicate and feel equal, we think about the future together and make plans. When plans do not correspond or in cases of disagreement, we have no way of dealing with that. The same counts for disagreements on financial reports. 

The thing is, that YiP wants to create it’s own project that Ayara executes, Ayara wants to execute a project that they themselves created. The level of autonomy of Ayara has never been determined. YiP doesn’t really want to oblige Ayara to do anything, and YiP doesn’t want to prohibit things, but at the same time YiP is delivering the funds to execute the project carrying YiP’s name. And YiP has te report to YiP’s own donors, of whom YiP is dependent. We first consider the nature of our relationship  equal partners and when disagreements occur, it might shift to a relationship between  donor organization and a dependent organization. For a partner that first considered itself equal to it’s partner, it is not easy to tell the partner all of a sudden what to do, or to sanction them. At the same time for the receiving partner it’s difficult to accept the consequences of being dependent,  when they always thought to be equal.

The same thing is the matter with reports. YiP might have questions about some figures or expenses. I takes time and effort for Ayara to figure out the answer. Meanwhile the get annoyed because they consider the questions as a lack of trust. They always had the idea that cooperation had been based on mutual trust. Too many questions on information that for them is not that important is for them a sign that the trust in the relationship is not that mutual.

The problem is that we really want to be equal partners. When one party is the donor organization, and the other one is the receiving organization there can’t be equality. Because of the organic process of our cooperation no one ever spoke about how the nature was or how it was supposed to be. Through the years there have been a lot of arguments, not unlikely rooted in this issue.

The difficulty now is how to determine the nature of the relationship at this moment. YiP might say that YiP has more right to decide on the project since YiP is the funder. Ayara might say they want more autonomy because they know the local context better.

YiP might claim the right to ask for additional information after receiving a report, while Ayara assumes they already informed enough. When you have considering each other as somewhat equal, it is difficult to put one of the two parties in a ‘higher’ position, and the other in a dependent position.

What we should have had ever since working together is a overview of tasks and responsibilities. No one ever really know what his responsibility was, or if one did know it was easy to avoid the responsibility as agreements on that subject had not been clear.  Also if one did not take it´s responsibility, that one was likely to say that it wasn´t it´s responsibility and the partner should have taken care of that.
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Case 12

Equality in partnership: cooperation vs. competition
Two or more organizations -two partners- often strive to create/sustain equality. However, this is not always realistic. Different forms of inequality can be experienced. One of the most common problems that can arise is a situation in which one organization (generally one in the North) is the donor/sponsor of an organization (usually based in the South). This can cause situations in which one organization feels to be depending on the other and possibly even experience to loose their autonomy. 

However, this is not the only way that inequality matter can come up. In certain situations a organization, based in the North is depending on another organization, based in the South in order to set-up a (physical) organization in the country in which the  Southern partner is operating. It is this situation that this small case study is an example of.

Even though our organization and a possible partner in East-Africa are currently  negotiating an equal partnership, the reality shows some bumps on the road.

Because even though both organizations have a common goal, it seems like the partner organization not only sees a future in cooperation, but also experiences or foresees us as competition. Because even though they are not able to reach everyone in the target population, they seem to fear a organization that will deliver the same services. It is difficult to differentiate between cooperation and competition in this situation. This creates a  situation in which the other organization is a bit hesitant to work with us and sometimes even a bit distrustful towards our proposals.

What makes these situation even more difficult that we are depending on them, or at least we cannot go around them, as they are a main player in the field we want to target. 

· How can you make sure your partnership is based on cooperation? (without creating (a feeling of) competition?

· How can a balance between dependency (either way) and equality be established?

· And how do you ensure that a common goal is strived for and still remain autonomous as an organization? 




	Moshi Dialogue

Case 13

Sister Sister partnership

Our partner YIKE has a very close link to UpToYouToo. We were very actively involved in their founding, but so they were in ours. In 2001 YIKE’s director researched youth in the Nairobi Eastlands. She identified several issues in her master thesis. My colleague Nynke supported her in her thesis and both decided together to support one youth group because they were very impressed by its potential. This resulted in a charity event to fund this group (the founding of UpToYouToo) and after fierce evaluation of this project the founding of YIKE. In the first session and the passport we therefore identified our relationship as a sister-sister relationship: we have set each other up. 

