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Abstract 

In the context of reduced and inadequate external funding, non-governmental development 
organisations (NGDOs) in The Gambia, West Africa, have introduced self-financing as a means 
of generating income and offering additional support and services to their local communities. 
These activities typically involve the provision of goods and services for a fee, and may or may 
not be directly linked to particular development projects. Given the lack of empirical research 
on this topic, particularly in an African context, the purpose of this research was to understand 
the extent to which self-financing may affect the success and sustainability of community-
based NGDOs. 

Data was collected with participants from four case study Gambian NGDOs, their international 
partners, and members of beneficiary communities. Motivations for establishing self-financing 
were examined, with particular attention given to the funding context in which the NGDOs 
were operating. The impacts of self-financing were analysed with regard to relationships with 
communities and partner organisations, and the delivery of development programmes. The 
extent to which self-financing affected internal management and administration was also 
analysed, in addition to the impact it may have on NGDOs’ abilities to operate in line with their 
objectives and values. 

The research found that motivations for implementing self-financing went beyond income-
generation and reflected the values and goals of the NGDOs, namely the desire to efficiently 
use resources and support communities by all possible means. The impact of self-financing was 
found to be predominantly positive, contributing to improvements in the day-to-day 
experiences of NGDO staff and the delivery of development-related goals. However, it was 
found that hopes for significantly transforming the fortunes of the NGDOs were not realised. 
The income generated could not compete with the levels of finance available from external 
donor organisations. Nonetheless, the non-financial outcomes of self-financing were often 
highly valued by community members and staff, contributing to their ability to thrive in a 
challenging context. 

This research contributes to our understanding of the experiences of community-based NGDOs 
in relation to their survival within a challenging funding system. The research provides 
empirical evidence of the ways in which traditional project-based funding can impact the 
experiences of NGDO staff, whilst indicating the commitment and innovation that they 
demonstrate through self-financing activities. It suggests that donor organisations should not 
view self-financing as a justification for providing less support to NGDOs, but that they should 
take note of the values and capabilities displayed amongst NGDOs and their staff, and identify 
ways to support and make greater use of those qualities. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

In the context of reduced and inadequate external funding, non-governmental development 

organisations (NGDOs) in The Gambia, West Africa, have introduced self-financing as a means 

of generating income and offering additional support and services to their local communities. 

These activities typically involve the provision of goods and services for a fee, and may or may 

not be directly linked to particular development projects. Given the lack of empirical research 

on this topic, particularly in an African context, the purpose of this research was to understand 

the extent to which self-financing may affect the success and sustainability of community-

based NGDOs. 

This introductory chapter begins with an overview of the current debates in NGDO research in 

which this work is situated. Many criticisms of NGDO effectiveness are present in the 

literature, but this has primarily been contextualised within debates on the challenging 

structures of the global development sector, which determine the nature of NGDO activities in 

a number of ways. It is within these challenging circumstances that NGDOs have been found to 

turn to self-financing. The second section of this chapter provides an overview of the concept 

of self-financing and highlights the gap in existing academic discussion with regard to its 

implementation by NGDOs in a development context. 

The Gambia was selected as a case study for this research, as discussed in the third part of this 

chapter. NGDOs in the country have arguably suffered from a lack of international interest in 

the country (Ericsson and Steensen 2014), in addition to the ineffectiveness of the nation state 

to reduce poverty and meet basic needs (Perfect 2010), but are not unique in this regard. 

Before this research began, self-financing was observed as a growing phenomenon among 

Gambian NGDOs, but there had been little documented understanding of its impacts: this 

premise formed the basis of this research project. 

The research questions which directed the project are presented next, followed by an 

overview of the methodology and methods used to address them. Finally, an outline of the 

main body of this thesis is provided. 

1 



      

         

        

     

        

        

         

          

            

        

          

           

            

         

       

       

            

        

          

            

          

         

        

          

     

         

        

          

            

        

        

           

1.1 The role of non-governmental development organisations 

Non-governmental development organisations (NGDOs) are considered to fill an important 

space in development (Banks and Hulme 2012). Often working with the support of 

international non-governmental organisations (INGOs), they sit alongside states, 

intergovernmental organisations, and private sector actors. Donor organisations and INGO 

“partners” highlight their work with NGDOs in order to emphasise their effective use of 

resources and improved participation in development initiatives (Crawford 2003, Lister 2000). 

In contrast to governments, often considered bureaucratic and inefficient, NGDOs are typically 

promoted as inherently connected to the “grassroots”, with a deeper understanding of local 

context which allows them to efficiently deliver relevant development programmes (AbouAssi 

2013, Banks and Hulme 2012). Unlike private actors, their activities should, in theory, not be 

led by concerns for individual or organisational gain, but be value-driven and operate on the 

basis of strong moral principles (Amagoh 2015, Fowler 1997). NGDOs may act as the formal 

representatives of broader civil society, and therefore have the potential to strengthen civil 

society by operating in empowering and participatory ways, and by endeavouring to be 

accountable to the communities they represent (Banks and Hulme 2012, Hudock 1995). 

However, in reality these ideals are not always achieved, and there is a significant body of 

literature which has explored NGDOs’ challenges and failings in this regard. Although 

discussion of NGDO (in)effectiveness can often appear to point to individual organisations’ 

shortcomings (Green 2012), in actuality much of the criticism is directed at the structure of the 

sector as a whole and the external factors which influence the ability to take on their supposed 

role as drivers of social change (Banks, Hulme, and Edwards 2015). Although there are 

discussions of how effective governance and NGDO responses to challenging circumstances 

can impact their success (AbouAssi 2013, Amagoh 2015), blame for ineffectiveness is more 

often placed on the structures within which NGDOs operate. 

External influences on NGDOs vary by geographical context and area of development work; 

political, social, cultural, and economic factors can impact the extent to which organisations 

can live up to the perceived benefits they bring to development work. However, one 

overarching issue affecting NGDOs across the globe is the nature and availability of funding for 

development programme delivery, due to NGDOs’ dependence on external resources (Hudock 

1995). NGDOs are typically externally financed, through sources such as official development 

assistance (ODA) or philanthropic sources. The former may be offered directly or indirectly via 

2 



       

        

          

          

       

         

      

     

            

          

          

       

          

           

           

         

         

          

        

         

             

           

      

     

          

         

   

 

 

          

           

        

global financial institutions, intergovernmental organisations, or national governments, while 

the latter may include private individuals, organisational and corporate donors, or charitable 

foundations. In the case of community-based NGDOs, funding is also often directed through 

larger INGOs or other types of international organisation, the differences between which are 

discussed in the following chapter. NGDOs are inherently susceptible to implicit or explicit, 

direct or indirect influence from donor parties (Hudock 1995, 1997). This may intentionally or 

inadvertently influence the nature of development programmes delivered by NGDOs and/or 

the ways in which organisations are operated. 

The reported influences of donor funding are numerous, and will be discussed in Chapter 2, 

but concerns typically relate to: the top-down designing of projects and prioritisation of areas 

of work (Elbers and Arts 2011); prioritisation of accountability to donors over accountability to 

beneficiaries (Kilby 2006, Murtaza 2012); the project-based nature of development work, 

which is often short-term, limiting sustainable impact and creating financial insecurity (Banks, 

Hulme and Edwards 2015, Davis 1997); and general concerns over restricted, inflexible, and 

limited funding with which to run organisations (Elbers and Arts 2011, Elbers and Schulpen 

2011). NGDO responses to this funding context have varied; some may attempt to challenge 

donor conditions to improve the situation, whilst others may be coerced into following the will 

of donors, or voluntarily adjust their priorities to work within constraints (AbouAssi 2013, 

Elbers and Arts 2011). Some organisations may seek alternative sources of income or 

relationships with multiple donors, but others may decide it is necessary to mislead donors in 

some way, using funds in ways unintended by the donor (AbouAssi 2013, Elbers and Arts 

2011). Generally, however, NGDOs have been found to manage the pressures caused by the 

donor funding system rather than effectively removing those pressures by challenging the 

system (AbouAssi 2013, Elbers and Arts 2011). 

It is within this context that some community-based NGDOs (and other forms of non-

governmental or non-profit organisation operating outside of a “development” context) have 

implemented alternative income-generation activities, namely self-financing. 

1.2 NGDO self-financing 

Self-financing (SF) refers to activities undertaken by NGDOs which generate additional income 

for the organisation as an alternative to, or to supplement, donor funding. It is either solely for 

the purpose of generating income, or with additional objectives typically linked to 

3 



     

              

        

         

         

            

         

      

      

       

           

          

            

         

             

        

           

            

  

            

            

          

          

          

         

       

           

            

    

            

             

         

         

development programme goals. These activities may or may not be directly linked to particular 

projects, and are generally related to the provision of a product or service to customers for a 

fee. Examples from non-governmental organisations operating globally include: charging user- 

or admission-fees (for example in arts and cultural organisations) or membership-fees for 

communities supported by the organisation; the rental of assets (equipment or property) 

when not in use; creating or adding value to products for (re)sale; extending core activities into 

locations or markets where service-users will pay for them; or entering into partnerships with 

for-profit organisations which pay for the benefit of the association (Davis 1997, Parsons 2002, 

Weisbrod 2004, Yang, Lee and Chang 2011). 

Previous studies into SF have found that the activity is typically carried out in addition to the 

securing of donor funding, rather than replacing it entirely, even though lack of appropriate 

funding has been identified as a significant motivator for establishing these activities (Davis 

1997, Fowler 2000, Weisbrod 2004, Yang, Lee and Chang 2011). However, it is also often the 

case that SF arises from opportunities to utilise the assets, skills or knowledge within an 

organisation, to capitalise on a niche or inefficiency within a market, or to offer additional 

support to target beneficiaries (Davis 1997). Despite not replacing donor funding, SF can 

provide a useful source of “unallocated” funds, and offer some financial protection against the 

mercurial nature of donor interests and funding plans (Davis 1997, Froelich 1999, Ly 2012, 

Parsons 2002). 

Though the concept of SF has been explored by academics and practitioners in the fairly recent 

past, much of the available literature is now relatively dated and it is unclear how it relates to 

contemporary contexts (Davis 1997, Fowler 2000a, Froelich 1999, Parsons 2002). Furthermore, 

most existing research does not focus on development contexts; research has been primarily 

based in Europe and North America (Foster and Bradach 2005, Weisbrod 2004). No research 

has been found which explores NGDO self-financing in African countries, despite the fact that 

it can be observed in organisations in many different locations throughout the continent. 

There is a lack of a shared understanding of the opportunities and risks associated with SF 

which is both relevant to the current global financial context, and to organisations operating in 

countries, societies, and economies which vary significantly from those previously explored. 

For example, due to the high levels of dependence on external funding for NGDOs in many 

parts of Africa, the concept of self-financing raises particular questions in terms of how it 

interacts with existing income streams and associated power relationships. There are 

particular characteristics to the economies in which NGDOs operate in The Gambia and similar 

4 



         

            

    

          

          

          

          

        

            

        

           

          

        

      

          

 

 

  

              

          

            

           

        

        

          

           

         

          

        

         

         

          

countries, such as the prevalence of “informal” businesses activities (Sallah and Williams 

2016). Therefore, it cannot be taken for granted that existing academic thought on SF can be 

applied to all non-governmental organisations engaging in the activity. 

Furthermore, no research has been found which examines the consequences of introducing SF, 

particularly with regard to the ability of organisations to deliver effective programmes, and on 

the experiences of NGDO staff who are implementing those programmes or involved in the 

management of their organisation. There is also a particular lack of detailed qualitative data on 

the process of introducing and implementing SF. Some quantitative research has recently been 

conducted into the benefits and risks of SF in a European context (Vaceková and Svidroňová 

2014), but this does not explore the lived experiences of those directly involved in making 

NGDOs successful and sustainable. Other research has looked at the obstacles to introducing 

SF (Davis 1997). Generally there is a trend within the literature of reporting or speculating 

about potential problems with SF, rather than examining the actual positive and negative 

impacts of the activity when implemented. Consequently, this research project was designed 

to explore the impact of SF on the success and sustainability of NGDOs, focussing on The 

Gambia, West Africa. 

1.3 Research context: The Gambia 

The Gambia has been selected as a case study for the research topic for a number of reasons. 

First, having worked in The Gambia in previous years, it appeared as though the development 

sector in the country was somewhat neglected in a number of ways. As discussed further in 

Chapter 3, there has been a lack of research on development in The Gambia in recent years. 

The reasons for this are unclear, but likely relate to the unfavourable political climate under 

former-President Yahya Jammeh, and greater interest in other geographical areas which may 

have more extreme development challenges. In addition to this, there has been a general lack 

of donor interest and activity in the country in comparison to other developing states, and this 

has undoubtedly impacted Gambian NGDOs (Ericsson and Steensen 2014, Davies and Klasen 

2018). Although, as discussed further in Chapter 5, this is thought by some to be a 

consequence of global financial restrictions, the political context in which NGDOs in the 

country have been operating has again been challenging. Donor organisations and 

intermediary INGOs have been reluctant to work in The Gambia, or have faced difficulties in 

implementing their preferred projects. In operating self-financing, NGDOs in the country were 

5 



         

          

           

          

        

          

           

       

           

          

        

         

        

          

            

            

         

           

           

          

       

        

          

          

          

          

         

       

       

            

           

       

engaging in interesting, innovative activities which appeared to be going unrecognised – in 

academic study and by international development actors – yet which could hold important 

lessons for organisations in other parts of the world. 

Second, during previous fieldwork with NGDOs in The Gambia in 2013, it was found that many 

organisations were increasingly looking to introduce SF in some form, if they were not already 

doing so. Despite being well-connected – particularly via shared INGO partners and a limited 

network of staff which moved between organisations – the NGDOs I spoke to had not shared 

detailed knowledge about SF activities. The idea for this research project emerged when it 

became evident that many of the NGDOs making plans to introduce SF had high hopes for the 

impact it could have on their organisation, without having any clear evidence of the ways it 

had affected others. Organisations in the country had shared some information about the 

concept of SF and basic advice for establishing the activity, but not assessments of best 

practice – largely because such assessments had not been formally or consistently made. 

There had not been any investigation into the impact of SF on those NGDOs who had tried it, 

or into ways in which other development actors and beneficiaries might respond to it. 

Evidence of financial success or failure was more easily and regularly generated and shared 

than these in-depth assessments of impacts on internal operations and external perceptions, 

but these did not provide a full picture of SF impacts, as will be shown. 

Third, although The Gambia represents a specific context, due to its small size and particular 

political, historical, and economic characteristics (as discussed in Chapter 3), the NGDOs 

operating in the country share common characteristics and experiences with those in other 

countries. The Gambian NGDO sector emerged and expanded at the same time as that in other 

countries (Davis, Hulme, and Woodhouse 1994, Mitlin, Hickey, and Bebbington 2010), and this 

thesis will explore the extent to which it has been subjected to similar influences from external 

sources of power and investment. For instance, to what extent are NGDOs in The Gambia 

dealing with, and influenced by, the same INGO partners and donor organisations and states 

when designing projects, applying for funding, and receiving knowledge and training about 

development practice? Although the specifics may vary, it would seem likely that reductions in 

funding and restrictions on the ability to deliver socially- and politically-transformative 

activities are common challenges across the world (Banks, Hulme and Edwards 2015). 

Although there may be specific conditions in which SF has been introduced in The Gambia, 

understanding the nuances of these circumstances can have implications for understanding 
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the phenomenon in other contexts. For example, the motivations for introducing SF within The 

Gambia have implications for understanding its introduction in other contexts. Before starting 

the research project, it seemed likely that SF was a response that was symptomatic of the 

culture of Gambian NGDOs, in which they sought to make the most of what was readily 

available to them – whether that was physical equipment or simply the capacity to devise and 

operate a business. Furthermore, NGDOs were acting within the confines of a restrictive 

political environment, and appeared to be doing what they could to make the best of a bad 

situation. However, exploring these issues in depth through case study research could reveal 

more nuanced motivations related to the inherent nature of NGDOs and their relationships 

with other actors, which have relevance to organisations in other parts of the world with a 

similar history and which operate within similar structures. 

1.4 Research questions 

Taking into account the challenging circumstances in which many NGDOs are operating, and 

the particular conditions of The Gambia, this research project was designed to address the 

overarching research question: 

To what extent, and in what ways, can self-financing activities affect the success and 
sustainability of NGDOs in The Gambia? 

The term “success” is here understood to mean the ability of an organisation to operate 

effectively and in line with its core purpose and values, and “sustainability” as the ability to 

maintain the existence of the organisation and its work for the length of time required to 

achieve its aims. In order to answer this question, five secondary questions were devised to 

guide the research: 

RQ1. What motivates NGDOs to introduce self-financing activities? 
RQ2. To what extent does self-financing affect an NGDO’s ability to work with communities 

to deliver effective development programmes? 
RQ3. To what extent are relationships with donors and partner INGOs affected by self-

financing? 
RQ4. In what ways do self-financing activities affect the internal management of an 

organisation, including its ability to operate in the long term? 
RQ5. To what extent does self-financing affect an NGDO’s ability to operate in line with its 

original objectives and values? 

These questions have been ordered not by their significance for addressing the overarching 

research question, but in line with the approach taken to understand the full range of SF 
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impacts. The first of these questions (RQ1) was designed to establish the context within which 

the case study NGDOs were operating and examine why they might seek to introduce SF, 

particularly exploring whether this was solely linked to financial concerns. The subsequent 

three questions were designed to look at the external and internal impacts of SF, on the 

organisations’ outputs and position within the development landscape, as well as on their 

internal structures and ways of working. These questions were not addressed separately or 

strictly in the order presented; answers to each were found to be interlinked, as inevitably the 

nature of organisations influenced the work they carried out for and with others. 

