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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The East Africa Association of Grantmakers (EAAG) is a regional voluntary Association that brings 
together Trusts and Foundations from across East Africa. The main mandate of EAAG is to provide 
a platform for promoting indigenous philanthropy. EAAG recognises the need for relevant data 
as a basis of effective monitoring, reporting and coordinating philanthropy efforts in the ever 
changing landscape of institutionalized philanthropy in East Africa. To this end, EAAG undertakes 
an annual survey of local giving in East Africa, amongst others to determine the contribution 
of local philanthropy towards social change, enhance philanthropy knowledge, and generate 
evidence for public policy advocacy. 

The 2014 Giving Report is based on data collected from 111 organizations across East Africa, of 
whom only 14 were EAAG members. 45 of the respondents were from Kenya, 36 from Tanzania 
and 30 from Uganda. Of these, 44% were NGOs, 35% Companies, 16% Trusts and Foundations, 
and the remaining 5% Religious Organisations. The data was collected through structures 
questionnaires administered through monkey Survey as well as Key Informant Interviews (KIIs). 
The primary data was complemented with secondary data. The main findings of the 2014 giving 
survey are elaborated below. 

1These were multi response questions. The percentages are thus for the respondents who selected these options – they are 
thus not expected to add to 100% as would be the case if respondents were restricted to only one choice.
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According to the survey, the major sources of funding for the respondents were from allocations 
from annual revenues (53%), individual giving (38%), International NGOs (33%), Foundations 
and Trusts (31%), Bilateral agencies (25%) and Companies (19%) . With regard to actual 
receipts, the major source was from national governments (85%) followed by companies (8%) 
and multilateral agencies (6%). 

As concerns actual allocation of resources across sector, about 94% of the acquired resources 
were distributed more or less equally between across five sectors viz. environment, food security, 
human rights advocacy, emergency relief, and sports, arts, culture (all at 17% each), as well 
as education at 10%. The remaining amounts were shared between health and leadership/
governance. 

With regard to the 
organisational typology 
of the institutions 
that received funding 
from the respondents, 
majority were learning 
institutions (82%), local 
NGOs/ CBOs (50%) 
and Health institutions 
(45%). The others were 
Governments (11%), 
research institutions and 
foundations/ trusts each 
at 8% and INGOs at 3%. 
There were however 
notable variations in 
fund allocation across 
countries. As an 
example, while most 
Kenya respondents 
allocated most resources to learning institutions, their counterparts from Uganda and Tanzania 
mainly supported local NGOs/ CBOs.

The three most pressing challenges across all the three countries was inadequate funding, followed 
by capacity challenges for monitoring/ measuring social impact and unfavourable tax policies and 
legal frameworks. Subsequently up to 70% of the respondents prioritised sustainability, measuring 
impact, and Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) as the key capacity development needs.  

It may be concluded from the study that while a growing number of development organisation are 
generating own funds, the amounts are extremely small, with most of funding being generated 
from (mostly foreign) national governments through INGOs. Unfavourable tax law, knowledge/ 
attitude and capacity challenges remain the greatest impediments to local philanthropy. 
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BACKGROUND 
AND INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The East Africa Association of Grant Makers

EAAG is a regional voluntary membership Association that brings 
together Trusts and Foundations from across East Africa. The EAAG 
draws its membership from Family Trusts, Community and Corporate 
Foundations as well as other types of grant-making and non- grant-
making organizations interested in promoting philanthropy in the 
region. 

The EAAG was established in 2003, amongst others to provide a platform 
for promoting indigenous philanthropy, strengthen and assert the 
credibility of grantmaking institutions, and act as an intermediary between 
other Civil Society Organisations (CSOs), Government and private sector. 
Additionally, the Association sought to promote good quality local grant 
making as well as provided a critical mass for influencing work that 
seeks to improve the environment for philanthropy. 

The Association envisions ‘Sustainable development in East Africa driven 
by vibrant philanthropy’. EAAG exists (mission) ‘To promote local resourcing and effective grant 
making’.