Resulting from this are a couple of pro’s and cons that we have recently discussed quite thoroughly with YIKE.  At start at UpToYouToo we saw YIKE as a project. Formulation of how to deal with YIKE as a partner started 4 years ago. However, due to the very close relation we have started UpToYouToo is sometimes too close to YIKE. We do feel we can really build on each other and are good friends and colleagues but we can be too involved from our side and sometimes have problems to let go even though we are convinced we are moving towards an exit in a couple of years. This results in the very many roles especially my colleague has: funder, international director, strategic advisor, capacity builder, friend and project coordinator for collaborative projects. We are now in the first stages of the process to formulate a more defined role of both organizations, especially when it comes to new projects and collaborations since we notice more noise in the communication. We are happy that we know each other well enough to not be too intimidated by each other and there is a lot of trust both ways that holds even if there are bigger or smaller irritations. We know we will stick it out with each other for a long time. 

Recently I signalled we should give YIKE a bit of a different position as well since we will be looking for more partnerships with existing organizations in other African countries, in a way that YIKE plays a key role in knowledge exchange and strategy for the network we want to facilitate and finance.

I think it is interesting to hear what others’ comments are on this. I think it is favourable to have close ties, rather than a very distant relation mostly based on funds. In any way, I feel very comfortable with it and so does my colleague as well as YIKE. At the same time I do not want to limit the progress of either organization. 




	Moshi Dialogue

Case 14

Organization of the sector
Donor driven interventions

Everyone claims they all want to work demand driven. However, organizations always feel forced to follow the money to secure their own future. Now, this leads to a move away from the core work organizations were doing before to answer to the requirements that are in top down frameworks. Because of this organizations become more strategic and may loose their connection to the grass roots level. Their distance to the target group becomes bigger.

At UpToYouToo we have lobbied for a subsidy for young organizations and since January 2009 receive money from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands. And whereas I myself have always been working in Holland for UpToYouToo I have still been in contact with the youth we work with quite a bit and was always directly working for their needs. With a subsidy like the one we receive I have had to get to a much higher strategic level and am more and more loosing the direct connection with the ground. Our partners do the grass roots work, my collegues have the direct connection to the partners and I am involved in partner policy at the highest level. My main issue is how to keep the grass roots mentality and have that direct connection with your partners that allows you to work in a fast efficient way with the target group.

I am starting to get the feeling that the target group should be the assignment provider rather than the donor. However, this would mean for the donors to take a step back, which they will be very reluctant to do. How can I as an intermediate facilitating organization make sure that the target group really becomes the assignment giver of the whole value chain, from our grass roots partner, to our strategies, to the ministry eventually? What facilitating role can I play to get this working for everyone on the ground and how do I stay in contact with the grass roots level?




CASES from Tanzania – Kenya – Uganda

1. ELIMIKA (Tanzania)

Top-down donor/expert decision-making and the institutional development of local NGOs

Africa Youth Alliance, based in Dar es salaam, came to Tarime to seek an organization would promote youth development projects in North Mara District of Tanzania. They organized a meeting of NGOs in Tarime in order to assess which particular one might have the capacity to implement the project. Elimika, dealing with the Youth in Tarime was selected as the project implementor.  

When the overall coordinator of Youth Alliance in Tanzania visited Tarime a few months later, he met his former teacher who was working in an NGO called Sachita. To our utter amazement, the project was relocated to Sachita, where I am also a Board member, to become the implementor. After a series of discussions, which failed to resolve the issue, the Board of Sachita came to the conclusion that the famous teacher was the problem for effective collaboration of NGOs in Tarime, and decided to remove him from office. 

However the coordinator of Africa Youth Alliance (Tanzania) put pressure on the organization to either accept to work with the teacher or lose the project completely. Sachita insisted that as the project was for the development of the community, it would not accept conditions that entrench the interests of individuals at the expense of the institutional development of local organizations. 