Two of these questions address the impact of SF on external relationships. RQ2 explores 

beneficiary perceptions of SF and any effects they might have on an NGDO’s ability to deliver 

projects within communities. Considering the value placed on NGDOs’ abilities to be 

accountable to beneficiaries, connected to the grassroots, and participatory in determining the 

goals and values of the organisation, it is important to consider the impact SF might have in 

this regard. Similarly, relationships with INGOs and donor organisations are considered integral 

to the activities of community-level NGDOs in The Gambia, with regard to access to funding 

and potential involvement in nation-wide projects and coordinated programme design. 

Therefore, RQ3 relates to the impact of SF on relationships with other development actors. 

The fourth question (RQ4) concerns the internal impacts of SF, questioning the extent to which 

it affects the day-to-day running of an organisation, and administrative and management 

tasks. This includes human resource management, staff motivation and commitment, financial 

management, fundraising, and maintenance of the organisation’s assets and resources. 

The final question (RQ5) is interlinked with all of the preceding questions, addressing the 

impact of SF on an NGDO’s ability to operate in line with its original objectives and values. 

Evidence used to answer this question could be found when looking at both the internal 

activities of organisations, as well as their interactions with communities and other 

development actors. This is an important question given the expectation that NGDOs’ role in 

development will be value-driven, and therefore there is a requirement to be seen as living up 

to these values, by staff, beneficiaries and the wider public, partnering organisations, and 

those that may be willing to finance NGDO activities. 

Addressing these questions and understanding the impact of SF on the operations of NGDOs 

has relevance for wider debates on traditional models of development funding, and related 

power structures. If SF were able to offer a viable alternative to external funding for NGDOs, 

8 



         

         

           

           

         

        

       

 

  

        

       

         

          

        

         

            

         

          

       

        

     

          

          

      

         

        

        

            

        

        

        

this could have implications for the nature of development programmes, participation and 

ownership of development activity, and the alternative use of available donor funds at 

national and international level. However, if SF cannot offer a viable alternative system, what 

is its value in addressing the challenges faced by the NGDO sector as a whole? What can it tell 

us about the nature of NGDOs operating within such contexts, and their ability to achieve 

success and sustainability, as defined by global development discourse and by the NGDOs 

themselves? The selected cases have provided empirical evidence with which to address these 

questions. 

1.5 Research design and methodology 

Data collection for this project centred on four case study organisations, all community-based 

NGDOs engaged in implementing SF activities: Njawara Agricultural Training Centre (NATC), 

Agency for the Development of Women & Children (ADWAC), Ding Ding Bantaba (DDB), and St 

Joseph’s Family Farm Centre (SJFFC). These organisations worked in a variety of development 

areas – such as agriculture training, education, healthcare, enterprise training – primarily in 

rural parts of the country. Two of these organisations were based on the North Bank of The 

Gambia (NATC and ADWAC), and two on the South Bank (DDB and SJFFC). NATC, DDB and 

SJFFC mostly operated within their local districts, whilst ADWAC was headquartered in 

Kerewan with activities across the whole of the North Bank. Partner INGOs were also involved 

in the research: United Purpose The Gambia (UPTG), ActionAid International The Gambia 

(AAITG), and ChildFund International The Gambia (CFITG). All of these were Gambian-based 

subsidiary or affiliated organisations of internationally-operating NGOs 

Given the identified gap in the literature concerning the nature of NGO financing and the 

implications for the success and sustainability of the NGDOs, this research was concerned with 

understanding the views and experiences of those involved in implementing, evaluating, 

interacting with, and supporting SF activity. It acknowledges that social interactions and the 

meanings attached can influence the impact that SF may have; consequently a constructionist 

view of the subject was adopted. The research was also undertaken from the perspective that 

there are observable, objective phenomena in place, such as the structures and systems of the 

global development and finance sectors, or the tangible outcomes of SF such as income 

generated or goods and services delivered. However, it also acknowledges that subjective 

interpretations of and within these structures affect the lived experiences of participants – in 

9 



       

       

      

        

        

          

          

           

        

       

          

           

        

     

       

           

            

            

         

         

          

          

     

        

          

      

       

            

       

         

          

           

this instance, those who are tasked with carrying out development activity for the benefit of 

local communities and on behalf of international donors. 

An interpretivist epistemological approach was therefore adopted, focusing on participants’ 

perceptions of their social world whilst taking into account external influences. Consequently, 

data collected was largely qualitative, with semi-structured interviews with staff from the case 

study NGDOs providing the main source of data, in order to understand and examine their 

views on and experiences of SF. Group discussions were also conducted with staff from the 

case study NGDOs, focussing on the nature of the organisations and their aims and values; 

data collected during these discussions also contributed to the development of the analytical 

framework utilised in the research, which was designed to ensure that assessments of success 

and sustainability were informed by participants’ own interpretations of these concepts. 

Interviews with staff from partnering INGOs were also conducted. It was considered important 

to explore how SF impacted relationships between the NGDOs and these organisations, in 

addition to benefitting from their intermediary perspective (insiders to the country’s 

development sector, but outsiders to the experiences of community-level NGDOs) and their 

overview of a number of different NGDOs operating in the country. In order to gather 

additional data about the broader context for Gambian NGDOs and views on SF, interviews 

were also conducted with a number of staff from additional community-based NGDOs which 

had varying experiences of SF but were not implementing it at the time of data collection. 

In addition to the qualitative data collection, some quantifiable data was also gathered in the 

form of 103 questionnaires administrated to local beneficiaries and service-users associated 

with each of the NGDOs, in order to assess the impact of SF on relationships with target 

communities. These questionnaires were administered by research assistants living and 

working in the local area. Throughout the data collection process, informal conversations with 

staff and associated actors also took place, and field-notes were recorded, detailing 

observations of SF and other NGDO activities. 

The research took place during a time of relative instability in The Gambia; a presidential 

election took place on 1 December 2016, which led to the first democratic change of 

governance in the country since independence from British colonial rule in 1965. The events 

leading up to and following the election led to restrictions in travel to and within the country, 

and in the availability of participants for the research. However, the change of power, and 

consequent freedom of expression that followed from December 2016 onwards (in contrast to 

10 



       

          

        

          

     

 

  

           

    

           

      

        

           

       

        

          

          

      

       

            

          

        

         

     

          

       

          

           

         

          

        

       

the situation under the previous president), meant that questions around the impact of politics 

on NGDO experiences could be examined in more detail. Furthermore, it is hoped that the 

findings of the research will be even more valuable during the new political era, as government 

and civil society are keen to better understand the experiences and potential of NGDOs. The 

implications of these circumstances will be discussed throughout the thesis. 

1.6 Thesis outline 

The thesis is organised into 9 chapters. After this Introduction, Chapter 2 provides a review of 

relevant literature, which establishes the context for the research project by examining 

perspectives on the role of NGDOs in the broader development arena, and then focusing on 

the influence that donor-NGDO relationships have on NGDO effectiveness. Evidence of the 

ways in which NGDOs respond to these conditions is examined, ultimately exploring the 

existing literature on self-financing as a means of mitigating some of the restrictive 

characteristics of established donor-funded, project-based development interventions. 

Chapter 3 then provides detail about the nature of development and the NGDO sector in The 

Gambia specifically. The influence of the previous political regime on NGDOs and civil society is 

explored, along with a brief assessment of how the new era of political, economic and social 

development may affect development funding, civil society and NGDOs in the country. The 

methodological approach adopted for this research project, and subsequent decisions 

regarding research design and choice of method, are established in Chapter 4. This includes 

profiles of the organisations involved in the research, and an explanation of how they are 

connected. Considerations around positionality and research ethics are also discussed here. 

The chapter ends with the presentation of an analytical framework, drawn from the literature 

and referenced throughout data collection and analysis. 

The presentation of the research findings begins in Chapter 5, which focuses on addressing 

RQ1, namely the context within which the case study organisations were operating and the 

ways in which this influenced their decisions to implement SF, and how this was done. 

Descriptions of the nature of the NGDOs’ SF activities can be found here. Chapter 6 focuses on 

an assessment of external perceptions and interactions with SF, addressing RQ2 and RQ3 in 

terms of the impacts SF has on relationships with beneficiary communities and other 

development actors. Chapter 7 builds on these findings to examine the ways in which SF was 

found to impact the NGDOs’ overall programme delivery, focusing on the internal operations 
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of the organisations and their ability to achieve their objectives and live up to their values, 

addressing RQ4 and RQ5. Chapter 8 draws together the evidence presented in preceding 

chapters to address the overarching research question of the extent to which SF impacts the 

success and sustainability of NGDOs in The Gambia. In the ninth and concluding chapter, the 

key findings of the research are summarised, and their implications are presented for broader 

discussions around NGDO effectiveness, development programming, and donor actions. These 

wider debates are then referred back to the context of The Gambia, in order to discuss how 

the significant political change in the country may impact the future of NGDOs and further 

contribute to the understanding of SF in different development contexts. 
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Chapter 2 

Understanding NGDOs and Funding 

In order to make an informed assessment of the impact of self-financing on the success and 

sustainability of non-governmental development organisations (NGDOs), it is necessary to 

understand the context within which they operate and the factors influencing their activities 

and capacity. This review has sought to analyse a range of relevant sources which can help to 

contextualise the challenges and opportunities facing the case study organisations in this 

research, and in doing so identify gaps within existing knowledge that can be filled. 

Research on NGDOs is vast, yet many of the debates covered in the existing literature have 

been ongoing for a number of decades without necessarily providing an adequate 

understanding of the sector (Banks and Brockington 2019). To a large extent, this is due to the 

diversity of the sector and the lack of clarity when relating specific studies to the broader 

NGDO landscape. As such, this chapter begins with an attempt to address this issue directly, by 

positioning the definition of NGDOs used in this research in relation to the existing body of 

literature. 

This is followed by a review of the literature related to NGDOs’ position within the 

development sector, and how this relates to systems of development funding. The limitations 

of the literature related to funding are discussed, specifically with the regard to the data on 

levels and sources of funding to NGDOs on a global scale. However, some trends have been 

identified in terms of diversity and inconsistency in the availability of funding for different 

NGDOs, with reference to the implications this may have for organisations which are 

dependent on external resources. 

It is evident within the literature that funding and the NGDO-donor relationship have a 

significant impact on the success and sustainability of NGDOs. It is therefore necessary to 

understand how the activities of organisations might be affected by this context in order to 

assess how self-financing might fit into the picture. The third section of this chapter therefore 

analyses a number of ways in which donor-NGDO relationships have been found to affect 

organisations, and the responses NGDOs have had to these conditions. 

This leads to an exploration of the literature which seeks to understand how NGDOs have 

attempted to move beyond a reliance on external donor funding in order to operate 
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effectively. It is here that the concept of engaging with the market – and specifically self-

financing through enterprise activities – is presented and assessed. It is noted that although 

there is some literature available related to the potential challenges and opportunities 

associated with self-financing, there is a lack of contemporary empirical data to support this, 

particularly in an African context. As such, this research project will provide a valuable 

contribution to understanding how NGDOs might be affected by responding to challenging 

funding conditions with the introduction of self-financing. To conclude the chapter, the 

implications of the reviewed literature are discussed. 

2.1 Understanding research on NGDOs 

Defining non-governmental organisations 

Since their rise to prominence in the mid-twentieth century, non-governmental organisations 

(NGOs) have been seen as an important facet of the international development system, 

positioned as a preferable alternative to state-led development initiatives or market-led 

methods of economic growth, as will be discussed below. In line with this, there has been a 

growth in academic literature focussing on the activities and nature of such organisations 

(Banks and Brockington 2019, Brass et al. 2018, Northey 2018). However, there is a lack of 

clarity and consistency around the definitions used to discuss and analyse them. To begin this 

chapter – and the research in general – it is therefore necessary to review and clarify the 

definitions being used, and their implications for understanding and analysing existing 

knowledge. 

The term “non-governmental organisation” incorporates a range of diverse organisations 

working in a variety of sectors, and consequently there is no universally agreed upon definition 

of what constitutes an NGO (Hudock 1995), despite attempts to develop a taxonomy over a 

number of decades (Vakil 1997, 2018). At a national level, NGOs are often defined by a legal 

status (discussed in relation to The Gambia in Chapter 3), which may incorporate financial and 

tax considerations, areas of operation, and organisational features. However, this approach 

may exclude a large number of organisations which are unregistered or do not qualify for legal 

status, but which share other characteristics (Banks and Hulme 2012, Vakil 1997). Similarly, 

NGOs have been defined as organisations that are eligible to gain consultative status with the 

Economic and Social Council of the United Nations (Willetts 2018), but this has little relevance 
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to small, community-based organisations which might be legally afforded NGO status (as in 

The Gambia, see Chapter 3), but do not operate on such a level. 

This research focuses on NGOs engaged in the global development sector, and this begins to 

narrow the terminology used within NGO literature – descriptions such as “non-profit 

organisation” and “third sector organisation” are primarily used in reference to NGOs in North 

America and Europe (Vakil 1997). However, there is still confusion within development 

literature over the term NGO, and often writers are unclear about the definition they are 

using, which may lead to misinterpretation of their findings amongst readers. 

In the literature, a distinction is generally made between “intermediary” and “grassroots” 

organisations. In global development, intermediary organisations may be international (usually 

with their origins or headquarters in countries in the Global North) or national (with activities 

in several locations across the country), and may have limited direct contact with the people 

they intend to support (i.e. poor, marginalised or excluded people in the Global South) (Sanyal 

2006, Carroll 1992). By comparison, grassroots organisations are more closely linked to their 

intended beneficiaries, in most cases physically based within communities and working directly 

with community members, with whom they may be socially and culturally associated (Banks 

and Hulme 2012). Their activities are often supported by intermediary organisations which 

help to secure external funding and other resources, or offer advice, training and networks to 

support capacity building (Sanyal 2006). Intermediary organisations are generally larger and 

better-resourced with regard to finances and staff expertise (Banks and Hulme 2012), often 

due to connections with the public and governments in their “home” countries; as well as 

receiving official aid, intermediary organisations are often reliant on philanthropic and 

voluntary support. 

Differing terminology for “intermediary” and “grassroots” organisations has been used, and a 

number of writers have attempted to clarify the definitions they use within these two 

categorisations. For example, Hulme and Edwards (1997) make a distinction between 

grassroots organisations (GROs) and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) (the latter being 

intermediary organisations). They identify that an important difference is that GROs are 

accountable to their members (their intended beneficiaries), while NGOs are not. Carroll 

(1992) refers to “grassroots support organisations” (GSOs) and “memberships support 

organisations” (MSOs) existing on a spectrum of NGO types. Carroll further defines GSOs and 

MSOs as development NGOs which are “involved directly in grassroots work” (Carroll 1992: 9). 
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Alternatively, some commentators draw a distinction between northern or international NGOs 

(NNGOs or INGOs) and southern NGOs (SNGOs) (see Elbers and Arts 2011, Elbers and Schulpen 

2013, Hudock 1995, Malhotra 2000). This reflects the transfer of resources from the Global 

North to the Global South, but it has been argued to ignore the increasing numbers of 

intermediary organisations from emerging economies and large development organisations 

originating from and based in the South (Banks and Hulme 2012). For example, BRAC in 

Bangladesh is regarded as the largest NGO in the world, measured by employees and 

beneficiaries, and operates in around a dozen countries (BRAC 2019). 

Other terms often used to differentiate types of NGO include “membership organisation” (MO) 

or “membership-based organisation” (MBO), but again there is a lack of consistency in the 

usage of these terms. Fowler (1993, in Hudock 1995) defines MOs as organisations set up to 

serve the needs of those establishing them, implying these are grassroots organisations. 

Similarly, Banks, Hulme and Edwards (2015) characterise MBOs as grassroots organisations and 

present them in contrast to NGOs with weak links to their constituents. However, this 

dichotomy again lacks some nuance, as there are many grassroots organisations which would 

have more in common with MBOs than NGOs, but would not be categorised as such because 

they do not meet criteria such as being membership-based or political organisations1. 

Non-governmental organisations have their origins in civil society (as opposed to the state or 

private sector) and are often defined as civil society organisations (Fowler and Malunga 

2010a). For example, when mapping and reporting official development assistance, the 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) refers to “CSOs”, but uses 

this term interchangeably with “NGOs” (which it categorises as either donor-country based, 

international, or development country-based) (OECD 2013a). However, the term “civil society 

organisation” is generally understood to incorporate more than just NGOs, including “social 

movements, political, or religious institutions, trade unions, cooperatives, small self-help 

groups, and campaigning organizations, among others” (Banks, Hulme and Edwards 

2015: 709). This can be seen in Northey’s (2018) analysis of civil society “associations” in 

Algeria, which number over 93,000 officially registered entities, and range from trade unions, 

to religious groups, to parent-teacher associations. 

1 In Banks, Hulme and Edwards’s definition, MBOs are oppositional to the state, are run by and 
accountable to members, are political, and are ideologically focused on social, political and economic 
change. NGOs on the other hand are accommodating to the state, see their staff as their constituents, 
are accountable to donors, are non-political, and are focused on project-based targets (Banks, Hulme, 
and Edwards 2015: 709) 
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Implications for this research 

The lack of clarity around the definition of these organisations is argued to create problems in 

understanding the NGO sector because theoretical discussions about their roles and behaviour 

are difficult to frame with a standard unit of analysis (Vakil 1997). Furthermore, there is a lack 

of clarity in the presentation of empirical research regarding whether analyses are 

generalizable to particular types of organisation, which has implications for academic study 

and for practitioners (Vakil 1997). This can be observed in edited volumes (such as NGO 

Management and Handbook of Research on NGOs), in which chapters by different authors 

utilise different terms and definitions, not always with clarification (Fowler and Malunga 

2010b, Kellow and Murphy-Gregory 2018). It also means that it is difficult to assess the 

development of NGOs at a global level, in terms of numbers and activities, because country-

level data may be inconsistent and there is no international coordinating body (Banks and 

Hulme 2012). In relation to development specifically, Banks and Brockington have stated that 

“nowhere does there exist a comprehensive list of every NGO working solely or primarily in 

international development, or of their incomes, income sources and expenditures over time” 

(Banks and Brockington 2019: 8). This has implications for research in the sector, as it is 

difficult to map activities, funding, structures and trends over time (Banks and Brockington 

2019). 