1.2 About the Annual East Africa Giving Report 

Over the past decade, the landscape of institutionalized philanthropy in East Africa, as is elsewhere 
in the world, has and continues to evolve immensely. These include increasing demand for 
philanthropy data. This notwithstanding, there is no structured, consistent and robust mechanism 
of tracking the contribution of philanthropy to national or regional development. A research 
conducted by EAAG in 2010 on the State and Nature of Philanthropy in East Africa revealed a 
serious information gap on the value of monetary contribution of local philanthropy. This situation 
makes it difficult to coordinate, monitor and report on the contribution of philanthropy to the 
overall development agenda. 

Subsequently, EAAG resolved to establish an annual survey of local giving in East Africa. The major 
objectives of these reports are to: underscore the contribution of local philanthropy towards 
social change; build a knowledge base for philanthropy in the region; and eventually develop 
a founding document for public policy advocacy. The surveys target East African philanthropic 
actors.

The yaer EAAG 
was established

amongst others to 
provide a platform 

for promoting 
indigenous 

philanthropy, 
strengthen and 

assert the credibility 
of grantmaking 

institutions, and act 
as an intermediary 
between other Civil 

Society Organisations 
(CSOs), Government 
and private sector.

According to the OECD Global Network of Foundations Working for Development, 
philanthropic actors are independent, non-state entities that associate private 
resources and deploy these through funding or by running own programmes to 
advance social, cultural, economic, environmental, scientific and other public 
good purposes at the local, regional and/or international levels under a defined 
legal status.

1.0
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In line with the above definition, this study targeted East African philanthropy 
actors, in particular, local NGOs, Foundations, Trusts, Companies and Religious 
Organizations.
 
The report is organized in three major sections: the first part, introduction and 
background provides general information about the rationale, process and 
methodology of the study. Section two on the other hand details out the key findings 
from the study, while section three gives a summary of major conclusions, lessons 
learnt and recommendations. 

1.3 Approach and Methodology 

To meet the defined objectives of the study, both random and non-random sampling 
techniques were employed. In particular, the sampling considered amongst others 
the nature of registration, forms of philanthropy (Family, Corporate, Community and 
Private Philanthropy) as well as country and sector of operation. Each of the East 

African countries was treated as a starter and the selection of the respondents was 
guided by the number relevant organizations in the respective countries.

The data collection process was done through monkey survey and was augmented 
with documents’ review and Key Informant Interviews (KIIs). The study design was 
cross-sectional - all the data was collected at one point in time and not intended 
to show changes over time, but rather to give a snapshot of phenomena as of the 
time of the study. To enhance data accuracy, respondents were required to refer 
to their audited financial statements. Further, the survey questionnaire was pre-
tested amongst randomly selected organizations for quality management prior to its 
commissioning. 

The descriptive statistics used in this report were generated through the use of MS. 
Excel. The quantitative data collected through monkey survey were entered into MS 
excel for further processing.  Forward data cleaning was conducted with a view of 

In line with the above definition, this study 
targeted East African philanthropy actors, in 
particular, local NGOs, Foundations, Trusts, 
Companies and Religious Organizations.
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removing inconsistencies and outlier in the data sets. Afterwards, frequencies have been run to 
determine and correct any mistakes. Thereafter the study team ran crosstabs and frequencies 
where applicable with a view to generating various frequency tables, graphs and other relevant 
descriptive statistics as have been used in this report. 

On the other hand, answers from open questions collected through KIIs were listed to enable 
clustering of emerging themes or issues. The frequency of occurrence of concepts and phrases 
were interpreted to determine significance attached to the same by the respondents.  Efforts have 
been made to identify patterns, trends, associations and causal relationships in the themes. 

1.4 Study Limitations and Challenges

In light of the informal and diverse nature of philanthropy in East Africa, it was difficult to 
undertake comparative analysis across countries and organisational typologies. Further, most of 
the local giving is done on informal basis hence challenges of accessing consistent formal records. 
Next to these, the study was challenged by lack of a common legal framework for categorizing 
philanthropy organisations; inexistence of any institution that monitors/ records financial data 
specific to Foundations and Trusts; as well as absence of harmonized financial reporting formats. 
There was also experienced some reluctance on the part of various sampled respondents to 
provide financial information. 