The Youth Alliance coordinator remained obstinate and shifted the project to Tarime District Education Office where nothing has so far happened with the project.


2. Sahiba Sisters Foundation (Tanzania)

The challenge of branding “the leading image” to gain footing for civic education, leadership training, networking and economic empowerment interventions in grassroots CBOs 

Sahiba Sisters Foundation focuses its activities at grassroot levels in the context of advocacy for development. Being a network organization, Sahiba has established relationships with various groups as well and individual leaders and activists. Among the groups we are collaborating with are Matemwe Control AIDS, Education and Environment (MCAEE). 
MCAEE is a community based organization (CBO) located in Matemwe Northern Region of Unguja (Zanzibar). The organization is involved with a number of activities, including 1) environmental conservation along coastlines and capacity building for women’s groups around Matemwe area. 
The focus agreed between Sahiba Foundation and MCAE is to empower women and youth by giving them knowledge and skills towards strengthening their organizational and technical capacities. Sahiba recognizes that the majority of women in rural areas are marginalized from the lack of civic engagement or self determination, in a particularly conservative patriarchal social and cultural systems. 

Sahiba’s work with MCAE started with a special focus on Matemwe village. MCAE presented a number of issues that needed assistance, in line with their organizational goals, particularly of empowering women economically through training in entrepreneurship, as well as supporting youth activities aimed at employment and self reliance.  
Among the challenges emerging in the partnership between Sahiba Foundation and local grassroots groups; particularly with elections approaching in 2010 and the related assumption that we could be involved in campaigns for electoral office, is whether we have the money for per diems and financing of various local projects, simply to gain the attention and presence of the communities whose development we are here to support. This is a big challenge for Sahiba, which is an organization coordinated mostly through volunteer staff, with the aim of promoting knowledge and skills for the development marginalized groups in grassroots communities. 

That situation poses a dilemma for Sahiba because of the risk of losing trust of the people who might have had a particular image and expectations of the organization. It is indeed an institutional development challenge for the Foundation, particularly in terms of how we are managing our leading image in the grassroots communities, with network members, as well as with the specific beneficiary groups. 

How do we sustain local awareness, interest and support for the big idea we are working toward; particularly in the face of self-interested political forces that are competing for the hearts and minds of the same community groups? Such forces are willing to use any expedient means to get the attention and support they need, including using money as a source of wielding and gaining more exploitative power. The need to get funding to provide loans for the women groups immediately gains two paradoxical dimensions, i.e., it is an authentic avenue for economic empowerment and, on the other hand, Sahiba Foundation is feeling the pressure to acknowledge that in the current reality surrounding it, financial handouts would enhance its own “credibility”, in competing for the attention and participation, of local community groups. 

The glaring question here is whether such competition ends only with possibilities of accessing “funding baskets”, or if it is, indeed, also an institutional development question about Sahiba’s capacity to brand and promote itself to be understood for what it is, and, therefore, increase the likelihood of local support for the specific causes it is advancing! How can Sahiba create a model or practice that motivates community groups to discard the concept of per diems, or bribes, which clearly hinders empowered community participation in bringing about change and sustainable development in their own situations? 
So far, Sahiba hopes that the images of volunteerism that it portrays, through use of public means when they come to communities, for instance, will make them stand apart from the grand standing politicians or business people. It also hopes that the civic education and leadership training they offer will open up the eyes of the community groups. At the same time, the immediate glaring survival needs of the poor communities they serve is prime ground for the predator instincts of local politicians in alliance with big business.

3. TAABCO (Kenya) 
Organizational strengthening of CISS

TAABCO which stands for Transforming, Analyzing, Accompanying and Building Change Organizations is a research and development Consultancy company. Its overall goal is to equip and strengthen management capacities of client organizations and agencies to manage their own resources, own development agenda and provide quality services to their constituencies.
The vision statement of TAABCO particularly highlights its drive for a peaceful and just society that is free of poverty, participatory leadership and a strong civil society. 