In terms of the implications for this research, the lack of clarity around definitions creates 

challenges for understanding where the organisations in this research (of varying sizes and 

structures) sit in relation to others, and in relation to the theorising around NGOs. However, in 

the following review of literature, attempts have been made to assess the definitions being 

used and their relevance to this study. Furthermore, whilst micro-level analysis is needed, this 

cannot ignore the framework and processes of funding which influence all organisations in 

some way (Choudry and Shragge 2011). It is evident that regardless of their differences, there 

is some consistency in research from across the sector regarding the characteristics that NGOs 

should possess. These will be discussed further below in relation to NGOs in development, but 

ultimately are encompassed by Vakil’s revised definition: “private, self-governing, not-for-

profit organisations that are geared to improving the quality and sustainability of life” (Vakil 

2018: 99). 

It is also felt that this research will therefore provide a useful contribution to NGO research, by 

endeavouring to describe and explain the experiences of a particular set of organisations. In 
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particular, this will add to understanding of smaller organisations which have been somewhat 

overlooked despite the large volume of NGO research overall (Banks and Brockington 2019). 

The choice of organisations for this research will be discussed in Chapter 4. In addition to 

furthering our understanding of self-financing specifically, the research will provide case 

studies which reveal broader characteristics of the organisations involved. 

In the spirit of adding clarity to discussions, I present the terminology used in this research. 

The term non-governmental development organisation (NGDO) will be used to refer to 

organisations which operate from within civil society and have missions and values associated 

with supporting social, political and economic development in the Global South. A significant 

proportion of the literature being reviewed is not clear about the definition of NGO (or similar 

terms) which is being used, and consequently references to NGDOs here may incorporate 

intermediary or grassroots organisations unless specified. As mentioned, this is done so on the 

basis of assessments that the literature is relevant to NGDOs of various sizes and positions 

(community-based, national, international) which are facing many of the same challenges to 

their effectiveness and sustainability. 

The organisations selected as case studies in this research will therefore be referred to as 

NGDOs. As will be discussed in Chapter 3, the use of this term takes into account the various 

legal and informal descriptions of such organisations used in The Gambia. In order to 

differentiate – based on their size, structure and nature – the term international non-

governmental organisation (INGO) will be used to describe the “intermediary” partner 

organisations of the case study NGDOs, which have headquarters in other countries and 

operate at a national level within The Gambia. Further descriptions of the specific 

organisations involved in this research can be found in Chapter 4. 

2.2 NGDOs within the development sector 

The role of NGDOs 

Literature from across disciplinary backgrounds has extensively documented the nature and 

role of NGDOs, particularly from the latter half of the twentieth century onwards when the 

sector began to grow exponentially (Mitlin, Hickey, and Bebbington 2010). From a range of 

ideological perspectives, NGDOs have been encouraged to possess certain characteristics in 
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order to support their role within the development sector, and have been critiqued in line with 

these. 

Following the end of European colonial rule across much of the “developing” world, NGDOs 

became increasingly promoted as mechanisms for transforming politics, economics and society 

and redistributing wealth from “developed” nations (Fowler 2000a). Initially, the international 

aid system developed around financing relationships between governments, arguably with 

economic and ideological intentions, whilst NGDOs (working primarily in disaster-relief) were 

often supported by philanthropic funds and/or via religious groups (Banks and Hulme 2012, 

Fowler 2000a). However, in the 1970s in particular, there emerged a greater focus on 

development initiatives targeting poorer and more “vulnerable” groups, which included the 

delivery of social services related to basic human needs such as health and education (Fowler 

2000a). In this way, state-led development initiatives supported by international aid were 

moving into the same areas of work as NGDOs, and increasingly funders began channelling 

their resources to NGDOs rather than governmental bodies (Hulme and Edwards 1997). 

A significant “boom” in NGDOs occurred in the 1980s (Mitlin, Hickey, and Bebbington 2010: 31, 

Brass et al. 2018), in the context of the rise of neoliberalism in donor countries, which 

supported a limited role for states and the introduction of free market economic reforms 

(Choudry and Shragge 2011). Support from donor countries to the NGDO sector is argued to 

have enabled neoliberal regimes in the Global North to “demonstrate humanitarianism and 

solidarity” whilst maintaining existing power structures related to the controlled distribution of 

resources (Choudry and Shragge 2011, Yanguas 2018: 203). Within this setting, many post-

colonial governments – which had been regarded as heavily bureaucratic and inefficient – had 

experienced further reduction in their role and capacity. National and local NGDOs were 

considered to be able to be innovative and deliver services more effectively and for a cheaper 

cost to the funder (AbouAssi 2013, Banks and Hulme 2012). Furthermore, they could be 

championed as actors that were truly committed to democracy in contrast to corrupt 

politicians (Brass et al. 2018), which could broaden their appeal to those who might 

ideologically favour a strong state but wish to challenge political elites. 

NGDOs’ perceived capabilities in this respect were in large part due to their connection to the 

“grassroots”, which also gave them the benefit of being positioned to deliver projects 

appropriate to the context and in line with “indigenous values, associations and practices” 

(Fowler 2000a: 640). Similarly, compared to private-sector organisations involved in social 
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service delivery, NGDOs were arguably more likely to be able to reach and have an interest in 

the poorest people in a society, as they were not relying on making a profit from “customers” 

in those communities (Fowler 1997). There is also an argument that NGDO costs are lower 

than private organisations because staff “self-motivation” means they work for less than 

market rates of pay – “part of the employee’s reward comes from self-fulfilment” (Fowler 

1997: 28) – though it is unclear whether this is the case in every context. 

The connection of NGDOs to the grassroots was also important with regard to their perceived 

abilities to strengthen civil society through their desire and capacity to pursue “participatory 

and people-centred forms of development” (Banks and Hulme 2012: 2). NGDOs were 

reportedly capable of facilitating processes of democratisation by providing services to 

develop the education, health and livelihoods of individuals and communities, by encouraging 

participation in community-level governance, and by “empowering” people to make claims on 

government (Hudock 1995: 653). This has supported the conceptualisation of NGDOs as an 

alternative to corrupt or unstable governments, formed and operated on the basis of strong 

principles such as human rights, environmentalism or social equality (Amagoh 2015, Brass et 

al. 2018). Similarly, NGDOs have been presumed to be “more efficient, effective, flexible and 

innovative than government” (Brass et al. 2018: 146). Staff within NGDOs could also be 

considered to be more “value-driven, committed and self-motivated” than those who may be 

seeking “the status of power” associated with government jobs (Fowler 1997: 27, Honig and 

Gulrajani 2018). 

Consequently, support for NGDOs came from a range of ideological perspectives: for those 

international actors and commentators on the political right, NGDOs were a perfect answer to 

undesirable state intervention and restrictive bureaucracy; to those on the left, they provided 

effective bottom-up challenges to corrupt political elites who did not act on behalf of the 

people. This has implications for the ways in which NGDOs are critiqued, and the motivations 

behind the support or scepticism that they are subjected to, as will be discussed. 

Understanding NGDO funding 

Growing support for NGDOs in development, particularly from the 1970s onwards, was of 

course not only conceptual, but came in the form of increasing levels of financial aid. Although 

it is understood within the literature that in the latter half of the twentieth-century financial 

support for NGDOs clearly increased (in line with moves to reduce the involvement of the state 
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as described), it is difficult to assess exact figures relating to this (Banks and Brockington 2019, 

Koch et al. 2009). This is in part due to the inconsistency of definitions used to refer to NGDOs, 

the range of methods of transferring funds to NGDOs at different levels, the nature of different 

donors or funding sources, and the variety and complexity of development activities being 

undertaken (Honig 2018, Koch et al. 2009). 

At the level of community-based or grassroots NGDOs, funding for development activities is 

received through a variety of paths, many of which are not commonly mapped in the literature 

(Koch et al. 2009). This includes, but is not limited to: direct support from bilateral or 

multilateral aid agencies; official development assistance to government agencies distributed 

to NGDOs; support from aid agencies directed via international NGDO partners; philanthropic 

support from charitable trusts or foundations; philanthropic support from individual donors; 

corporate gifts from private organisations. Based on examples presented in the literature and 

data collected as part of this research, Figure 2.1 depicts a variety of actors involved in 

development funding and the paths which finance may take before arriving at NGDOs. Within 

these categories, the nature of the donor-recipient relationship may also vary, for example 

with NGDOs operating as either partners or simply service-delivery “contractors” on behalf of 

international agencies or governments (the implications of which are discussed below) 

(Yanguas 2018). 

Koch et al. (2009) identified that much of the literature on the transfer of resources between 

countries via NGDOs relates to official development assistance (ODA), which is more 

commonly recorded and easier to analyse than other forms of funding. Although much of the 

finance used to fund development work is generated through taxation and provided by 

governments as ODA (transferred either directly in bilateral aid arrangements or through 

multilateral regional or international organisations), this does not account for all of the funding 

directed to NGDOs. Such figures therefore only provide a limited picture of funding. Data for 

philanthropic private contributions for development are recorded to a certain extent, but in 

the presentation of figures from the likes of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) they are currently not differentiated from data on direct investment, 

remittances and other private sector investment (OECD 2016a, 2016b). Attempts have been 

made to improve understanding of different elements of funding – such as Banks and 

Brockington’s (2019) mapping of UK NGO income and spending, or InterAction’s NGO Aid Map 

(InterAction 2019) – but this has been limited to date (Banks and Brockington 2019). 
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Again, this is problematic for understanding and analysing literature on the relationships 

between NGDOs and their donors or sources of funding; where it is not clear in the literature 

which kinds of donor are being assessed, findings cannot necessarily be applied to all contexts. 

However, as with defining the characteristics of NGDOs, there are features which are evidently 

common to a range of donor organisations and NGDO-donor relationships, and therefore it is 

possible to identify significant trends. Chapter 4 incorporates a description of the type of 

donors which are being referred to in this research project. 

Figure 2.1 – NDGO funding map 

(Author’s own image) 

NGDOs and official development assistance 

Pratt (2010: 166) argues that although the existence of NGDOs is based on ideas of “charity, 

humanitarianism or solidarity”, their existence is predicated on the transfer of resources from 

“developed” to “developing” countries, and so NGDOs are inherently bound into this 

international funding system. As such, the availability of development financing is central to 

determining NGDO behaviour, choices and success (Brass et al. 2018). 

Although it has been shown that there is encouragement for the role of NGDOs from across 

the development sector, it is reported that financial support for NGDOs is not delivered 
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consistently, with trends also varying by type of donor. For example, although official 

development assistance from countries in the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee 

(DAC)2 has increased in real terms each year since 2013, ODA figures are regularly announced 

with caveats related to the nature of donor spending. For example, in 2015 a rise of almost 

seven percent in ODA was announced, but this was attributed to aid spent on hosting and 

processing refugees in donor countries (accounting for 9.1% of total ODA that year) – without 

spending on refugee assistance, the increase was 1.7 percent (OECD 2016c). Similarly, 

“exceptionally high” debt relief for Myanmar was reported to have distorted figures in 2013 

and 2014 (OECD 2014, 2015). At the national level, there have been criticisms of the UK 

Department for International Development’s inclusion of defence-related spending in ODA 

figures, and spending figures have also included increasing levels of domestic expenditure on 

assistance for UK-based refugees (DfID 2015, Fisher 2015, Scrivener 2015). Although, as 

mentioned, not all funding to NGDOs is directly linked to ODA, as shown in Figure 2.1, it is 

often the ultimate source of funding for NGDOs (Fowler 2010). 

While spending on programmes for debt relief and refugee assistance might be a worthy 

priority, this is not in line with what practitioners, nor the general public, might understand as 

development funding (i.e. funding directly transferred from the Global North to South for 

development activities at the grassroots level). This demonstrates the changeable nature of 

donor priorities, and the potential for “definition creep” (Fowler 2000b: 590). Furthermore, 

increasing figures detract attention from the fact that in recent years DAC ODA to the “Least 

Developed Countries” (the majority of which are in sub-Saharan Africa) has fallen significantly 

(by 12.8% between 2011 and 2012, and by 8% between 2013 and 2014), as donors have 

focused on middle-income countries (OECD 2013b, 2015). These are regions in which 

community-based NGDOs are most likely to be dependent on external support, due to low 

state capacity and lack of private investment. Some bilateral donors do focus resources on the 

poorest countries, but will often have a number of “priority partnerships”, which result in 

imbalances between aid “darlings” and “orphans” (Ericsson and Steensen 2014). It is argued 

that target-driven donors will focus their efforts on thematic and geographical efforts where 

they can make “most difference most quickly” (Fowler 2000b: 590, 2010), and consequently 

those countries which have challenging conditions for donors (e.g. poor infrastructure, hostile 

2 A list of the DAC’s 29 members can be found at <http://www.oecd.org/dac/dacmembers.htm>. In 
2015, the DAC countries with the highest ODA as a percentage of GNI (and who met the UN target of 
0.7% of GNI) were Sweden, Norway, Luxembourg, Denmark, The Netherlands, and the United Kingdom. 
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political environments) or lack of investment potential may miss out on support. For example, 

evidence suggests that those countries favoured by donor “partnerships” (e.g. Ghana, Mali and 

Burkina Faso in West Africa) have performed better in achieving targets such as the 

Millennium Development Goals compared to their neighbours (e.g. Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea-

Bissau and Liberia) (Center for Global Development 2016, OECD 2016b). 

Funding through intermediary organisations 

As discussed, trends in funding for NGDOs from philanthropic sources and/or international 

NGDO partners are more difficult to map, though there have been attempts to address this 

gap (Banks and Brockington 2019, Koch et al. 2009). Large proportions of development finance 

may at some point be directed to NGDOs; Brass et al. (2018) report that nearly 90% of World 

Bank-financed projects involved an NGO or civil society organisation. However, “increasing 

intermediation” means it is difficult to assess how much funding arrives at grassroots NGDOs 

(Banks and Brockington 2019: 26). International “intermediary” NGDOs often manage the 

channelling of funds to “grassroots” NGDOs, and this funding may originate from a range of 

sources, such as small individual donors, “major gifts” donors, corporate donors, or national or 

international aid agencies – or a combination of these, as shown in Figure 2.1. The challenge of 

analysing these various strands of income has meant that understanding funding to and 

through international NGDOs is difficult. Banks and Brockington (2019) mapped the income of 

UK-based development NGOs, and found that donations from the public have recently been 

the largest source of funds for such organisations. Within this, however, the experience of 

different sized organisations varied greatly, and it is not yet known whether there would be 

similar findings in other countries in the Global North. 

Due to the fact that the largest NGDOs are “increasingly becoming mediators of funds before 

they trickle down to smaller organisations” (Banks and Brockington 2019: 26), it is also 

important to understand how these organisations make decisions on funding allocation. There 

is less literature which focuses on this point, though Koch et al. (2009) have analysed data 

(primarily from 2005) from 61 international NGOs (INGOs), and found that poverty, 

governance and the interests of “backdonors” (bilateral and multilateral agencies) affected 

choices in funding allocation. It was reported that poorer countries received more aid from 

INGOs, but that such organisations were more likely to work in democratic countries rather 

than complementing ODA by working in areas where bilateral or multilateral relationships 
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might be challenging. This reflected the data presented above that it was not always the “least 

developed” or poorest countries which received the most funding. Indeed, it was suggested 

that the INGOs preferred to work in countries “with which their backdonor has friendly ties”, 

and in which other INGOs were already present (Koch et al. 2009: 909). As such, these findings 

reflect similar trends to those reported for aid agencies and ODA, including the entrenchment 

of aid “darlings” and “orphans” (Ericsson and Steensen 2014, Koch et al. 2009). 

 The complexity within donor-recipient relationships can make it difficult to generalise about, 

and understand, power relations in NGDO funding. For example, international and community-

based NGDOs may operate as allies and partners on an equal footing with their joint donors, or 

intermediary NGDOs might control the flow of resources to those working at the grassroots 

level. Furthermore, the pressures on those intermediary NGDOs might vary depending on 

whether their income is primarily from individual private donors, or if they focus on receiving 

large grants from government or charitable trusts. The lack of clarity on this is significant, 

because it affects understanding of the journey of development financing, for development 

practitioners as well as the general public in donor and recipient countries. As Yanguas 

(2018: 99) identifies, “when the average Westerner gives money to a charity or NGO, for 

instance, she expects that the resources will be transferred to the poor in kind or through 

various forms of assistance” – the expectation is not that their donation will pass through a 

range of intermediary organisations contracting others to carry out their work. When this is 

revealed, it can lead to criticisms of the organisations involved, and accusations that the 

development industry is deliberately obscure and exists in order to sustain itself (Edwards 

2010). 

Accordingly, the relationships between the INGOs and NGDOs involved in this research are 

described in Chapter 4, in order to aid understanding of the impacts of specific donor-INGO-

NGDO relationships. However, despite the critiques that not all donor-recipient relationships 

are fully understood or clarified in the literature, an assessment of existing research finds that 

there are clear trends within the funding system which impact on the experiences and 

capabilities of NGDOs. These are largely related to the understanding that those controlling 

funding for development dominate decisions on how that funding is spent. 
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2.3 The effects of the donor-NGDO relationship 

Non-governmental development organisations are susceptible to significant influence from 

other actors due to their dependence on external resources (Hudock 1999) – primarily 

financial resources, but also knowledge, networks and trained personnel. It is widely 

acknowledged in the literature that, consequently, the agendas of international donor 

organisations dominate the delivery of development programmes, influencing the nature and 

effectiveness of approaches and activities (Brass et al. 2018, Choudry and Shragge 2011). 

Funding for NGDOs is usually project-linked (Honig 2018), and funding priorities are often 

determined by broad international aims for development such as the Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs). Priorities consequently change according to global trends in 

project-delivery. Similarly, the aims of intermediary NGDOs and their own supporters may 

determine the type of support offered to community-based organisations, in terms of the 

facilitation of project funding and capacity-building opportunities. As such, the focus of 

development projects is commonly determined by a top-down system, rather than priorities 

being proposed from the grassroots level (Elbers and Arts 2011) – although, the international 

agenda (such as the SDGs) is arguably decided through public consultation and engagement 

with various stakeholders (United Nations 2015). 