These challenges notwithstanding, the study team believes that the information collected was 
sufficient to arrive at the conclusions made.

01 03

02 04
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DETAILED FINDINGS 
AND ANALYSIS 

2.1 Overview 

The 2014 Giving Report is based on data collected from 111 organizations across Tanzania (36), 
Uganda (30) and Kenya (45). These included 14 EAAG members (12.73%) and 96 non-members 
(87.27%). The organisational types and distribution per country is presented thus
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2.2 Funding Sources  

From the study, 53% of the respondents set aside part of their own revenues for purpose 
of financing development projects. Other key sources of funds included Companies (19%), Foreign 
Aid Agencies/ Departments (25%), Foundations and Trusts (31%), INGOs (33%) and Individuals (38%). 
Data extracted from secondary sources and KIIs however indicated that most organizations in the 
sector are still dependent on only one or two sources, mostly foreign funding.   
 
Of the total funding generated by the respondents of about US$ 390.1billion, 85%2 for generated 
from (mostly foreign) governments, followed by 8% from companies and 6% from multilateral agencies. 
The remaining 1% was shared between Multilaterals, Foundations and Trusts, INGOs, Own resources 
and Individual givers. This implies that whilst efforts have been made to diversify funding sources, there 
is still heavy reliance on foreign funding, which puts these organisations in a precarious sustainability 
situation (rule of thumb is to avoid having more than 30-40% of once funding from one source).  
 
As regards the country specific situations, 56% of the Kenyan organizations are generating varied levels 
of own resources. The other popular sources of funding for Kenyan organisations were as follows 
(figures in brackets show percentage of respondents indicating these sources):  Trust and Foundations 
(44%); Individuals givers (44%); Foreign aid agencies (42%) and INGOs (33%). Figure 3 below provides 
the complete picture of funding sources for Kenyan entities.   
 

                                                      
2It is noteworthy that this response was only from 3 out of the 87 respondents who answered this question. This could 
mean either of two things: either there were three extremely LARGE respondents whose funding takes 85% of the total vis-
à-vis the other respondents, or that some or all the three made mistakes in their figures. The figure thus needs to be treated 
with caution.    
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2.2 Funding Sources
 
From the study, 53% of the respondents set aside part of their own revenues for purpose 
of financing development projects. Other key sources of funds included Companies (19%), 
Foreign Aid Agencies/ Departments (25%), Foundations and Trusts (31%), INGOs (33%) and 
Individuals (38%). Data extracted from secondary sources and KIIs however indicated that 
most organizations in the sector are still dependent on only one or two sources, mostly foreign 
funding.  
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Figure 3: Funding Sources in Kenya

Of the total funding generated by the respondents of about US$ 390.1billion, 85%  for generated 
from (mostly foreign) governments, followed by 8% from companies and 6% from multilateral 
agencies. The remaining 1% was shared between Multilaterals, Foundations and Trusts, INGOs, 
Own resources and Individual givers. This implies that whilst efforts have been made to diversify 
funding sources, there is still heavy reliance on foreign funding, which puts these organisations 
in a precarious sustainability situation (rule of thumb is to avoid having more than 30-40% of 
once funding from one source). 

As regards the country specific situations, 56% of the Kenyan organizations are generating varied 
levels of own resources. The other popular sources of funding for Kenyan organisations were as 
follows (figures in brackets show percentage of respondents indicating these sources):  Trust and 
Foundations (44%); Individuals givers (44%); Foreign aid agencies (42%) and INGOs (33%). 
Figure 3 below provides the complete picture of funding sources for Kenyan entities.  
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the other respondents, or that some or all the three made mistakes in their figures. The figure thus needs to be treated with 
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they allocated to their development budgets. The other major sources of funding mentioned by 
respondents were individual givers, (30%), INGOs (20%) and Foundations and Trust (17%). Tanzania on 
the other side had a much more levelled funding sources comprising INGOs (47%), individuals (41%, 
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As was the case with Kenya, 73% of the Ugandan organizations generated own resources part of 
which they allocated to their development budgets. The other major sources of funding mentioned 
by respondents were individual givers, (30%), INGOs (20%) and Foundations and Trust (17%). 
Tanzania on the other side had a much more levelled funding sources comprising INGOs (47%), 
individuals (41%, own incomes (30%) and Foundations and Trusts (33%). 
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2.3 Funding Recipients 