TAABCO provides professional development and management support to the public, private and civil society sectors to enhance their capacities in change management to effectively deliver services for poverty reduction. Specific activities include capacity development for leadership, peace building and conflict transformation TAABCO is based in Nairobi, Kenya. 
Community Initiatives Support Services (CISS) is a non-profit, voluntary agency founded in 1979 and registered as an NGO in 1992.  CISS promotes partnerships at different levels and with like-minded development organizations.  CISS supports community initiatives in health and development through partnerships at various levels.

CISS relationship with TAABCO

 TAABCOs Relationship with CISS spans over 10 years, during which a lot of achievements have been realized in areas of capacity building, consultancy, monitoring and networking. Services offered have included: 1) improvement of financial control systems and computerization of accounts; 2) training in proposal development, financial management and reporting procedures, particularly to meet the standards and procedures required by the main donor of CISS; 3) assessments of strengths and weaknesses; 4) support with needs assessment  

Through accompanying CISS TAABCO has been able to share experiences, best practices and build synergy.

The questions that arise from the above relationship include:
· What is the sustainability of CISS?

· What are the new Challenges faced by CISS? 
· what are the lessons learned and what are the interventions TAABCO can offer?

​
4. CDRA (South Africa)
Donor pressure on development processes of local organizations
CDRA was approached by SOLE to facilitate its training needs assessment. The contracting and relationship building from the beginning were clouded by apparent different practices, in working with partners (or clients), between CDRA and SOLE. In the initial discussions, SOLE were insisting that CDRA carry out the intervention in accordance with how they perceived organizational effectiveness and related capacity development processes. In CDRA’s view, what they were presenting was a top down approach. At some point CDRA indicated the possibility of terminating the contract due to the fact that there was a lot of misunderstanding and the relationship was not really working.  But SOLE were clear that they wanted us to accompany them in this journey.

In its approach to development, which characterizes its interventions, CDRA insists on supporting organizations and communities to connect with their purpose: We want to promote organizational forms, practices and principles which transform power and contribute to a world characterized by freedom, inclusion and self-determination. At the beginning CDRA felt that SOLE did not really connect to this kind of purpose in seeking CDRA’s support and accompaniment. It emerged that SOLE were under pressure from their donor who needed the report on their evaluation process.   
The questions that stand out for us in the above case are related to the challenge of facilitating the development and growth of an organization that is mainly responding to the demands of the donor. SOLE, it would appear, were projecting their stress from the relationship with the donor to CDRA, the facilitating organization, whom, apparently, they were clear they desired to work with.  


5. KIPEPEO (Kenya)

KIPEPEO is a community based organization operating in Narok District, Kenya. It started as a community fighting for its land rights.  Its beginning was volatile because in its advocacy and community mobilization activities it encountered repressive responses from government authorities.  In the course of time it started receiving financial support from donors.

As a start up organization KIPEPEO worked through a committee that would meet regularly to manage its activities.  Four years ago they entered into partnership with USAID, to implement an HIV/AIDS prevention programme. The agency insisted that Kipepeo had to diband its committee and form a board.  Because of the financial support involved, Kipepeo conceded to this condition and established a board. 
In the course of the partnership other conditions were introduced by the funding partners.  For example, the Agency came up with a checklist of capacity “building” procedures that they prescribed to their various implementing partners in the region. These were in the areas of leadership and governance, as well as strategic planning. Specifically, the partners has to develop a number of manuals, e.g. for human resources management, Financial Management and conflict resolution.

From a recent organizational survey, it emerged that the organization was experiencing certain crises, mainly particularly of identity and leadership. Apparently, the various conditions that the Agency had introduced during four years of “partnership” (for a single project purpose) were diverting the organization from advancing its original mandate. Its governance/leadership practices became weaker, because the organization was now simply responding to the purpose, systems, organizational culture and decisions of USAID. At the moment, the board meets only once a year, because the Agency cannot provide finance to support more than that number of meetings. 

As a result of this relationship, KIPEPEO is viewing itself as a river that has changed course and degenerating into a project of USAID, rather than an independent organization pursuing its original mission and vision.  