NGDOs as service-providers 

The NGDO sector has long been promoted as being able to offer an alternative to state or 

private sector intervention, and as such contribute to processes of democratisation which may 

challenge the societal structures that keep people in poverty (Mitlin, Hickey and Bebbington 

2007). Their connection to the “grassroots” arguably gives NGDOs the ability to facilitate the 

development of a vibrant civil society which is deemed necessary for such structural change 

involving politics, social relations, markets and technological development (Banks, Hulme and 

Edwards 2015). NGDOs have the potential to provide channels for information sharing and 

may create “bridges” between organisations and individuals, and act as a “catalyst” for social 

change (Fowler 1997: 28). 

However, the literature suggests that as a consequence of the system of development funding, 

external influences on NGDO activity have weakened their connections to civil society 

movements and the processes of political, economic and structural change (Banks, Hulme and 
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Edwards 2015: 708). Instead, NGDOs are found to be part of, and “conspirators” in, the very 

structures that they should be challenging (Mitlin, Hickey and Bebbington 2007, Fowler 

2000a: 643). This is because, rather than supporting processes of broader development from 

within civil society (Fowler 1997), NGDOs’ activities have become primarily focussed on 

service-delivery and development “interventions” (Hart 2001). 

As discussed, the rise of NGDOs as alternatives to state-led intervention was encouraged by 

changing approaches to development and international aid. The rolling-back of the state left a 

gap in provision of basic social services and created a “moral pressure” on NDGOs to step in 

(Fowler 1997: 29, Malhotra 2000). Rather than facilitating community-driven participatory 

development strategies, those whom NGDOs served became characterised as “recipients who 

should be happy with whatever level of service they get” (Fowler 1997: 30). In line with the 

“poverty reduction” strategy of their bilateral and multilateral funders, the focus of NGDOs is 

often on income poverty, which “depoliticizes” activities, for example moving away from social 

movements to market-based interventions (Mitlin, Hickey, and Bebbington 2010: 32–33). In 

order to maintain their service-delivery position – for the benefit of the organisation and its 

constituents – NGDOs have been found to be less inclined to take on the role of challenger to 

the state (and the wider global political systems in which the state operates) and more likely to 

operate in accordance with government or donor standards, practices and political interests 

(Fowler 1997: 30). 

Impact of external scrutiny 

The service-delivery model of development has been perpetuated by the requirements placed 

on NGDOs by donors, and in turn the requirements placed on donors by those from whom 

financial resources originate. Because a large proportion of development funding originates 

from the public and/or tax-derived finances of countries in the Global North, governments, 

international agencies and international NGDOs are under pressure to demonstrate the impact 

of their spending (Fowler 2000b). The delivery of services is usually more quantifiable than 

participatory activities associated with strengthening civil society, as the numbers of 

beneficiaries served and the cost-effectiveness of programmes can be more easily calculated 

(AbouAssi 2013, Banks and Hulme 2012, Fowler 1997) 

This also links to the increasing scrutiny and criticism from the public, and growing pressure to 

demonstrate NGDO legitimacy and credibility at national and international levels (King et al. 
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2016). Although typically recognised as exceptions to normal NGDO behaviour, numerous 

“scandals” involving NGDOs have damaged the public image of the sector over the years (Brass 

et al. 2018, Ebrahim 2003, Gibelman and Gelman 2001). The most prominent recent example 

involved UK-based INGO, Oxfam, with accusations in 2018 that it covered up an investigation 

into the hiring of sex workers by staff working in Haiti after the 2010 earthquake (BBC 2018a). 

Although this example did not relate specifically to the use of funds of the organisation, or its 

ability to deliver effective development and humanitarian activities in general, the fact that 

Oxfam is largely publicly-funded understandably provoked backlash amongst the public. Such 

scandals can result in restrictions on operations, cuts in funding, stricter legislation, further 

scrutiny and calls for greater accountability to donors (Andrews 2014, Murtaza 2012), and this 

was the case with the Oxfam example. The charity was banned from operating in Haiti, saw a 

substantial reduction in charitable donations, and agreed to temporarily stop bidding for UK 

government funding following pressure from the Department for International Development 

(BBC 2018b, 2018c). 

The desire to maintain positive images of development work for those in donor countries – 

governments, the public, and any other stakeholders – is arguably what has led to strict 

accountability measures linked to NGDO funding. Murtaza (2012: 119) claims that calls for 

NGDO accountability from donors are not for the benefit of the organisations’ target 

communities, but utilised to enhance “positive donor visibility”. Honig (2018: 10) argues that 

“insecure” donor agencies “will choose to minimise negative headlines rather than maximise 

overall performance”. The impact that accountability requirements have on NGDOs’ ability to 

deliver effective development activities is discussed in the following section. 

Accountability 

Accountability is central to NGDOs’ abilities to meet the needs of beneficiaries and facilitate 

challenges to power structures (Banks, Hulme, and Edwards 2015, Kilby 2006, Jagadananda 

and Brown 2010). The literature identifies that problems in implementing effective 

accountability mechanisms arise from the competing requirements of the various stakeholders 

concerned with NGDO performance. NGDOs facing conflicting demands must decide which to 

prioritise, and the evidence indicates that the strongest, most common form of accountability 

is “upward” to donors, whilst “downward” accountability to beneficiary communities is the 

weakest form and is often overlooked entirely (Kilby 2006, Murtaza 2012). 
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This focus on only upward accountability is argued to be detrimental for NGDOs and their 

ability to deliver effective development programmes, and much of the criticism lies in the use 

of functional accountability tools (e.g. disclosure statements and financial reports) which are 

characteristic of donors’ interests in quantifiable impacts and value for money (Ebrahim 2003, 

Honig 2018). Such tools provide only limited indications of the quality of NGDO work and do 

not encourage NGDOs to also practice downward accountability (Ebrahim 2003, Honig 2018). 

Favouring easily measurable assessments of progress is argued to undervalue long-term and 

qualitative assessments which are essential for understanding the “real impacts” of 

development activity (Ebrahim 2003: 826). Because of NGDOs’ reliance on donor support, they 

are often unable to challenge these requirements, and fear the loss of funding if they do. 

Accountability is about “power, authority and ownership” (Kilby 2006: 953) and in order to 

“empower” communities, NGDOs must challenge power structures by exercising downward 

accountability. However, even the most “community-oriented” NGDOs often lack effective 

mechanisms to operate downward accountability (Murtaza 2012: 122). The literature provides 

a range of reasons for this, primarily related to the idea that accountability processes which 

are not compulsory (either legally or contractually) are not prioritised by NGDOs over upward 

accountability demands (Banks, Hulme, and Edwards 2015, Kilby 2006). It is reported that 

many NGDOs worry about the cost of additional reporting processes (Ebrahim 2003, Murtaza 

2012) and in some cases may not see specific downward accountability mechanisms as being 

necessary, particularly when the organisation has limited time and resources, and possibly 

limited control over programmes (Kilby 2006, Murtaza 2012). 

Restrictions placed on NGDOs by donors have also been found to inhibit their ability to devise 

and implement innovative ways of addressing development challenges. When donor reporting 

tools are structured around particular criteria for success, NGDOs focus on those and neglect 

the flexibility required to address varied and changing community needs (Banks, Hulme, and 

Edwards 2015). The risk-averse approach of donors engenders the same behaviour in the 

recipients of funding, and the project-based nature of development interventions means that 

NGDOs do not have the time, space, resources, support or motivation to test, promote and 

learn from alternative ideas, particularly when pre-existing “solutions” are not relevant to the 

specific context (Fowler 2000a: 642, Ebrahim 2003, Honig 2018). This also leads to a culture in 

which “avoiding major problems in projects” is prioritised over “encouraging excellence in 

services to communities” (Murtaza 2012: 119). Furthermore, if NGDOs do choose to focus on 

processes to account to communities, but continue to depend on donor funding which 
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requires extensive reporting, there is a risk that they may fall short of expectations and achieve 

neither effective “upward” nor “downward” accountability. 

Short-term funding arrangements 

Another consequence of the risk-averse nature of donors is that they regularly only provide 

funding for relatively short-term projects, which again hinders NGDOs’ ability to deliver 

interventions which may have a significant impact on social structures. Identifying short-term 

goals ensures that donors will have regular “proof” of impact, and if those projects are not 

“successful” they can quickly switch funding to new projects. Because NGDOs are moving from 

one project to the next, and have focused budgets which must be spent and accounted for 

within a short timeframe, there is no flexibility to alter approach if the intervention is not 

working as intended, or to the anticipated timetable (Taylor and Soal 2010). If the requested 

outputs are achieved, the donor can consider the project a success, but NGDOs must deal with 

the consequences of not meeting their constituents’ needs, which decreases their legitimacy 

and credibility for future projects (Amagoh 2015). 

Short-term projects also allow donors to more quickly respond to changing global or national 

priorities for development or humanitarian assistance. NGDOs may “lag behind” donor plans – 

particularly if the connection of global trends to communities’ experiences is not immediately 

clear – and may need to quickly adapt to new styles of work or abandon previous project 

areas, regardless of their success (AbouAssi 2013, Doornbos 2003, Elbers and Arts 2011). If 

NGDOs wish to survive, and to deliver some form of assistance (if not the most effective form) 

to their constituents, then they must follow the funding and alter their strategies accordingly 

(Banks and Hulme 2012, Elbers and Arts 2011). 

The mercurial nature of donor funding also creates internal issues around project management 

and skills capacity. It has been found that “chasing funds” becomes a priority for NGDOs, and 

takes up a disproportionate amount of time and resources (Banks and Hulme 2012: 16, Elbers 

and Arts 2011: 720). Furthermore, in order to ensure continuous income, NGDOs may take on 

more short-term projects than they have the capacity for, which can lead to coordination 

challenges and a loss of the benefits of specialisation (Smith 2012). Uncertainty over future 

income does not allow for long-term planning, and combined with the possibility of changing 

donor interests, NGDOs may develop strategies which they are unable to sustain and aims they 

will not be able to meet (Elbers and Arts 2011). 

30 



            

         

        

           

       

               

          

         

         

           

           

        

       

          

       

 

 

      

            

       

          

           

           

       

          

         

         

       

         

          

There is also an issue over staff capacity, particularly in smaller community-based NGDOs. If 

the salaries of some staff members cannot be covered by the current donor funding (because 

their specialism is not required under that project theme) it may become difficult to retain 

them, even if their skills may be needed again in the future (Elbers and Arts 2011). Such 

uncertainty may discourage employees from joining an organisation, particularly if the social 

impact of the NGDO is not considered to be enough of a “moral incentive” (Fowler 1997: 83). 

Furthermore, the greater levels of staff autonomy which may come with longer projects have 

been associated with “greater job satisfaction, innovation, opportunities for learning and 

greater commitment to the organisation and lower employee turnover” (Honig and Gulrajani 

2018: 72). 

In project-focused funding relationships, there is also often a limited allocation for “core 

costs”, including administrative staff salaries (Elbers and Arts 2011, Elbers and Schulpen 2011). 

This hindrance to administration further affects NGDOs’ abilities to implement downward 

accountability processes. Furthermore, donors’ unwillingness to fund core costs has been 

found to create “perverse incentives” for NGDOs to hide expenses under other areas of their 

budgets, which may undermine their legitimacy and credibility if uncovered (Elbers and Arts 

2011: 720). 

NGDO responses 

Despite the clear challenges raised by the current donor-recipient funding relationship, there is 

a lack of empirical evidence regarding the most effective ways for NGDOs to respond to, or 

challenge, the dominance of donor interests in the delivery of development projects. Although 

examples of NGDOs effectively challenging restrictive structures can be found in the literature 

(Banks and Hulme 2012, Kilby 2006), in general it appears that the concerns first raised over 

two decades ago around donors’ dominance of development (such as Edwards and Hulme 

1996) still affect a majority of non-governmental development organisations. 

There have been some studies into the ways in which NGDOs respond to the demands of 

donors. AbouAssi (2013) identifies modes of responses to changeable donor conditions, whilst 

Elbers and Arts (2011) present organisational strategies for dealing with external pressures. 

Building on Hirschman’s (1970) self-interest theory, AbouAssi characterises these responses as 

“exit, voice, loyalty and adjustment” (AbouAssi 2013). NGDOs can seek alternative donor 

relationships, challenge the changes to donor conditions, follow the will of their existing donor, 
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or voluntarily decide to adjust their own priorities in response to changes in donors’ priorities 

(AbouAssi 2013). Similarly, Elbers and Arts (2011) identify that NGDOs may avoid donors with 

problematic funding conditions, or may try to influence donors to eliminate or minimise 

problematic conditions. They might alternatively “buffer themselves” against unavoidable 

pressures by shielding key activities from donor influence or compensating for a lack of donor 

interest by drawing on resources from elsewhere. In some cases, they might portray 

themselves in a positive light by “window-dressing” (conforming only superficially to donor 

conditions), withholding or misrepresenting information (Elbers and Arts 2011). 

The latter strategy is particularly concerning because it encourages NGDOs to manipulate the 

perceptions of their donors, which breeds mistrust in the relationship, and may hinder an 

NGDO’s ability to exercise “voice” or “influence” at a later time. In situations where upward 

accountability is the only form of accountability being practiced, and NGDOs are not honestly 

demonstrating their credibility to any external actors, there is a greater risk that beneficiaries’ 

needs will not be met. The manipulation of donor perceptions has been found to occur when 

the other strategic options are not available, and consequently Elbers and Arts (2011) call on 

donors to recognise that their actions – particularly a lack of flexibility or unwillingness to 

engage – contribute to undesirable NGDO behaviour (Elbers and Arts 2011: 729). 

The literature suggests that many NGDOs are managing the pressures caused by donor funding 

rather than effectively removing those pressures by challenging the development-funding 

system. Fowler (2000a) reports that NGDOs find it difficult to articulate alternatives to the 

current situation and, as discussed, organisations which are working under the pressure of 

project targets and limited time and resources may not have the opportunity to envision and 

test alternative methods and approaches. 

Attempts have been made by donors and international NGDOs to address power imbalances 

through the introduction of “partnership” models of working with community-based NGDOs, 

but the literature suggests that these imbalances are not overturned by such models 

(Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff 2004, Crawford 2003, Elbers and Schulpen 2013). Partnerships 

between donors and NGDOs are intended to ensure efficient sharing of resources and 

expertise, and to promote “bottom-up” approaches to development, but it has been found 

that in most cases the rhetoric around this notion is not reflected in the level of action taken to 

ensure the concept is operationalised (Crawford 2003). For example, the administrative 

practices and accountability requirements of donors continue to hinder NGDO flexibility and 
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the “joint goal-setting and collaborative interactions that make partnerships work effectively” 

(Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff 2004: 267). Partnerships may themselves become the outcomes 

of target-driven donor initiatives, and the nature of perceived markers of success (i.e. 

quantifiable measures of “impact”) may remain the same. 

Partnerships may improve some aspects of donor-NGDO relationships, and are likely to help 

NGDOs exercise the “voice” and “influence” responses mentioned above, but successful 

partnerships have been found to often rely on the particular skills and approaches of 

individuals involved in maintaining the relationships, and therefore results are not replicable in 

different contexts (Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff 2004). Evidence suggests that they do little to 

improve donor-NGDO relationships, and may possibly further undermine development 

initiatives by ultimately increasing “cynicism, fingerpointing, and conflict” (Brinkerhoff and 

Brinkerhoff 2004: 267, Crawford 2003). Going back to the original motives for utilising NGDOs 

in the delivery of development aims, the structures surrounding the sector have arguably been 

established and maintained by international actors to “perpetuate their ongoing exercise of 

power” (Crawford 2003: 156). 

The inconsistency and reduction of funding in some areas, discussed above, may also make it 

less likely for NGDOs to avoid certain donors or “exit” from their relationship. In these 

circumstances, NGDOs are less able to be selective about the resources they accept, and in 

order to survive it is difficult for organisations to avoid being co-opted by donors’ 

“development paradigm, priorities and practices” (Fowler 2000a: 641). Although there may be 

exceptions, on the whole the literature suggests that attempts to more effectively manage the 

donor-recipient relationships have been inadequate due to the persistent power imbalances 

associated with the aid system. 

2.4 Alternatives to the donor-recipient paradigm 

Alternatives to donor funding 

The above analyses highlight the problems with the traditional donor-recipient paradigm 

which is central to NGDOs’ activities, their organisational management and their position 

within the development sector. Much of the literature examined so far has focussed on 

attempts to reform relationships between donors and NGDOs, but there is also a body of 

literature which explores alternatives for development “beyond aid”. 
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The term “beyond aid” has been used to refer to a number of different views on the role of aid 

in achieving development objectives. In the context of policy making it typically refers to a 

holistic approach to achieving development aims, incorporating partnerships with the state, 

private sector and other civil society actors, but in actually is still centred predominantly on 

official development assistance (Alexander 2008, Hudson and Jonsson 2009). Alternatively a 

“beyond aid” scenario is proposed by those who see aid as being inherently counterproductive 

to (economic) development and wish to see an end to the current funding model. Jose and 

Archana (2014), for example, claim that a system of providing intermediary NGDOs with funds 

to spend on beneficiaries is the most inefficient economic model in terms of achieving an end 

goal3. 

For those examining the relationship between NGDOs and donor funding, the term “beyond 

aid” is predominantly used when advocating for NGDOs to proactively step away from the 

traditional funding system and seek alternative forms of support. In this body of work, the 

redistribution of wealth through aid is not always regarded negatively, and the focus is not to 

get rid of aid, but rather on finding alternative models in which NGDOs and the communities 

they support can exercise power and generate social change. For example, Gatune (2010) 

relates a move “beyond aid” in Africa to the building of civil society and the development of 

social networks, with the aim of strengthening knowledge, entrepreneurship and governance. 

Gatune identifies that although aid has had some positive impacts, it has not succeeded in 

eradicating poverty, and he calls for solutions to be generated from within African society 

(Gatune 2010). 