A total of 93 (out of the 111) respondents responded to the question regarding the scope of their 
funded activities. Of this group, 90% of the resources were spent within the respective 
countries.  This could mean that either most respondents do not have a regional/ inter-country 
focus, or that most find it easier to work with local partner organisations, often local NGOs/CBOs 
and Foundations.  

of the resources were spent 
within the respective countries

As regards country specific situations, the regional pattern was visible in Kenya where most 82% 
of the entities directed their funding towards learning institutions. This was followed closely by 
local NGOs/ CBOs and Health institutions are 50% and 45% respectively. The order in Uganda 
was similar to Kenya, being Learning institutions (37%), local NGOs/ CBOs (23%) and Health 
institutions (27%).The pattern was however slightly different in Tanzania where 46% of the 
respondents funded learning institutions followed by Local NGOs/ CBOs (27%) and Foundations 
and Trusts (14%).
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Figures 6, 7 and 8 below provide detailed information on the country specific funding recipients.

Figure 6: Figure 4: Kenya funding recipients

Figure 1: Funding Recipients Tanzania 

Figure 6: Funding Recipients Uganda  
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themselves funding other entities.    
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With regard to the country specific situations, there was once again much less variability in the 
allocation of resources across sectors as compared to Kenya and Uganda. Specifically, the most 
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organisation provided information on 
their sectoral allocation of funds.  
 
The largest funding from these entities 
went to Human rights advocacy 
(16.9%); food security; and Sports, 
arts & culture at each 16.8%, 
Education at 10.2% and finally 
emergency Relief and Environment 
each at 16.7%. Health and 
leadership were the least at 2.4% 
and 1.7%. 
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2.4 Allocation of Philanthropic Revenues by Sector

A total of 75 (out of 111) surveyed organisation provided information on their sectoral allocation 
of funds. 

The largest funding from these entities went to Human rights advocacy (16.9%); food security; 
and Sports, arts & culture at each 16.8%, Education at 10.2% and finally emergency Relief and 
Environment each at 16.7%. Health and leadership were the least at 2.4% and 1.7%.

It is interesting to note that while learning and health institutions were noted to have been amongst 
the most supported institutions across the region (see section 2.3 above), the corresponding 
sectors appear to be amongst those that received least funding in real terms. While this could 
be the case, it is important to note that almost 18 respondents that indicated the supported 
institutions did not respond to the question about the sectors of support, which could cause 
material variations if funding from the 18 (abstaining) organisations to this latter question is 
substantial. Variations in allocations to the sectors by the countries also has an effect on this 
at the consolidated level. As an example, while Ugandan respondents allocated close to 70% of 
the resources to education, Kenya and Tanzania allocated much less amounts at 25% and 22% 
respectively.    

With regard to the country specific situations, there was once again much less variability in 
the allocation of resources across sectors as compared to Kenya and Uganda. Specifically, the 
most supported sectors by the respondents were education (22%); followed by environment and 
sports and culture, both at 16%; and then health and governance at 15% each.  
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On the other hand, for Kenya, the respondents allocated most resources to educational projects, 
followed by food security and emergency relief respectively at 25%, 21% and 11%. It is 
noteworthy that human rights advocacy was received quite some funding compared to any of the 
three countries – this could be related to the challenges related to rights and freedoms there. In 
Uganda just like most of the countries, most of the funding was allocated to educational projects. 
Besides the human rights area, the other areas that attracted funding viz. education and health 
are aligned to the other two countries.

