Moshi Dialogue

Review cases:

TANZANIA

(+ EAST-AFRICA)

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 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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