The reduction in funding available to some NGDOs can be considered as an opportunity for 

those organisations to address the donor-related issues which have previously held them back 

from fulfilling their potential (Fowler 2000a, Malhotra 2000). It is argued that NGDOs will be 

motivated to address their shortcomings and consequently become stronger and more 

effective through processes of self-reflection and critical questioning leading to organisational 

reform (Fowler 2000b). To move “beyond aid”, it is proposed that NGDOs take a step back 

3 Drawing on the work of Milton Friedman, Jose and Archana (20140) argue that the intermediary NGDO 
has no incentive to cut costs for the donor or maximise value for the beneficiaries. This stance ignores 
the evidence presented above that donors ensure their costs are minimised by implementing extensive 
conditions and reporting requirements. It also downplays the moral reward which acts as an incentive to 
organisations and staff engaged in development work (see Fowler 1997). However, this approach does 
highlight the importance of NGDO accountability, as we have seen that maximising the value for 
beneficiaries is not always the priority. 
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from the service-delivery function they have adopted in order to reduce the dependence on 

project-based funding (Malhotra 2000). It has been argued that this has the additional 

potential benefit (or threat, depending on ideological standpoint) of re-strengthening the 

state, particularly in Africa, and corresponds with rhetoric around “good governance” 

encouraged by governments in the North (Alexander 2008). However, others identify a risk 

that this will only alter the path of NGDO funding, rather than encouraging the identification of 

new forms of finance. For example, Pratt (2010) identifies that becoming “unaided” in terms of 

direct support from donor agencies will result in some NGDOs simply moving into “contractor” 

positions, continuing to take on service-provision roles for government, although others will 

have to “see what is possible with less funding and more voluntary inputs” (Pratt 2010: 171– 

172). 

In identifying the best position in a “beyond aid” scenario – or at least a reduced-aid scenario – 

NGDOs as a sector may settle in what Fowler (2000b) refers to as a “fourth position” in relation 

to civil society, the state, and the market. If NGDOs could previously be considered to sit 

between “government principles” and “voluntary4 principles” (Fowler 1997: 29) in their 

service-delivery roles, this “fourth position” also incorporates “business principles” in the form 

of activities such as charging for the delivery of public services or other entrepreneurial 

undertakings. This is not necessarily depicted as being desirable, but a means of surviving 

without entirely abandoning social justice principles as a result of financial dependence on 

national or international governmental interests. 

This concept of building NGDOs within a “fourth position” has not been significantly built upon 

in the literature or NGDO practice, perhaps due to the fact that rethinking NGDOs’ position in 

society in this way requires the envisioning of alternatives in a context in which the existing 

model has not changed for many decades. Furthermore, the related “beyond aid” literature 

does not explore further the practicalities of stepping back entirely from donor funding, 

particularly for small community-based NGDOs which operate in a context in which 

international aid is the largest financial source within a community and NGDOs hold a degree 

of responsibility for the future of their constituents. It may be even more difficult to remove 

donor funding when the local economy does not have the capacity to generate comparable 

4 The term “voluntary” is often associated with the work of civil society organisations, and originates 
from instances in which organisations composed of unpaid volunteers delivered support to the most 
“needy” within society (Fowler 1997). Its use is valid here as a reflection of the most fundamental form 
of civil society activity, although the professionalization of NGDOs means it is uncommon for 
organisations to run on a purely voluntary basis. 
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levels of finance required for traditional development programmes, particularly those 

involving investments in capital assets. However, although the “fourth position” has not been 

formally adopted or conceptualised – and the identification of a clear, relevant alternative 

model has not occurred – NGDOs have been found to have increasingly engaged with the idea 

of moving into the market space and adopting “business principles”. Accordingly, there has 

been significant investigation into the utilisation of “enterprise” activities as a means of 

generating income for the fulfilment of NGDOs’ social missions. 

Engaging with the market 

The most prominent discourse around grassroots-level engagement with the market for 

development purposes has involved the promotion of “social enterprises”, which are 

established to utilise the potential benefits inherent within the market system to deliver 

development aims. This might include providing employment in businesses which operate 

“fairly” in order to benefit the most economically vulnerable in a society, perhaps also sharing 

profits with staff rather than wealthy investors. Alternatively, a “social enterprise” might be a 

traditionally-run for-profit business which provides a product or service which has a social 

value to the customer (e.g. education or health-related products). These descriptions are not 

definitive; there is an abundance of literature focussing on “social enterprise” and “social 

entrepreneurship” in different global contexts, with many definitions presented and discussed 

(see Chikadzi 2014, Galera and Borzaga 2009, Perez de Mendiguren Castresa 2013, Rogerson, 

Green and Rabinowitz 2013). Such activities may be undertaken by individuals, NGOs, public 

agencies or non-profit organisations in partnership with for-profit enterprises (Galera and 

Borzaga 2009: 211). 

However, for existing non-governmental organisations (NGOs)5, “enterprise” activities are 

characterised as a means of self-financing, to reduce dependence on donor funding, diversify 

income streams and/or offer an additional benefit to constituents (either as fellow traders or 

as consumers). Examples of self-financing activities are given below. Social enterprises and 

NGO self-financing activities could be seen to sit within Fowler’s “fourth position”, engaged 

with both the market and civil society and, in some instances, the public sector (Galera and 

Borzaga 2009). Consequently, social enterprise and self-financing are often considered 

5 The literature around self-financing relates to a range of organisations operating in the global North 
and South, and as such the term NGO (rather than NGDO) is used throughout the following section. 
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together within the literature, and are arguably affected by similar issues. For example, in both 

cases the organisations involved must navigate the pressures of market forces which may 

challenge their social mission (Fowler 2000a), and they are required to “build relationships, 

form alliances and partnerships and collaborate with others” rather than focus on competition 

with other actors as may be the case in a traditional business model (Brown 2014: 6). 

There are also examples of NGOs which have become social enterprises as their activities have 

become commercialised (such as some branches of YMCA (Weisbrod 2004); those which have 

facilitated the establishment of separate social enterprises as part of their range of 

programmes (such as United Purpose’s Gambia is Good (Owen 2016)); and social enterprises 

which have been set up as separate organisations with the intention of directing profits to an 

NGDO (such as charity Worth Unlimited and trading arm Worth Enterprises6). For the purposes 

of this review of the literature, a differentiation is made between the literature which: 

a) explores the appropriateness of “social enterprise” as a method of working towards 

social or economic development, often as an alternative to resource redistribution and 

international aid; and 

b) examines enterprise activities utilised by NGDOs as a means of “self-financing” – 

generating income for the organisation as an alternative to donor funding. As discussed 

below, these activities may or may not be project-related. 

However, the literature on enterprise activities as a method of self-financing is significantly 

less developed than that on social enterprise as a development alternative, with research on 

the former often evolving into or subsumed within the literature on the latter (as seen in 

publications and activities from organisations such as NESsT (Davis 1997)). This is problematic 

due to the lack of clarity and consensus across the social enterprise literature, which includes a 

variety of perspectives across Economics, Development Studies, Nonprofit studies, and so on 

(Brown 2014, Galera and Borzaga 2009, Rogerson, Green, and Rabinowitz 2013). 

Consequently, relatively little attention has been paid to the specific issues faced by self-

financing NGOs. Further to this, much of the literature discussing self-financing is somewhat 

outdated – although this does not make the arguments irrelevant, as we have seen from the 

endurance of debates around NGDOs more broadly. 

6 See https://worthunlimited.co.uk/who-why/worth-enterprises 
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Self-financing 

The literature on self-financing through enterprise activities covers a range of initiatives and 

various types of organisation. Fowler categorises such activity within NGDOs as “social 

entrepreneurship”, which is either “integrated” or “complementary” with regard to the 

organisations’ programme activities (Fowler 2000a). Within this dichotomy, further 

differentiation is made between various types of activities implemented by NGOs, such as: 

· activities which extend or add benefit to existing programmes, including providing 

training and job opportunities (Davis 1997) 

· charging user or admission fees for core activities, for example in arts and cultural 

organisations (Weisbrod 2004) 

· licensing the NGO name for use on (usually unrelated) products in order to market the 

organisation, which may also involve a partnership with a for-profit organisation (Davis 

1997, Weisbrod 2004) 

· rental of assets (e.g. vehicles) during “downtime” (Davis 1997, Yang, Lee and Chang 

2011) 

· “related extensions” of programmes into other markets (e.g. organisations which run 

“soup kitchens” setting up cafes in wealthier communities) (Davis 1997) 

· “unrelated extensions” which bear no relation to “mission-related activity” (Davis 1997), 

such as selling assets donated to the organisation, including through “charity shops” 

(Parsons 2002) 

Fowler identifies that “social entrepreneurship” can be used to “cross-subsidise” development 

activities or may be used to finance the NGDO itself (Fowler 2000a: 647). Similarly, in research 

into the self-financing activities of sixteen NGOs, Davis (1997) found that they were usually 

introduced by organisations as a supplement to, rather than as a substitute for, donor funding. 

More recently, Fowler has reiterated that the goal of NGDOs becoming completely self-

financing was no longer seen as realistic or desirable (Fowler 2010: 372). Consequently, these 

activities do not remove donor responsibility in supporting NGO initiatives, and Davis reports 

that in fact several NGOs in his study believed that complete self-sufficiency should not be the 

goal, “since it sends a message that public or private donors no longer have a responsibility to 

fund initiatives” (Davis 1997: 32). In most cases, enterprise activities are designed to allow an 

NGO to finance a proportion of its activities (such as basic operating costs), but not to entirely 
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replace donated funds from public, private or philanthropic sources (Davis 1997, Fowler 2000a, 

Weisbrod 2004, Yang, Lee and Chang 2011, Parsons 2002). 

Davis (1997) also examined the motivations NGOs had for establishing self-financing 

programmes, and found that in addition to the lack of resources or decreasing levels of 

funding, many organisations in his study were driven by a desire to remain or become more 

independent, although for some organisations self-financing activity was simply an integral 

part or unintended benefit of programmatic priorities. In many cases, opportunities arose 

which led to enterprising activities becoming conceivable, such as in-kind donations of 

equipment which could be rented out or utilised; expertise amongst staff which were valuable 

beyond project-delivery; a niche or inefficiency within the market which could be filled by the 

organisation; or the need for additional services amongst target communities (Davis 1997: 26). 

In line with these motivations, self-financing activities are presented as opportunities to 

diminish dependence on donor funding, with the benefits of increasing sustainability and 

reducing vulnerability against the volatility of donor interests (Davis 1997, Ly 2012). Enterprise 

activities are argued to be most effective when implemented as part of a diverse range of 

income sources, and several of those activities listed above can be implemented 

simultaneously to this end (Davis 1997, Yang, Lee and Chang 2011). Income generated through 

enterprise activities can also provide a valuable source of “unallocated” funds, which could 

allow organisations to be more flexible and innovative than may be possible under the 

constraints of donor funding (Froelich 1999, Parsons 2002). 

Self-financing activities may also extend the value of an NGO beyond its original beneficiaries. 

For example, Parsons (2002) discusses the value of UK-based charity shops – which generate 

finances to fund charities’ core activities – across various areas of society: the shops provide a 

contact point between the charity and the general public; provide good-value products to 

customers, often of a higher quality than those similarly-priced at “discount” stores; provide 

employment, support and training for volunteers; and reduce waste by recycling items 

(Parsons 2002: 589). 

Challenges of self-financing 

The literature also presents a range of challenges that NGOs may face in establishing effective 

self-financing programmes. One concern is the investment required to introduce enterprise 

activities into NGOs’ programmes. Davis (1997) identified that it is most common for self-
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financing start-up resources to derive from in-kind donations or personal contributions from 

NGO boards, staff, members or friends, with internally-generated resources being the next 

most common source. The availability of such support cannot be guaranteed, and it requires 

donors to understand and appreciate the value of these enterprise activities (Davis 1997). 

Davis also identifies that organisations require the internal management capacity and human 

resource capital to establish these activities. Parsons (2002) reports that in UK charity shops, 

there has been an increased need to hire skilled staff to manage the enterprises, and this may 

bring unexpected costs for organisations which hoped to rely on the support of volunteers. 

In line with the “beyond aid” literature discussed above, establishing a self-financing 

programme as an alternative source of income is argued to require “nothing less than a 

fundamental re-evaluation of the traditional relationship between donors and donees, 

nonprofit and for-profit institutions and Northern and Southern NGOs” (Davis 1997: 59). Staff 

within these NGOs require motivation, skills and experience aligned with the enterprise 

activities, and problems may arise if there is a “conflict of cultures” in which staff feel the 

values of the organisation are being challenged (Davis 1997: 33). Davis identifies that “this is 

particularly an obstacle for [NGO staff] who maintain that reliance on the market is the cause, 

not the solution, of global inequality” (Davis 1997: 33). 

This relates to the wider concern that NGOs engaging in enterprise activities alongside their 

traditional programmes may compromise their social aims (Adams and Perlmutter 1991, Davis 

1997, Foster and Bradach 2005, Weisbrod 2004). Fowler (2000a), for example, questions 

whether NGDOs will suffer “mission creep” if “the purse takes over from the heart” (Fowler 

2000a: 652). Gomez and Helmsing (2010: 400) report that moving into the “commercial arena” 

potentially “often undermines the essence of NGOs, which are defined by a distinct moral 

stance centred on a common social purpose”, though they argue that it should be possible to 

avoid this given NGOs’ experience in working towards multiple goals. However, echoing 

concerns around the reliance on donor funding, it is possible that NGOs may be ensuring their 

financial viability at the expense of the quality of their work and their accountability to 

constituents. 

The literature suggests that the threat of “mission creep” can have an impact on NGOs’ 

relationships with other civil society actors. It is suggested that ambivalence and scepticism 

amongst the public may be an obstacle to the success of self-financing activities, particularly if 

members of the public are the intended customers of enterprise activities or if the 
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organisation is also seeking tax-based donor funding or charitable donations (Davis 1997, 

Weisbrod 2004). Parsons argues that charities need to be clear about the social benefits of 

their work so as not to be seen as just “profit maximisers” (Parsons 2002: 589). It is also 

suggested that when the public become customers rather than beneficiaries or supporters, 

they expect more in return for their investment – the shops are regarded as “providers” rather 

than “fundraisers” and bartering and complaints about inflated prices are commonplace 

(Parsons 2002: 590). In cases where NGOs’ commercialisation activities include licensing 

products or partnerships with for-profit organisations, the public may also be concerned about 

the ethical implications of associating public services with commercial activities (Weisbrod 

2004). 

The literature also discusses the legal implications of NGOs engaging in enterprise activities, 

particularly in relation to taxation (Davis 1997, Weisbrod 2004). There are claims that NGOs 

are given an unfair advantage in their competition with private companies, particularly if they 

are utilising public or philanthropic funds to facilitate the provision of services at a cheaper 

rate (Weisbrod 2004), or if their operations begin to encroach on the markets of small 

businesses (such as charity shops selling “bought-in goods”) but are not subject to the same 

taxation or business rates (Parsons 2002). 

The level of ownership NGOs have over their self-financing activities is also thought to 

determine the extent and nature of particular risks. It has been suggested that activities 

associated with or integrated into NGOs’ other programmes tend to carry a “far lower level” of 

risk, since the organisation is working within its area of knowledge and expertise and may 

require few additional start-up resources, particularly with regard to human resource expertise 

(Davis 1997: 27). Similarly, in discussing the implications of setting up a separate arm of the 

organisation to manage enterprise activities, Ly (2012) argues that NGOs which have greater 

ownership over their activities can better control “the potential tensions between managerial 

decisions and social principles” (Ly 2012: 174). This is important in the context of concerns 

over “mission drift” and the validity of NGOs’ tax-exempt status (Ly 2012). 

However, Fowler (2000a) asserts that it is more challenging to manage enterprise activities and 

programme delivery “under one roof”. If a separate management structure is established to 

run self-financing activities (e.g. in a separate subsidiary organisation), then there may be 

more opportunity for the organisation to innovate and explore new markets without fear of 

the consequences (Ly 2012). However, in such situations, the NGO faces the risk that the 
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subsidiary may be run in ways which are “inconsistent with their principles”, and the 

organisation must weigh up the benefits of innovation with the lack of control over its 

associates actions (Ly 2012: 174). Essentially, the literature indicates that each organisation 

must carefully identify the possible threats it faces, based on its specific relationship with the 

public, the state and private actors, and be aware of the ways in which changes to that 

environment could affect the organisation. 

Limitations of the literature 

The literature on self-financing through enterprise activities has identified a number of 

potential challenges and risks for NGDOs, many of which echo similar concerns to those 

around donor funding, related to areas such as accountability, the possibility of mission-drift, 

and internal organisational development. As the literature suggests, diversifying income 

streams appears to be an effective way to guard against risks associated with any individual 

source of funds. 

However, the literature on self-financing is limited in terms of the evidence presented 

regarding potential risks. There is a considerable amount of speculation about the possible 

reactions of the public, beneficiaries, the private sector and other partners (Fowler 2000a, 

Weisbrod 2004), but a lack of empirical evidence to demonstrate the impact. Perhaps this is 

partly due to the lack of research in this area in general. Davis’s report in 1997 presented 

strong empirical evidence on the experiences of sixteen NGOs, and there have since been a 

number of studies of individual organisations across the world (Svidroňová and Vaceková 

2012, Vaceková and Svidroňová 2014, Yang, Lee and Chang 2011), but the findings of these 

studies have not been effectively corroborated or built upon. Self-financing activities are 

evidently diverse in nature and dependent on context, and further evidence of the impacts and 

challenges in various circumstances would help to develop a fuller picture of the potential 

outcomes, in order to inform NGDOs of the risks and opportunities. 