Figure 9: Sector Funding Kenya                                           Figure 10: Sector Funding Uganda

2.5 Volunteer Work 

The study established that most philanthropic organizations employ volunteers. On 
average, 72 volunteers were contracted by the respondents over the review period. Further, it 
emerged that volunteers spent an average of 2.3 months per the organization for which they 
were engaged. This implies that at given time during the study period, there were about 13 
people working as volunteers for the surveyed Eastern African philanthropic organizations.
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Table 1: Volunteer work in philanthropic organizations

Category of 
Volunteers 

Minimum Average Maximum

Number of volunteers 
employed

0 72 1,400

Percentage of 
voluntary work 
abroad

0 2% 100%

Number of months 
worked as a volunteer

0 1.5 15

There were comparatively much fewer philanthropic organizations making use of volunteers; 
however, the few that did so, employed a relatively large numbers of such volunteers. The 
maximum cumulative number of volunteers employed by these organizations over the year was 
1,920. The engagement period was in this regard also relatively short, often lasting only 1 month 
on average. It also emerged that only one Ugandan from the surveyed organisations volunteered 
their time abroad. On the other hand, five out of the 30 respondents volunteered for activities 
initiated by foreign organizations.

 The maximum 
cumulative 
number of 
volunteers 

employed by these 
organizations over 

the year

Slightly more Tanzanian organizations engaged volunteers, the average number of volunteers 
engaged being 421, and a maximum of 1,920.  The average engagement period was 3 months 
while the maximum was 6 months. Only 6 out of 33 people respondents had volunteered time 
abroad. 

Concerning Kenya, 49 out of the 52 organizations that responded to the survey indicated that 
they engaged 74,930 volunteers. This translates to an average of 92,608.92 hours of volunteers’ 
time during the year. However, only 6% of the indicated volunteer time went to was spent outside 
Kenya. 
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2.6 Challenges Faced by Development Organizations in East Africa 

The most pressing challenges mentioned by the respondents across board were noted to included 
limited funding (50%), followed by lack of tools (and capacity) to monitor and or measure social 
impact (22%), and unfavourable tax policy and legal regimes (19%). The first two challenges 
reinforce each other to make resourcing much clanging and competitive, whilst the third limits 
the incentives for local giving. 

It must be noted however that the other two challenges that did not receive prioritisation viz. 
mismanagement of funds and limited transparency/ accountability by grantees also have a critical 
impact on the credibility of the sector which ultimately impacts on local giving. Table 2 below 
provide an overview of all the challenges, and the ranking of the same across East Africa.  

Table 2: Pressing issues among the Respondents

Issue Highly
Pressing

Very
Pressing

Fairly 
pressing

Pressing Pressing

Mismanagement of funds by 
grantees

7.4% 13% 9.2% 9% 61%

Limited sources of funds 50% 21% 11.6% 4% 14%
Limited sources of funds 8.5% 13.6% 13.5% 15% 49%
Unfavourable tax and legal 
policy

19% 13.2% 14.7% 22% 31%

Poor collaboration among 
stakeholder

7.8% 12.5% 14% 23% 42%

Lack of tools to monitor/mea-
sure social impact

22% 13.4% 17.3% 26% 22%

With regard to country specific situations,

Kenyan respondents indicated the most pressing challenges as sources 
of funds rated at 54%, followed by lack of tools for monitoring and 
measuring social impact (20%) and then unfavourable tax policy and 
legal regimes (13%). 

The same pattern is repeated in Uganda where 48% indicated limited 
funding, followed by unfavourable tax policies and laws as well as absence 
of tools for monitoring and measuring impact, which both tie at about 
35%. Limited transparency among the grantees also featured relatively 
highly in Uganda with a rating of 26%. 

In the context of Tanzania, it the three most important issues were limited 
sources of funds (65%), lack of tools for monitoring and measuring social 
impact as well as poor collaboration among stakeholders, both of which 
were rated at 15%.

01

02
03
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2.7 Opportunities for Enhancing Organizational Impact

With regard to support required to enhance organizational impact, 53% of the respondents would 
highly appreciate opportunities for training and capacity building, followed closely by knowledge 
sharing and networking (52%) and diversification of funding (51%). The table below provides a 
synthesis of the noted priorities for enhancing organizational impact across the three East African 
countries.