6. EMESCO DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION (Uganda)

The quality of trust and shared leadership in managing organizational transitions 
EMESCO Development Foundation started as a development Organization in April 1998. Its main areas of operation at the time of initiation were Agriculture, Health,  Environment, Primary Education, Micro-finance and Water. All activities of EMESCO Development Foundation exhibited steady growth. The Micro-finance Programme grew to such a scale that it was overshadowing all the other areas of EMESCO’s work.  
Given the rapid expansion of programme activities, donors as well as lenders were getting concerned about the legal structure of EMESCO Development Foundation vis-a-vis its nature of business and the new emerging relationships like obtaining borrowings/credit.  

In 2006, a decision was made to spin off the Micro-finance Programme from the main EMESCO Development Foundation. The parties involved in this transition were mainly EMESCO Development Foundation Management and Board, International Partners and lenders in the local financial markets.

The new developments brought about the following:

· A new organization/Micro-finance Institution has been formed with its own Board and Management;
· The element of trust came in strongly.  Obligations hitherto held by EMESCO Development Foundation had to be managed by a separate entity e.g. capital loans obtained from other Funders;
· The transition process demanded a lot of staff and board training, new policy development, new software acquisition, etc. and these were costly;
· More responsibilities had to be assumed by some senior members of EMESCO Development Foundation. The Executive Director of EMESCO Development Foundation is a member of the Board of the new Micro-finance Institution – EDF Micro-finance Ltd.

Critical points to note in this institutional development process:

· Trust and openness among all parties involved helped the smooth take-off of the transition.

· International partners generously supported capacity development programmes to equip both staff members and board, as well as the new institution with the necessary knowledge and means for achieving efficiency and effectiveness.

· The shift was backed by experiences of others. Best practices in Micro-finance demand that it is operated independently.

· For any change to take place there will be ‘losses’ and ‘gains’.  EMESCO Development Foundation lost part of its portfolio but many more people are now receiving professional Micro-finance services.


7. EASUN

Who is paying for it?

BETTER MARK (BM) is an International NGO based in Kampala, Uganda, with core government funding from its mother organization in the North. Its capacity building work in Uganda is based on “partnership” contracts with a number of local organizations. Generally, these organizations are struggling with difficult capacity questions. Some of them are membership organizations that face serious challenges of governance, in terms of how their boards provide leadership for the overall management of their institutions. They also experience deep internal culture conflicts, particularly where Board members are selected from a wide variety of institutions. 

In the case of CAPS, a well known women’s organization, Board members have been sourced from the military, government budget office, the Post Office and some local NGOs. The organization is ridden with conflict partly as a natural consequence of a lack of shared identity and/or common management practices. 

CAPS is a local partner of BM, which has contracted for the right to provide it with capacity building services. The interventions are carried out by the staff of BM itself, who are referred to as advisers. From time-to-time, the staff of BM identify external consultants, either from the North, or locally, to support their capacity building work in Uganda. All expenses for such capacity building activities are paid for by BM, including fees for any outsourced consultants. CAPS, and other, similarly contracted partners appear to be happy to leave it to BM to do most of their needs identification, as well as sourcing for consultants and contracting for capacity building interventions. 

A clarification meeting between BM advisers and CAPS Board members before a capacity building intervention in 2004 shows how ownership of CAPS change process was negatively affected by the specific relationship where CAPS is the recipient of both capacity building and funding from the same organization, i.e., BM. In the clarification process, it emerged that most of the Board members were not aware of a planned capacity building intervention planned for CAPS. Quite a few of them, therefore, were not going to be available on the days planned for the organizational survey workshop. 

It began to look as if the workshop might not take place or, if at all, only with the representation a small number of Board members. In passing, one Board member who had plans to travel to London that same weekend inquired about the venue of meeting. The staff of BM attending the clarification process invited CAPS members to decide on the venue, with the added information that BM would pay all the costs of the workshop. When it was deided that the workshop would take place at a posh Golf and Country Club located on the Nile River, the Board member pointedly noted that in that case, she would postpone her trip and travel to London the week after the workshop.

Paradoxically, BM continues to profile itself as being demand driven as its marketing “sound bite” for capacity building of civil society organizations world-wide.
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