Related to this is the concern that there is a lack of empirical evidence regarding NGDOs in 

Africa. The literature refers to organisations in Europe, Asia and South America, and there is a 

wealth of literature exploring the “commercialisation” of non-profit organisations in North 

America (see Foster and Bradach 2005, Weisbrod 2004). The social, political and economic 

circumstances within these regions differ significantly, as do the types of organisations 

involved. For example, the non-profit sector in the USA incorporates religious organisations 
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and public institutions working in the arts, education and healthcare which, in other parts of 

the world, may be publicly funded, or indeed may not exist. Social enterprise activities in Africa 

in general are argued to face specific challenges, related to poor infrastructure, lack of strong 

financial institutions, minimal social services and numerous additional challenges associated 

with entrenched poverty (Gupta, Beninger and Ganesh 2015). Given the fact that many African 

NGDOs are heavily dependent on international funding and may not be able to rely on direct 

philanthropic support or investments from within civil society, it is important to analyse self-

financing activities and share relevant knowledge on potential opportunities and challenges. 

2.5 Implications for this research 

The behaviour of NGDOs is heavily influenced by their relationships with external actors 

providing financial resources. Alternative forms of income-generation have not been widely 

explored within the existing NGDO model, but it appears that self-financing is a possible option 

for moving beyond donor funding without abandoning the principles of wealth redistribution 

entirely. However, there are many questions still to be answered about the viability of self-

financing and its potential for improving the effectiveness of NGDOs. Firstly, to what extent 

can self-financing activities address, or even remove, the challenges created by donor funding? 

For example, what impact might these activities have on accountability and the ability of 

NGDOs to facilitate demand-led programme design? 

It is also important to understand the impact that self-financing might have on the internal 

management of organisations, given the demands placed on NGDOs by donors in terms of 

reporting requirements and styles of working, and considering that self-financing is unlikely to 

replace donor funding entirely. Furthermore, given that attempts to address power imbalances 

with NGDO financing are considered to have been largely unsuccessful, it would be useful to 

explore how donors and intermediary international NGOs may view this challenge to the 

system they promote, and understand how this might affect donor-recipient relationships in 

future. 

It is clear why NGDOs may wish to seek alternative sources of income, but it is important to 

understand the processes of decision-making around the introduction of specific activities. 

How are the ideas for SF formed, and what is the influence of external actors and 

environments in this process? The empirical evidence that is available (Svidroňová and 

Vaceková 2012, Vaceková and Svidroňová 2014, Yang, Lee, and Chang 2011) indicates that self-
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financing activities demonstrate organisational innovation, and could successfully challenge 

the perceptions of NGDOs as passive and ineffective. 

The debates within the literature have therefore informed the research questions. The 

overarching question to be addressed is: To what extent, and in what ways, can self-financing 

activities affect the success and sustainability of NGDOs in The Gambia? As established in 

Chapter 1, this will involve an analysis of motivations for establishing SF, and the impacts it has 

on all areas of NGDO operations. The areas to be explored include: the delivery of 

development programmes within communities; relationships with donors and partnering 

organisations; internal management of the NGDOs; and the ability of the organisations to 

operate in line with their objectives and values. 

The discussions presented in this chapter, surrounding the roles of NGDOs in development, 

have been used to create a framework, presented in Chapter 4. This will aid the analysis of the 

data collected, by assessing self-financing not just in terms of income generation but also on its 

ability to help or hinder the activities of NGDOs. First though, the specific research setting will 

be presented in the following chapter, to contextualise the relevance of global debates for 

NGDOs operating at the grassroots level in The Gambia. 
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Chapter 3 

Research Context: The Gambia 

This research project took place during a time of significant and largely unexpected change 

within the Republic of The Gambia. During the research design stage, the developments which 

were to take place in the country during the period of data collection were not anticipated, 

even by participants who were consulted at the time. It was known that a presidential election 

would be held in The Gambia on 1 December 2016, but it was expected that, as with the 

previous four elections, President Yahya Jammeh would win once again and cement his 

position as a supposedly democratically-elected leader. But following a coalescence of 

economic hardship, political grievances, and invigorated social movements, Jammeh was 

finally defeated at the polls, with a win for opposition coalition candidate Adama Barrow. This 

victory would have been almost unthinkable a year before, but seemed inevitable in the days 

leading up to the election, as the people of The Gambia were finally willing and able to call for 

change (Hultin et al. 2017). Throughout his rule (1994-2017), Jammeh dominated all aspects of 

Gambian politics and development, with his policies, elitist behaviour, and (particularly in later 

years) his uninformed and erratic decision-making dramatically affecting the economic 

fortunes of the country and relationships with other global actors (Perfect 2010). This chapter 

will establish the context in which the research was conducted, by exploring the development 

challenges for The Gambia under Jammeh’s government, and the resulting environment in 

which the country’s NGDOs have operated for the past two decades. 

Establishing the circumstances in which NGDOs in The Gambia were operating is important for 

understanding the motivations for establishing alternative forms of income generation such as 

self-financing. The country has been heavily reliant on bilateral and multilateral aid (CIA 2019), 

but has faced challenges in appealing to donors because of its small size as well its political 

challenges, as will be discussed. The Gambia is the smallest country in mainland Africa, with a 

population of around two million people. The majority of the population (around 61%) lives in 

urban areas, despite agriculture being the biggest contributor to GDP and the industry upon 

which three-quarters of the population depends (CIA 2019). Poverty levels are high, with 

around 48% of the population living below the poverty line, and almost 60% aged under 25 

(CIA 2019, Government of The Gambia (GoTG) 2017a). These characteristics have implications 
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for demographics being targeted by NGDOs, but also the levels of funding that can be 

generated within the country. 

The number of NGDOs in The Gambia has increased steadily since the initial “explosion” in 

their numbers in the 1980s (Davis, Hulme, and Woodhouse 1994: 254), despite the fact that 

development funding to the country has not followed this trend. As will be shown in the first 

section of this chapter, NGDOs became established as service providers in the country, with a 

mandate to “reduce poverty and to promote social development” by supporting the poor, 

vulnerable and marginalised members of society (UNDP 2005). As discussed in the second 

section, under Jammeh, NGDOs faced a situation in which their capacity was reduced – due to 

a lack of external funding and repression of certain modes of operation – yet they continued to 

be needed by communities to help with the provision of basic services and to support small-

scale poverty-reduction strategies, particularly in rural areas. 

Although Jammeh retained power despite his ineffectiveness, in the final years of his rule 

dissatisfaction began to increase. The third section of the chapter examines how 

underdevelopment contributed to the migration crisis in The Gambia, which subsequently 

became an influential factor in sparking the movement for political change. Growing 

international condemnation and development crises motivated political action, which resulted 

in the election of Adama Barrow in December 2016. The subsequent change of President and 

government is likely to have innumerable consequences for politics, society, and the economy 

of The Gambia, and the implications for NGDOs operating in the country will be discussed. 

Although, at the time of writing, it remains to be seen how the sector will develop, there is 

hope that the fortunes of NGDOs will change. 

3.1 The development of NGDOs in The Gambia 

Emergence of NGDOs 

From the mid-1980s to 1990s, The Gambia saw an “explosion” in the number of NGDOs in the 

country (Davis, Hulme, and Woodhouse 1994: 254). It was around this time, in 1985, that the 

country was forced to implement an IMF/World Bank-financed Economic Recovery 

Programme (a typical structural adjustment programme), which saw the characteristic 

reduction of the state and cuts to expenditure on public services (Davis, Hulme, and 

Woodhouse 1994, Perfect 2008). Reflecting the global trend, many NGDOs began emerging 
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around this time – including many supported by international organisations and charities – 

filling in where governments could no longer deliver services, particularly in rural areas (Davis, 

Hulme, and Woodhouse 1994, Fyvie and Ager 1999). Many of these organisations were 

branches of international non-governmental organisations, but even those which were 

community-based and operated and developed by Gambians were reportedly “‘externally-

assisted’, rather than ‘self-generating’ start-ups” (Davis, Hulme, and Woodhouse 1994: 257). 

The INGOs involved in this research – United Purpose The Gambia, ActionAid International The 

Gambia, ChildFund The Gambia – all established their operations in the country between the 

late 1970s and early 1990s. 

At this time, The Gambia was under the leadership of Sir Dawda Jawara, who was Prime 

Minister from 1962 and then President after the establishment of the Republic in 1970. His 

presidency from 1970 to 1994 was characterised by difficult economic circumstances related 

to global financial challenges, and by the country’s mounting external debt (Cooke and Hughes 

1997: 95). In addition, overspending by government on unproductive parastatals occurred, 

alongside mismanagement and corruption in the public sector (Perfect 2008: 430). This period 

did see some significant development in areas such as education and healthcare – life 

expectancy at birth rose from 32 years in 1960 to 53 years in 1996 (Perfect 2008: 431) – but 

little was done to alleviate poverty across the country. 

Development during this era had of course also been influenced by its colonial past, and this 

historical context continues to have implications for the challenges facing NGDOs and the role 

they play in the country’s development. The Gambia, the smallest country in continental 

Africa, was established as a state under British imperial rule, and as with many African states, 

its early development was influenced heavily by the international slave trade, the introduction 

of arbitrary boundaries, and an imposed economic system which benefitted colonial interests 

rather than local citizens (Swindell 2013, Wright 2013). These factors continue to influence the 

fortunes of The Gambia. The introduction of an export-oriented, mono-crop economy – 

specifically groundnut production – still influences food production and the use of land (Wright 

2013). Most farmers in The Gambia continue to grow groundnuts and depend on this for a 

significant share of their income. A large proportion of national revenue still comes from 

groundnut export, whilst the country relies on the import of staple foods such as rice (Swindell 

2013). 
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As a result of the borders determined during colonial rule, The Gambia is small in size, 

surrounded almost entirely by Senegal except for its short coastal edge, and was 

underdeveloped during the colonial period, with the expectation that the area would 

eventually become part of its French-controlled neighbour (Saine, Ceesay, and Sall 2013, 

Wright 2013). The country’s small population – currently around two million, but less than half 

a million at independence – potentially makes the country less appealing to foreign aid donors 

or investors looking for quantifiable measures of impact. Furthermore, covering an area which 

has few valuable natural resources such as fossil fuels or rare mineral deposits (CIA 2019), has 

also arguably been both a blessing and a hindrance. With the absence of oil wealth, The 

Gambia has arguably avoided some of its negative impacts known as the “resource curse”, as 

seen in neighbouring countries, but has also been unable to benefit from the interest and 

investment of other countries and private investors. In addition to the political context, 

discussed below, these issues have implications for the finances of NGDOs and the role they 

have played in relation to an under-funded state. 

Classification and coordination of NGDOs 

Within The Gambia, there are particular legal criteria attached to the categorisation of “non-

governmental organisation” (NGO), in addition to formal and informal (i.e. amongst the 

general public) usage of terms such as community-based organisation (CBO) or civil society 

organisation (CSO) (GoTG 2017a, UNDP 2005). In some ways, this influences analysis of the 

NGDO sector in The Gambia; as will be shown, collated official figures for the number and scale 

of these different organisations are hard to come by. As discussed in Chapter 2, the term 

“NGDO” is utilised in this research to refer to organisations which operate from within civil 

society and have missions and values associated with supporting development in The Gambia, 

which incorporates NGOs, CBOs and some CSOs7. The term international non-governmental 

organisation is used here when specifically referring to “intermediary” partner organisations 

with headquarters and activities in other countries. 

Formalisation of the categorisation and coordination of NGDOs occurred during their rapid 

growth in the 1980s and 1990s (Davis, Hulme, and Woodhouse 1994). The Association of Non-

7 The types of CSO that have operated in the country in recent years have included community-based 
NGDOs (such as those involved in this research project) and their partnering INGOs, but also farmers’ 
associations, microfinance groups, religious organisations, and numerous smaller-scale initiatives, such 
as schools established by individual private philanthropists in other countries. 
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Governmental Organisations (TANGO) was established in 1983 by a group of NGDOs to 

facilitate collaboration and minimize the duplication of activities (TANGO 2012a, UNDP 2005). 

TANGO’s mandate was to “promote and enhance NGO operations through capacity building” 

(TANGO 2012a) and bring organisations together to discuss and plan activities, although it has 

been criticised for providing insufficient support (UNDP 2005). The number of organisations 

registered with TANGO has risen since its incorporation, with reports that it had 47 members 

in 1993 (Davis, Hulme, and Woodhouse 1994: 257), 68 in 2005 (UNDP 2005: 16), and around 

80 members in 2012 (TANGO 2012b)8. 

Membership of TANGO is open to organisations categorised as INGOs, NGOs and CBOs, 

reflecting the legal differentiations between these terms (TANGO 2012b). The NGO Affairs 

Agency, which deals with legislation around NGOs and grants official NGO status, was set up in 

1996 alongside the introduction of the Non-Governmental Organisation Decree (also referred 

to as the NGO Act) (NGO Decree 1996, No. 81). This decree categorised an NGO as: 

… a non-profit, voluntary, development oriented organisation operating in The 
Gambia in pursuit of national development goals within the limits of the 
organisation’s financial, material and human resources, and the framework of 
articulated and enunciated Government policies and priorities. (NGO Decree 
1996, No. 81: 8) 

The NGO Code of Conduct set out in this Decree covers guidance for an organisation’s 

activities and relationships with other actors. This includes reference to values such as 

accountability and transparency, and the promotion of the participation of beneficiaries in the 

design and delivery of development activities to ensure empowerment and ownership (NGO 

Decree 1996, No. 81). It also indicates that NGOs should ensure there is a need for the 

organisation, and that efforts are not in competition with, or duplicating, the activities of other 

NGOs (NGO Decree 1996, No. 81). Activities should also complement and be coordinated with 

the activities of government (NGO Decree 1996, No. 81). There are also practical directions 

relating to the production and sharing of a constitution, programme plans, and financial plans 

and reports, in addition to the requirement that there should be a Board of Directors which is 

distinct from the NGO’s staff (NGO Decree 1996, No. 81). To date, this remains the legal 

definition of NGO used by the NGO Affairs Agency. 

8 This figure is taken from the TANGO website <www.tangogambia.org>, accessed in 2019, but this 
information does not appear to have been updated since 2012. 
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The exact number of organisations registered with the NGO Affairs Agency at the time of this 

research is not known; numerous efforts have been made to contact the Agency without 

success, which is thought to be at least in part due to the disruption to the civil service due to 

political changes. However, in 2005, the UNDP reported that 104 organisations were 

registered with the Agency, and 65% of these were members of TANGO (UNDP 2005: 16). 

The definition of community-based organisation (CBO) appears to be less clear within 

legislation, and no specific legal definition has been found. However, at the time of writing, all 

organisations operating within The Gambia are required to register with the Attorney 

General’s chambers, under the Companies Act 2013, and this includes CBOs and other forms of 

NGDO. Organisations typically considered CBOs register as companies limited by guarantee, 

meaning a company which does not have share capital and is created for the promotion of 

such things as religion, education, sports, culture, or charitable activities, and for which the 

income and property of the company can only be applied towards the promotion of its 

objectives (Companies Act 2013). The Companies Act does not provide any further judgement 

on whether such an organisation can therefore be considered a CBO; evidence observed 

during data collection suggests that this term is self-determined by the organisation or 

informally applied due to their apparent community-oriented nature. It is due to this lack of 

clarity that the term non-governmental development organisation (NGDO) is used in this 

research, as an umbrella term for the range of civil society organisations addressing 

development issues in The Gambia. 

3.2 Development in The Gambia under Yahya Jammeh 

During Jawara’s presidency (1970-1994), the country was relatively politically stable, and the 

government’s human rights record was reportedly admirable (Perfect 2008). However, there 

were clearly concerns over the dominance of the President and his party, the People’s 

Progressive Party (PPP), which led to a failed coup d’état in 1981 and the so-called “bloodless” 

military coup of 1994 which allowed Yahya Jammeh to seize power. 

Fuelled by personal grievances with the running of the army, allegations of government 

corruption and mismanagement, and expectations of “personal enrichment” (Perfect 2008: 

431), members of The Gambian National Army staged a successful coup in July 1994. The 

Armed Forces Provisional Ruling Council (AFPRC) took over with 29-year-old Jammeh at its 

head, and the PPP government was dissolved, the constitution abolished, and members of the 
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former government arrested, with much of the civil service stripped back soon after (Perfect 

2008: 431). The AFPRC remained in power until an election in 1996, when Jammeh resigned 

from the army and stood as a candidate for the newly-formed Alliance for Patriotic Re-

orientation and Construction (APRC) – cementing his debateable position as a democratically-

elected leader for the next twenty years. Despite the supposed anti-corruption and democratic 

agenda on which the AFPRC and APRC gained support, it was not long before Jammeh 

established a stronghold on the country, becoming a “bullying autocrat and brutal 

demagogue” and embracing the title “dictator” (Hultin et al. 2017: 322). Jammeh’s domination 

of all aspects of Gambian life inevitably influenced the nature and activities of NGDOs in the 

country. 

Human rights violations and implications for NGDOs 

Throughout his rule, but seemingly with more severity and regularity in the latter half, Jammeh 

committed, directed, and facilitated a range of human rights abuses involving his own citizens 

and foreign visitors. Human rights defenders, civil society organisation, journalists, and 

dissidents within the civil service or security forces were targets of legislation and extrajudicial 

violence designed to eliminate criticism of the government and exert control over all aspects 

of Gambian life (Amnesty International 2016, Perfect 2008). Numerous journalists and human 

rights defenders were forced into exile and those who stayed and continued to challenge 

Jammeh were the subjects of murder and torture, usually at the hands of paramilitary groups, 

notably the so-called “Junglers”9 and the National Intelligence Agency (NIA) (European Asylum 

Support Office 2017: 38–40). The ever-present threat of these organisations was enough to 

inhibit criticism of the President amongst the general public as well, even with friends, family, 

or colleagues. 