Table 3: Opportunities for enhancing organizational impact

Opportunities Highly 
Needed

Very
Needed

Fairly 
Needed

Least 
Needed

Not 
Needed

Knowledge sharing and networking 
platforms

52.4% 26.2% 8.3% 8.3% 4.8%

Training and capacity building 53.5% 24.4% 8.1% 4.6% 9.3%
Increasing /diversifying funding 
sources

51.2% 8.5% 20.7% 6.1% 13%

Enhancing partnership/ networks 
amongst actors

48.2% 19.9% 13.6% 8.6% 9.8%

enhanced tax and legal policies 32.8% 16.4% 20.9% 14.9% 15%

As pertaining to county specific opportunities 

01 02
In Kenya the three 

most prioritised 
opportunities were: 
Knowledge sharing 

and networking 
(68%), followed 

by enhancing 
collaboration 

amongst actors 
(64%), and 
increasing/ 

diversifying funding 
sources (76%).  
The demand for 

training scored 57 
and unfavourable 
tax system 36%

In Uganda 
Enhancing 

collaboration 
amongst actors 

was most required 
opportunity scoring 
66%, followed by 

Knowledge sharing 
and networking at 
62% and training 

and capacity 
building at 58%. 

Finally, in 
Tanzania, Training 

and capacity 
building was the 
most highly rated 
at 66%, followed 

by Knowledge 
sharing/ 

networking at 
56%, and then 

Increasing /
diversifying 

funding sources 
at 42%.

03
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2.8 Capacity Building Needs and Strategies 

Linked to the noted capacity challenges and opportunities for enhancing impact discussed 
respectively in sections 2.5 and 2.6 above, the most prioritised capacity building areas were 
across all respondents were: enhancing sustainability (69%); designing M&E systems (67%); 
and how to measure social impact (63%). Next to these, building and managing partnerships was 
prioritised by 55% of the respondents. Other prioritised capacity development areas, both at the 
aggregate (East Africa) level and at the respective countries are provide in table 4 below.

4

Enhancing 
sustainability 

(69%);

Designing 
M&E systems 

(67%)

Managing 
partnerships 

was prioritised 
by 55%

How to measure 
social impact 

(63%)
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Table 4: Capacity building needs

Capacity building concern East  Africa Tanzania Uganda Kenya
How to measure social impact 64% 67% 55% 70%
Designing M&E systems 67% 67% 79% 56%
Enhancing sustainability 70% 64% 69% 78%
Reporting standards and guidelines 37% 25% 55% 30%
Building and managing partnerships 51% 44% 55% 54%
Effective identification and managing grantees 30% 47% 21% 22%
Non-profit marketing: leveraging on New Media 29% 22% 14% 52%

As can be seen from table 3 above, Tanzania’s most significant capacity building needs were: how 
to measure impact (67%), designing M&E systems (67%), and enhancing sustainability (64%). 
Figure 11 below provides more information on the other prioritised capacity building needs. 

Figure 11: Capacity building needs, Tanzania
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Nearly similar to Tanzania, Ugandan respondents prioritised the following capacity building 
needs: designing M&E systems (79%) and enhancing sustainability (69%). Next to these, how to 
measure social impact, reporting standards and guidelines, and building/managing partnerships 
were each rated at 55%. Figure 12 below provides further rating details on the remaining capacity 
building areas
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Figure 12: Capacity building needs, Uganda
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Finally, as concerns Kenyans, the surveyed entities’ priority capacity building needs/ areas were 
noted to include enhancing sustainability (78%), how to measure social impact (70%), and 
designing M&E systems (56%). The other two areas that received high rankings were building 
and managing partnerships (54%) and leveraging on social media for non-profit marketing 
(52%). The details of these are provided in Figure 13 below.  
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MAJOR CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS

3.1 Conclusions 
The following conclusions may be drawn from the outcomes of the 2014 giving report: 

A significant number of development have made positive efforts towards generating own 
resources (income generating activities, social enterprises etc.), ostensibly to reduce reliance 
on (commonly) external funding. However, the actual resources generated from these sources 
remains relatively small compared to their external funding. Much more capacity support is 
needed to enable these entities further increase the value of own generated resources, but in 
general locally generated resources. 

Further, local NGOs and CBOs remain the most funded (or sub-granted) development entities, 
as compared to INGOs and Foundations and Trusts. The latter appears to largely generate their 
funding from foreign governments and large multilaterals such as DFID and USAID. In light 
of the changing global funding architecture (reducing government funding, prioritisation of 
emerging issues such as security and refugee crisis as well as pressure to demonstrate impact 
and heightened focus on economic variables/ funding), the INGOs are also likely to focus on local 
fundraising or change their roles to implementation further complicating the situation of local 
NGOs/ CBOs.  

In general, the most pressing concern for majority of development organizations in the East 
Africa is reducing (foreign) funding, hence sustainability concerns. From the study, efforts to 
diversify resource mobilisation appear to be constrained by unfavourable tax law and policy 
regimes, besides CSO/ development sector credibility challenges and attitudes of locals towards 
development giving.    

1

2

3

3.0
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The capacity development areas prioritised by partners (to enable enhance 
organizational impact and sustainability) were noted to include various relevant 
trainings as well as developing strategic and managing partnerships and collaborations 
amongst and or with key actors. The trainings should particularly focus on how to 
enhance sustainability, design and application of M&E systems for development 
projects as well as measuring social impact.

The overall emerging picture (thesis) is that almost all development organizations have 
a huge interest in diversifying and stabilizing their resource base, so as to enhance the 
sustainability of the respective entities. Addressing this need will require investments 
in three critical areas: capacity development of the key organisations and communities 
(expertise, credibility, attitude etc.); promoting strategic multi-level and multi-sectoral 
collaborations; as well as facilitating a suitable environment for local giving to thrive, 
especially relevant legal, policy and institutional frameworks.

Diverse and informal form of giving characterizes the region, making it difficult to 
design tools and methodologies that accurately quantify the value of local philanthropy. 
This is exacerbated by the absence of common approaches to tracking and reporting 
on philanthropy which in turn impacts on the accuracy and consistency of such 
data. Further, a lot of giving tends to be informal and is thus often not recorded or 
captured.
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3.2 Recommendations 

There is need 
to support the 
establishment 
of systems for 

philanthropy data 
management, including 
the collection, tracking, 

analysis, reporting, 
and sharing of data 

on local philanthropy. 
Such systems should 
also ensure that such 
data is collected and 
organised in such a 
manner as to allow 
for trend and cross 
sectional analysis. 

These could be 
guided by the Global 
Philanthropy Data 
Charter developed 
by WINGS and the 
Foundation Centre, 

which is a framework 
for data collection and 
sharing to guide the 
philanthropic sector’s 
data-related work and 
instil a data culture. 

Future study designs 
should consider to have 
a mix-methods design 
entailing a mix of both 
cross-sectional and 
case-control designs. 
The case control design 
will enable us to track 
changes in local giving 
as wells as the reason 
for those changes.  The 
current cross-sectional 
designs only tell us 
the present situation 
but not the changes 
over time. The study 
samples could also be 
stratified by country, 
organisational typology, 
and membership of 
EAAG.  The study also 
experienced more than 
10% non-response rate.  
Efforts should therefore 
be made to come up 
with strategies that 
would ensure that in 
future the study attracts 
a better response rate. 

There is potential value 
in establishing more 
structured systems 

of collaboration 
in philanthropy 

data collection and 
management. This 

would include amongst 
others establishing a 

legitimate and inclusive 
data collection, 

analysis and sharing 
approach to enhance 
data accuracy and 

credibility. 
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There is also a need to 
sensitise philanthropy 
actors on the need to, as 
well as the mechanisms 
for quantification and 
recording of non-
monetary local giving. 
Part of such engagement 
would entail granting 
the opportunities – as 
far as is possible – 
for engagement prior 
to the survey. This 
could include inputs 
into the study design, 
methodology, focus 
(questions) and scope. 
Respondents would 
also thereafter be 
formally acknowledged/ 
recognized. 

There would also be 
value in following up 

the expressed capacity 
building needs by the 

respondents. This 
together with other 

EAAG offerings (value 
proposition), could 
not only encourage 

respondents to become 
members of EAAG, but 
also motivate future 
participation in the 

surveys.   
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