The repression of any form of criticism of the President and his government extended to civil 

society actors. This meant that those working for NGDOs were unable to implement human 

9 The Junglers (sometimes Jungulers) were a paramilitary unit of former-President Jammeh, most of 
whom were from the same ethnic group, the Jola. The EASO reports “no legal basis for these troops is 
documented”, but the unit was “up to 40 strong and existed since approximately 1996, and was made 
up of selected fighters from the Presidential Guard” (European Asylum Support Office 2017: 40). 
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rights-based approaches10 (HRBAs) which challenged the government on its delivery of basic 

rights, or to imply that the actions of the state were important factors in the continued 

difficulties faced by their beneficiary communities (Amnesty International 2016). This 

undoubtedly hindered the progress that could be made by NGDOs; it was near-impossible to 

argue that the state should provide certain services, such as access to healthcare, education or 

food security, and so NGDO activities (particularly in rural parts of the country) continued to be 

focused on delivering support in these areas (Amnesty International 2016, UNDP 2005). 

Jammeh did not seem concerned that such practices were an open secret within the country 

and explicitly discussed on the international stage, highlighted by the likes of the UN Human 

Rights Council’s Special Rapporteur (Mendez 2015). There was undoubtedly a lack of incentive 

to intervene in Gambian affairs in terms of the country’s apparent value to other nations, and 

the country could be considered “peaceful” in relation to widespread violent conflict and in 

comparison to other nations in the region11. However, in the years leading up to the 2016 

election, international actors did begin to take more direct action in the form of reduced 

financial support for the country. For example, it was reported in 2014 that the European 

Union (EU) had withdrawn millions of euros in funding due to the government’s poor human 

rights record (Hussain 2014). Much of the criticism of Jammeh around this time was triggered 

by his attitude and actions towards homosexuality, and the EU’s decision came weeks after 

Jammeh introduced a law which could see homosexuals imprisoned for life. However, Jammeh 

was not without international allies at this time; whilst losing support from Europe and North 

America, the former president was courting donors in the Middle East on the basis of religious 

ties. Arguably, the alienation of organisations such as the EU and UN made way for the 

influence of other donors “whose rights policies were less stringent” (Hussain 2014). 

Even before international organisations and aid agencies began taking an explicit stand against 

Jammeh in the final years of his rule, the country was not favoured in terms of financing for 

global development, which inevitably impacted on its NGDOs. It is difficult to find details of 

10 Human rights-based approaches are here understood to refer to forms of development which “seek 
to analyse inequalities which lie at the heart of development problems and redress discriminatory 
practices and unjust distributions of power that impede development progress” (United Nations 
2006: 15). In practice, in The Gambia, this relates to addressing the broader systematic and institutional 
issues which prevent development and access to basic rights, including such things as healthcare, 
education, or food security. 
11 In terms of the Global Peace Index, The Gambia remained in the middle of the ranks for countries in 
Sub-Saharan Africa from 2012 to 2016, though its position did steadily drop over this period (Institute 
for Economics & Peace 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016). 
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funding to the NGDO sector in The Gambia, although, as will be shown in the findings of this 

research, the financial difficulties of Gambian NGDOs are evident upon discussion with 

individual organisations. In 2005, the UNDP reported that, in The Gambia, “shocking” levels of 

secrecy surrounded NGDO funding sources, which related to the various channels of funding 

available to organisations (reflecting the funding map shown in Chapter 2, Figure 2.1) (UNDP 

2005: 16). This was compounded by the lack of available data on civil society organisations in 

general, as discussed previously (UNDP 2005). In relation to The Gambia’s efforts towards 

achieving the Millennium Development Goals, it was reported that there was “no accurate 

institutional picture of the amount of funds which have been channelled through or earmarked 

for CSOs” (UNDP 2005: 21). 

However, even if not specific to civil society, figures for official development assistance (ODA) 

give an indication of the levels of external support for The Gambia. The removal of support 

from organisations such as the EU was in the context of already limited international 

assistance; The Gambia has been considered an “aid orphan”, a characteristically “under-

aided” country which paradoxically also relies heavily on external funding but is not prioritised 

by any agencies or countries (Davies and Klasen 2018, Ericsson and Steensen 2014: 2). 

Although total ODA had risen steadily over the past two decades (following a significant drop 

in the early 1990s following the coup (Perfect 2008)), this was not in line with the rate of 

population growth, and after the 2011 election and growing tensions with international actors, 

ODA fell year on year (Figure 3.1). It should be noted that net ODA per capita in The Gambia 

has been similar to the average for sub-Saharan Africa (US$44.93 and US$42.87 respectively, in 

2016), although figures within the region vary substantially (World Bank 2018). 

53 

http:US$42.87
http:US$44.93


       

 

 

 

           

           

          

          

      

       

        

           

  

       

         

        

         

         

      

           

             

         

      
  

  

Figure 3.1 – Official development assistance to The Gambia 

ODA per capita (US$) to The Gambia, 1990-2016 
(source: World Bank 2018) 
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Development challenges facing NGDOs 

To some extent, rates of ODA reflect the steady progress but lack of significant change that 

occurred under Jammeh, and as such can provide an indication of the circumstances facing 

NGDOs, particularly with regard to the need to fill the gaps in service provision by the state. 

The Gambia remains a low income and “low human development” country, in terms of the UN 

Development Programme (UNDP) Human Development Index (HDI) (UNDP 2018: 2). There 

have been reported improvements in the HDI indicators but these still fall below global 

averages; for example between 1995 and 2016, life expectancy at birth increased by 7.4 years, 

but at 61.2 years was significantly lower than the global average of 72 years (UNDP 2018: 2, 

World Bank 2018). 

Aggrandised individual developments in the country – the establishment of a new hospital, 

developing the University of The Gambia, building new major highways (Perfect 2010) – 

masked the otherwise minimal transformation of the country, and it is generally acknowledged 

that initial positive gains in healthcare and education were not adequately built upon (GoTG 

2017a). For example, enrolment in education, particularly of girls in primary education, was 

significantly improved, but this did not translate into improvements in the quality and 

relevance of schooling (GoTG 2017a). For those who were able to continue on to higher levels 

of education, there has also been a lack of opportunity in the country, which led to significant 

“brain drain”; over half of the tertiary-educated labour force emigrates (Hultin et al. 

54 



        

         

          

        

  

         

            

          

     

   

          

        

            

          

          

               

       

          

        

        

       

             

         

          

        

            

          

          

            

           

           

            

2017: 337). Furthermore, beyond such things as the provision of access to primary education, 

progress towards gender equality has stalled. Despite Jammeh’s ban on female genital 

mutilation in 2015 (Perfect 2016: 24), the continuation of this practice, along with prevalent 

child marriage, hindered the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals related to 

gender equality (GoTG 2017a). 

Levels of poverty in the country remain high, at around 48.6% of the population in 2015-2016, 

and the percentage of people living in poverty in rural areas has increased, from 64.2% in 2010 

to 69.5% in 2015, with the “depth and severity” of poverty also increasing (GoTG 2017a: 312). 

Despite some improvements, those aspects of infrastructure which may have benefitted the 

poorest among the population actually worsened. The percentage of the population with 

access to improved sanitation facilities fell from 88% to 40% from 2000 to 2015, reportedly 

due to poor maintenance practices, inadequate investment, and weak institutional capacity 

(GoTG 2017a: 48). General environmental degradation has also become a problem due to a 

combination of “poverty, rapid population growth and increased competition for resources” 

(GoTG 2017a: 48), occurring alongside other environmental issues such as poor and erratic 

rainfall in recent years. A reported 91% of the rural poor work as farmers and rely on rain-fed 

subsistence farming, which remains relatively undiversified (GoTG 2017a: 265). 

In addition to the lack of investment in The Gambia as described, the nature of Jammeh’s 

government and control of the civil service also greatly hindered development. Already 

weakened during Jawara’s time in office, many government ministries were incapable of 

building effective policies and programmes, in large part due to the ever-rotating Cabinet and 

limited autonomy of ministers (Perfect 2017). On top of general poor accounting practices, 

funds that should have been available to government ministries were often re-directed at the 

request of the President, typically for his personal benefit (Sharife and Anderson 2019a, 2019b, 

2019c, 2019d). The current government’s National Development Plan reports that theft from 

state-owned enterprises has been estimated at 4% of GDP since mid-2014 (GoTG 2017a: 2). 

Limited developments in areas such as sanitation, environmental degradation, health, and 

education, have meant that NGDOs have had to step in to address community needs. Although 

this has led to the expansion of civil society intervention in some respects, opportunities for 

civil society organisations to truly move things forward have been limited. This is in part due to 

restrictions on human rights and limited funding, but also practical constraints such as the 

difficulties in operating in rural areas with poor infrastructure and the lack of expertise to work 
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within international development bureaucracies (UNDP 2005). Many NGDOs in the country 

have been engaged in delivering basic services, particularly in those rural communities where 

such organisations often form the first port of call when problems arise, and have done since 

the 1980s (Davis, Hulme, and Woodhouse 1994). Many projects still involve such things as 

access to clean water and sanitation, improving resilience of small-scale farming, and small 

enterprise development (UNDP 2005). 

There does not appear to have been a formal assessment of the overall role of NGDOs in The 

Gambia in recent decades, in comparison to a spate of research in the 1990s (such as Davis, 

Hulme, and Woodhouse 1994, Fyvie and Ager 1999, Hudock 1997). However, it is understood 

that there has been little change or innovation in the form of support being offered, with 

NGDOs continuing to operate primarily as “catalysts for resource mobilisation at the 

grassroots” and offer small-scale assistance to communities (UNDP 2005: 19). In its 2005 

report on civil society contribution to achieving the Millennium Development Goals in The 

Gambia, the UNDP reported that government’s lack of engagement with CSOs in relation to 

addressing large-scale development challenges resulted in their limited participation in efforts 

to transform the country (UNDP 2005). 

3.3 Political change and implications 

Events surrounding the 2016 Presidential Election 

Despite the controversies that have surrounded him, Jammeh managed to retain power for 

over two decades with a combination of force, propaganda, and abuse of political power. He 

won subsequent presidential elections in 2001, 2006, and 2011, and retained control over the 

country’s National Assembly, and his victories were typically by a substantial margin over the 

main opposition parties, the United Democratic Party (UDP) and the National Reconciliation 

Party (NRP) (Perfect 2016). Jammeh’s control of means of communication and the media, and 

abuse of state resources to support his campaigns, led to an inability of opposition parties to 

provide adequate competition (Perfect 2008). Unable to rely entirely on these tactics at the 

polls, Jammeh is also understood to have also used coercion and improper voter-registration 

to rig the vote (Hultin et al. 2017, Perfect 2010). Given this control, and Jammeh’s dominance 

over all areas of Gambian society, up until the days before the election in December 2016, his 

defeat was unexpected by most observing from outside the country (Hultin et al. 2017). 
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However the lack of transformative development in the country caught up with Jammeh and 

his government. Throughout 2016, there seemed to be a change of atmosphere in The 

Gambia, in terms of people’s willingness to openly, if cautiously, criticise the government, as 

observed during data collection for this research project. One of the crucial factors which 

pushed people to take political action was the issue of migration, which was a symptom of 

underdevelopment, particularly in rural areas. Despite NGDO efforts to improve livelihoods 

within rural communities, the small scale nature of these interventions (UNDP 2005) meant 

that opportunities, for young people in particular, were scarce, with unemployment rates of 

around 35-40% in recent years (GoTG 2017a). Many young people, particularly men and 

particularly from rural areas, were taking the “back way” to Europe, via Libya, trusting gangs to 

transport them to a supposed land of opportunity (Hunt 2015). NGDOs were engaged in 

programmes to encourage youth involvement in agricultural training schemes designed to 

highlight the potential in their home communities (Hunt 2015), but as shown with the NGDOs 

involved in this research, such initiatives had been ongoing for decades (targeting rural to 

urban migration) without significant success in addressing structural challenges12. 

Longer-term development issues were exacerbated by numerous economic shocks that 

occurred in the country in the years leading up to the election, including the Ebola crisis which 

significantly impacted tourism, one of the main employers of young people in the country – 

despite the fact that the disease did not reach The Gambia (Hultin et al. 2017, Perfect 2016). 

These factors contributed to a situation in which The Gambia was a surprisingly high 

contributor to the European migration crisis that gained public attention from around 2015. 

Despite its small population, in 2016 The Gambia ranked fifth in the list of countries from 

which the largest number of migrants into Europe were coming, and accounted for the highest 

number of migrants per capita of any nationality crossing the Mediterranean to Italy (Hultin et 

al. 2017: 338). 

Migration became a national concern, with many stories circulating of those who had suffered 

on the journey, and of the horrific treatment of those who did not make it beyond Libya. It was 

hoped by many that the removal of Jammeh could provide an end to the crisis, particularly as 

he took little effective action to address the problem, and arguably exacerbated the issue with 

his condemnation of those trying to migrate (Hultin et al. 2017). On its own, this may not have 

12 Njawara Agricultural Training Centre and St Joseph’s Family Farm Centre had offered such training 
since their establishment, but reported many challenges in engaging young people and providing long-
term opportunities. 
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been enough to provoke action against Jammeh, but the issue added to the growing list of 

(in)actions which had begun to alienate citizens and provoke the development of a political 

movement against Jammeh. These included politically significant decisions made without 

consultation with government or other actors, such as the withdrawal of the country from the 

Commonwealth in 2013; the cutting of ties with Taiwan the same year (despite receiving 

substantial donations earlier in the year; ostensibly to open opportunities with China); and the 

declaration of The Gambia as an Islamic Republic in 201513 (Perfect 2016). 

On top of this, in 2016, Jammeh made a series of statements against Mandinkas – the largest 

ethnic group in the country14 – allegedly referring to them as “enemies, foreigners” and 

threatening to kill them and place them “where even a fly cannot see them” (Hultin et al. 

2017: 324, Perfect 2017). In April-May 2016, Gambian security forces arbitrarily arrested and 

attacked members and supporters of the UDP who were peacefully protesting, including long-

running leader of the party, Ousainou Darboe (Amnesty International 2016). One UDP 

member, Ebrima Solo Sandeng, died in custody after being tortured by the National 

Intelligence Agency (NIA), and his death provoked national outrage and international 

condemnation (Amnesty International 2016, European Asylum Support Office 2017). This 

controversy contributed to the development of a unified coalition; in previous elections, 

political opposition to Jammeh had been divided between eight different parties, but by 

October 2016 seven of these agreed to put forward a single presidential candidate – the UDP’s 

candidate, Adama Barrow (Perfect 2017). 

On 1 December 2016, Gambians headed to the polls – amidst blocks on internet access and 

international phone calls and messages – and the country saw the first democratically-elected 

change of leadership in its history. With a turnout of 59.4%, Adama Barrow was elected 

President with 43.3% of the votes (Perfect 2017: 327). However, this was not the end for the 

chaos Jammeh inflicted on the country. Despite conceding defeat on 2 December, a week later 

he reversed his decision and rejected the outcome, allegedly due to the belief that there had 

13 Around 96% of the population of The Gambia is Muslim, with the remaining mostly identifying as 
Christian (CIA 2019). 
14 The recognised ethnic groups in The Gambia include Mandinka (around 34% of the population), Fula 
(22%), Wolof (13%), Jola (11%), Serahuleh (7%), Serer (3%), Manjago (2%), Bambara (1%), and Creole 
(0.7%), according to the 2013 National Census (CIA 2019). (Around 6% of the population is made up of 
those associated with other ethnic groups or non-Gambians.) In contemporary Gambia, these ethnic 
groups are more closely connected and inter-marriage is increasingly common, and individuals often 
claim heritage to more than one group. 
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been malpractice around electoral processes, but more likely because he realised he would be 

unable to avoid repercussions for his actions in power (Fofana 2016). In the weeks that 

followed, Jammeh made numerous attempts to cling on to power, drawing international 

condemnation. Barrow was forced to leave the country, as the Economic Community of West 

African States (ECOWAS) sent troops to the Gambian border to persuade Jammeh to step 

down. Barrow was due to take office on 19 January 2017, and on this day was sworn in as 

President at the Gambian Embassy in Dakar, as Senegalese troops moved into The Gambia and 

Nigerian warships entered its waters (Perfect 2017). The following day, after negotiations with 

the Presidents of Mauritanian and Guinea, Jammeh agreed to leave the country and fled to 

Equatorial Guinea. Barrow returned a few days later and took the oath of office a second time 

on 18 February 2017 at a public inauguration ceremony in Bakau. 

The future for NGDOs and development in The Gambia 

The challenge for President Barrow and his National Assembly (elected in April 2017, with 31 

out of 53 seats for the UDP) involves a complete overhaul of many of the state’s systems and 

policies. The country was left in a dire economic situation by the former regime, and many 

ministries were left with little capacity. Corruption was institutionalised, and the military and 

police force must now become accustomed to operating in a more accountable system. 

Although many were united in the belief that Jammeh was bad for the country, views on what 

should replace his policies and processes are extremely diverse. The role of NGDOs in this new 

system is still to be determined, but activities to date indicate a greater level of engagement 

with government than was seen under Jammeh (UNDP 2005). 

In an attempt to formulate a clear strategy for the future development of the country, and in 

order to share this with a public which now demands transparency and participation, the 

Government of The Gambia officially launched its new National Development Plan (NDP, 

covering the period 2018-2021) in January 2018 (GoTG 2017a). In addition to the full, detailed 

NDP, an abridged version has been widely circulated, headlined with the statement “Know and 

Take Ownership of Your National Development Plan!!!” (GoTG 2017b, emphasis in original). 

The strategic priorities of the NDP are listed in Box 3.1 – they reflect those areas of 

development which were lacking under Jammeh, in addition to the development of tourism 

and industry throughout the country. Overall, priority has been given to youth issues linked to 

these areas, largely in response to the concerns raised around the migration crisis, and the 
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importance of the youth vote in the election outcome. The NDP is also influenced by 

international goals and priorities; the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), African Union 

Agenda 2063, the Paris Agreement for climate change, and Istanbul Programme of Action for 

the Least Developed Countries. 

The strengthening of civil society has been identified as one of the “critical enablers” that 

should be developed in order to facilitate progress (GoTG 2017a). The NDP also indicates a 

desire to involve CSOs and NGDOs in the delivery of its plans. This includes both the increased 

involvement of CSOs in decision-making, and the improved capacity of organisations to deliver 

effective and participatory programmes. In contrast to the repressive conditions of Jammeh’s 

regime, the NDP acknowledges that “a fully functional and engaged civil society is critical for 

expanding democratic space of citizens, consolidating good governance and ensuring adequate 

checks and balances” (GoTG 2017a: 147). As a result, key outcomes identified for NGDOs 

specifically include a revision of the NGO Act (clarifying their role in society), the 

encouragement of HRBAs, an annual NGO forum, and support with both investment and the 

sourcing of funds. 

Box 3.1 – Strategic priorities of the National Development Plans (GoTG 2017a) 

1. Restoring good governance, respect for human rights, the rule of law, and 
empowering citizens through decentralization and local governance; 

2. Stabilizing our economy, stimulating growth, and transforming the 
economy; 

3. Modernizing our agriculture and fisheries for sustained economic growth, 
food and nutritional security and poverty reduction; 

4. Investing in our people through improved education and health services, 
and building a caring society; 

5. Building our infrastructure and restoring energy services to power our 
economy; 

6. Promoting an inclusive and culture-centred tourism for sustainable 
growth; 

7. Reaping the demographic dividend through an empowered youth; 
8. Making the private sector the engine of growth, transformation, and job 

creation. 

The NDP clearly acknowledges a responsibility to “strengthen the ability of CSOs to mobilise 

resources for sustainable development”, with the goal of repositioning The Gambia as a 

priority country for donors (GoTG 2017a: 148). This is in addition to the need for the state itself 
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to seek external funding to meet the NDP goals; the total budget for the Plan is US$2.4 billion, 

with the main costs relating to energy, infrastructure, and agriculture. Improved relationships 

with major donors and financial institutions (such as the EU and World Bank) immediately 

followed the election and have already seen guarantees of long term financial support. It is 

unclear how much of the increased income into the country will be directed to or through 

NGDOs, and given the past lack of transparency in this respect it seems unlikely that the 

picture will become clear in the short-term (UNDP 2005). 

The nature of development in The Gambia is unlikely to change quickly. High levels of poverty 

will be difficult to address, and in the short-term the state still lacks the capacity to deliver 

those services which have been covered by NGDOs in recent decades. However, the rhetoric 

displayed in the NDP, and projects that are already underway related to youth empowerment 

and skills development in rural areas, suggest that NGDOs will be more able to work in 

coordination with government ministries, and contribute effectively to discussions around 

community needs and future programmes. Furthermore, short-term improvements have 

already been made with regard to human rights in the country (Perfect 2017), with freedom of 

expression and of the press now encouraged (Perfect 2017). Should this atmosphere of 

engagement and inclusion persist, there may be opportunities for NGDOs to become more 

involved in challenging policy, and in encouraging communities to make claims on government 

for the provision of basic services. 

3.4 Conclusion 

Despite their vital role in development across the country, NGDOs in The Gambia have faced 

challenging conditions in recent decades, due to the lack of donor funding in the country and 

the restrictive political climate. The resulting prevalence of NGDO self-financing made the 

country an appropriate case study for assessing the impact of this activity, and the broader 

challenges of NGDO programme delivery. Initially, it was not expected that the research would 

be conducted during a period of dramatic change, and the implications of this dynamic context 

will be taken into account throughout this thesis. It has been shown in this chapter that there 

are many development challenges which have been inadequately addressed in recent decades, 

and which are unlikely to be overturned immediately due to structural inequalities and the 

continued lack of capacity at the state level. As such, the day-to-day experiences of NGDOs are 

unlikely to alter substantially in the coming few years, but the opportunity for creating positive 
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change – and determining the nature of that change – has improved significantly. It is 

therefore hoped that this research can make a valuable contribution to academic debates 

about the development of the NGDO sector, in The Gambia and West Africa more widely, as 

well as other “aid orphans” or countries going through political transitions, by improving 

understanding of previous experiences and highlighting opportunities for progress. 
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Chapter 4 

Methodology and Data Collection 

This chapter sets out the practical, theoretical and ethical considerations related to data 

collection and analysis for this research project. It is in five parts, beginning with a discussion of 

the methodological approach adopted, and of the resulting research design. The latter includes 

an explanation of the ways in which the particular political context at the time influenced the 

design and implementation of the research. This is followed by a presentation of the 

organisations involved in the research, including the nature of the relationships between 

them. Profiles of the case study NGDOs and their partner INGOs are provided in Table 4.1, and 

issues of access are discussed. 

Data collection methods are then described, including justifications for the particular 

techniques and any challenges faced in their utilisation. This is followed by a discussion of the 

implications of my positionality, and the ethical issues that were taken into consideration. This 

includes consent and confidentiality amongst participants, and reflections on conducting 

research within the particular context. Finally, the approach to data analysis is discussed, with 

an explanation of the analytical framework that was developed from the literature and with 

contributions from the research participants. 

4.1 Methodological approach & research design 

Methodology 

This research has sought to understand the impact of self-financing through an examination of 

the perceptions of those individual actors involved in implementing, evaluating, promoting or 

challenging these activities. In this sense a constructionist view of the research subject has 

been taken, as the effects of self-financing are determined by social interactions and the 

meanings attached (Charmaz 2006). However, in this research context, it is accepted that there 

are phenomena which may be observed with a degree of objectivity; in addition to 

participants’ experiences and perceptions of successes or challenges, there are tangible 

consequences to actions which can be analysed (such as levels of funds raised and used). 
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Measuring and understanding these consequences supports a more informed interpretation of 

participants’ responses. 

Furthermore, this research is based on the understanding that non-governmental 

development organisations (NGDOs) in The Gambia are working within the structure of the 

international development sector, which is characterised by inequalities in political and 

economic power, as explored in Chapter 2. The existence of this structure has been identified 

in the wide range of development literature which explores the dominance of donor interests 

in determining the nature of development work carried out by NGDOs. In this way, this 

research has been carried out with the assumption that the actions and views of participants 

are being framed by the structures present in the development sector. Changes to the status 

quo (i.e. introducing alternative income-generating methods) will affect the ways in which 

participants interact with and within these structures. 

The research can consequently be considered to be interpretivist in epistemological approach, 

as it has been designed to understand and interpret the participants’ perceptions of their 

social worlds, whilst taking into account the external factors which might influence these 

perceptions. This approach has supported the exploration of social interactions which 

determine the extent to which self-financing affects NGDOs in The Gambia, and has generated 

empirical evidence about the consequences of these activities which can inform the work of 

the research participants and others. 

In line with this approach, the data collection has been largely qualitative, with the addition of 

some quantifiable data being collected in the form of structured questionnaires administered 

to NGDO beneficiaries and service-users. There is a lack of existing empirical research on the 

topic of self-financing (as discussed in Chapter 2) and consequently an iterative, grounded 

approach to data analysis has been adopted. Although the research questions have been 

informed by the literature, additional areas to explore emerged during the research process, 

and elements of the research plan (interview guides etc.) were adapted accordingly. Initial 

analysis of data took place during the period of data collection so that any gaps in 

understanding could be further explored as necessary. 
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Research design 

The research has been designed to address the questions set out in Chapter 1. Accordingly, an 

in-depth study into four community-level NGDOs in The Gambia was carried out. These case 

study organisations – Njawara Agricultural Training Centre (NATC), Agency for the 

Development of Women & Children (ADWAC), Ding Ding Bantaba (DDB), and St Joseph’s 

Family Farm Centre (SJFFC) – worked in a variety of development areas (such as agriculture 

training, education, healthcare, enterprise training), and were all engaged in self-financing (SF) 

activities at various levels and stages of implementation. 

A case-study approach was appropriate for this research, as it provided the opportunity to gain 

a comprehensive understanding of a subject that has been under-researched (Easton 2010). As 

discussed in Chapter 2, the phenomenon of NGDO self-financing had not been studied in this 

context – in The Gambia, in Africa, and in a developing country context. Exploring a small 

number of cases allowed for the examination of a “complex set of factors and relationships” 

(Easton 2010: 119) with flexibility and without the constraints of needing to replicate data 

collection processes over a large number of cases. It was not expected that the cases would be 

entirely generalizable to other organisations or contexts, but that they would provide 

opportunity to uncover aspects of the broader subject that had not yet been identified in the 

existing literature. However, in drawing on the literature on NGDOs and self-financing it was 

evident that certain phenomena were likely to be present within the selected cases which 

would result in some level of external validity (Bryman 2004). Through reference to the 

broader NGDO context and academic debate, data collection and analysis could be 

contextualised, and this was aided by the use of an analytical framework, as described later in 

the chapter. 

The approach to selecting case studies from the wider population of NGDOs in the country can 

be characterised as convenience sampling. As discussed later in greater detail, contacts within 

the country helped to identify organisations engaged in SF and provided introductions. This 

was an appropriate sampling approach for case study research, in which the sample is not 

expected to be entirely representative of the wider population (Laws et al. 2013). 

Furthermore, identifying NGDOs engaged in SF without the help of other contacts working in 

the country would have been difficult. There were otherwise no records to be found relating to 

which organisations were engaged in this activity, and it was not necessarily something that 

NGDOs even publicised, so word-of-mouth was the most practical way to find this information. 
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Although there were some similarities in the participating organisations based on their 

involvement with the same international partners, all of the NGDOs were varied enough in 

structure, size, programme area and financial status that the data collected has relevance for 

other organisations in the country. 

Participants were identified and engaged with the research during a scoping study in The 

Gambia in January 2016. The proposed research design (which had been created following 

unrelated fieldwork in the country in previous years) was discussed with potential participants 

and interested parties to assess its value and contribution to knowledge of the subject. From 

this, the research questions were refined and initial arrangements were made with the first 

case study organisations. 

Data collection was carried out between October 2016 and March 2017. Overall, it was 

completed as planned, in that the type and quantity of data required to address the research 

questions was collected. However, there were disruptions to fieldwork as a result of the 

Presidential election held in The Gambia on 1 December 2016. In the weeks leading up to the 

election, the usual working schedules of many NGDO staff from organisations across the 

country were altered for a range of reasons. For example: travel across the country was 

difficult so some potential participants became stranded after visiting other areas; people 

returned to their home regions in order to vote or participate in election-related activities; 

schools were closed so childcare became an issue for staff. I was also advised not to travel far 

from the country’s urban centre, in case of unrest occurring. There were also concerns over 

safety, particularly if I was thought to be unofficially observing the elections. In anticipation of 

potential unrest following the election, many NGDOs and INGOs also had planned closures for 

a large part of December. I headed back to the UK in December 2016 with the intention of 

returning to The Gambia in January 2017, but the ongoing political tensions resulted in the 

cancellation of flights, and my return to The Gambia was delayed until after the handover of 

power. This delayed my fieldwork to some extent, but I was nonetheless able to collect the 

necessary data during the extended fieldwork period. This experience also aided my 

understanding of the wider political situation influencing the activities of the participating 

organisations. 

To a certain extent, case study selection was also influenced by these practical disruptions to 

the initial research design. Restrictions on travel to and within the country meant that 

accessing organisations in certain areas was impractical, and the time available to conduct the 

66 



     

          

           

        

          

       

   

 

 

   

             

        

            

         

          

         

          

              

          

           

      

         

         

       

          

        

          
                                                           

      
        

        
       

   
       

  

research in The Gambia was reduced. The case study organisations were therefore located 

near to each other (two on the country’s North Bank, two on the South Bank). Although this 

was partly due to ease of access, it also meant that as much time as possible could be spent 

working with each organisation, as travel time was reduced. This was therefore beneficial for 

the research given the context. Although a variety of participants were still accessed and the 

implications for validity of the data are thought to be limited, these factors were taken into 

consideration during data analysis. 

4.2 Research participants 

Defining and categorising organisations 

The research focused on four NGDOs in The Gambia, which all worked primarily in rural areas 

of the country. These organisations were considered community-based, in that they operated 

within local rural towns and villages and worked directly with members of their target 

beneficiary communities15. As discussed in Chapter 3, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) 

held a particular legal status in The Gambia, and only two of the case study organisations, 

NATC and ADWAC, were officially registered as such. St Joseph’s Family Farm Centre identified 

as a community-based organisation (CBO), reportedly excluded from official NGO status due to 

its religious affiliation. Ding Ding Bantaba was considered a CBO and/or a federation, as it was 

technically made up of a series of community groups whose members sat on the federation 

board (as discussed in Table 4.1). However, in reality the majority of differences in the ways in 

which the organisations were governed or operated were due to the particular size and 

activities of the organisations, rather than their legal status. All organisations have distinct 

differences – based on missions, goals, methods of operation, and individual staff – but 

categorisations must be drawn somewhere to support understanding of the ways in which 

research findings are relevant and generalizable to others. As such, it was deemed appropriate 

to categorise these organisations as non-governmental development organisations (NGDOs) in 

this study, separating them from the particular official NGO status in the country but hopefully 

15 It is understood that the term “community” is somewhat weighted and prescriptive, but it is felt 
appropriate in this research when referring to the groups of intended beneficiaries and service-users of 
the NGDOs, in large part because this is the term used and understood by the participants themselves. It 
is supported by Cobigo, Martin and Mcheimech’s (2016: 195) definition, based on a review of 
community-related literature, of a community as “a group of people that interact and support each 
other, and are bounded by shared experiences or characteristics, a sense of belonging, and often by 
their physical proximity”. 
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indicating the relevance of these cases to similar development organisations in other parts of 

the world. Any significant variations in the nature of the organisations has been noted and 

accounted for in analysis. Profiles of the four case study organisations are provided below 

(Table 4.1). 

Also involved were partner organisations of the case study NGDOs. As discussed in Chapter 2, 

there can be difficulties in defining the differences between donor organisations, partners, 

intermediary NGOs, and so on. A differentiation was made between donor organisations and 

partnering international non-governmental organisations (INGOs)16, which all had official NGO 

status in The Gambia. Donor organisations typically provided funds for NGDOs without being 

involved in project delivery; were acknowledged as being funding agencies by participants; 

distributed funds originating primarily from other nations’ governments; and did not have 

NGO status. This included organisations or agencies such as the European Union (specifically 

the Delegation of the European Union to The Gambia), the Unites States Embassy in The 

Gambia, United Nations agencies, and the African Development Bank, among others. 

The INGOs that participated were United Purpose The Gambia (UPTG), ActionAid International 

The Gambia (AAITG), and ChildFund International The Gambia (CFITG); further details of these 

organisations are provided in Table 4.1. All of these organisations were national offices of, or 

affiliated with, parent organisations based in other countries. The relationships between the 

NGDOs, INGOs and parent organisations are shown in Figure 4.1. ChildFund International The 

Gambia operated somewhat differently to the other two INGOs involved in the research. 

Whilst UPTG and AAITG (and their international counterparts) received funding from a 

combination of charitable donations and grants, with most projects being externally funded by 

grants, ChildFund’s funding model was based primarily on its child sponsorship programme. It 

did receive some additional funding at international and national level, as described in Table 

4.1, but the sponsorship programme was the main focus of its activities in The Gambia. CFITG’s 

relationship with Ding Ding Bantaba was based around its child sponsorship programme, with 

all of the money that was transferred from the INGO to the NGDO having originated from 

individual sponsors in other countries. Furthermore, CFITG was the main source of funding for 

DDB, as shown in Table 4.1. As such, discussions of NGDO-donor relationships are sometimes 

relevant to CFITG and DDB, as well as discussions of INGO-NGDO relationships. The intricacies 

16 The term international NGO rather than NGDO is used due to the fact that some of the organisations 
operate in non-“development” areas at the global level. 
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and implications of this will be noted throughout the thesis. Again, for the purposes of drawing 

generalizable conclusions, lines must be drawn somewhere in relation to the definitions used, 

and these categorisations are thought to be appropriate for this research. 

Each of the INGOs worked closely with the case study NGDOS and their other community-

based partners. It was therefore important to gather data about the international NGOs’ 

experiences of securing and providing funding, and their views on the self-financing activities 

of local partners. These organisations also had an understanding of the development work 

being carried out by numerous community-level organisations across the county, and they 

therefore were considered to have a valuable insight into the issues affecting NGDOs and the 

range of responses to funding challenges. 

Figure 4.1 – NGDO-INGO partnerships 

Profiles of participating organisations 

Table 4.1 (‘Organisation profiles’) provides key details of the organisations involved in this 

research, drawn primarily from conversations during data collection and organisational 

documents that were made available. In some cases, there were difficulties in fact-checking 

certain details, due to lack of written records or institutional memory, but it is thought that the 

information provided here is accurate. Information on the partnering INGOs has been limited 

to an overview and their relationship with the NGDOs, given their broad range of activities 

across the country. 
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Table 4.1 – Organisation profiles 

Njawara Agricultural Training Centre (NATC) 

Njawara Agricultural Training Centre was established in 1990, initially as a community-based 
organisation (CBO) before registering officially as an NGO in 1996. As the name indicates, its 
initial purpose was to train farmers in effective and sustainable agricultural practices, but it has 
since branched into a number of rural development areas. It is located in the village of Njawara, 
in the North Bank Region of The Gambia, around two kilometres from the border with Senegal. 
NATC’s office sits on six hectares of land, and includes dormitories and individual 
accommodation buildings, meeting and training spaces, demonstration sites, and offices. At the 
time of research, only a small number of its recent projects had consisted of formal training 
programmes based at the Centre but its activities still involved building knowledge within local 
farming communities. Project areas included: 

· Training related to agriculture and food security 
· Business development training, particularly agro-economic practices 
· Environmental management and restoration, such as the restoration of community 

forests 
· Water, sanitation and hygiene, involving schools as well as family compounds 
· Gender advocacy work 

Seven core staff members were employed at the time of research, including the Director, 
project managers, field coordinators (who were engaged in project-delivery), an accountant, 
and a driver who also assisted in project work. Others from the local area were often employed 
on an ad hoc basis, such as cooks and cleaners who assisted when guests or trainees were 
staying onsite. 

Historically, United Purpose had been NATC’s most prominent partner, though at the time of 
research it was also coming to the end of a long-term project with Belgian NGO, Solidagro, and 
was hoping to secure another large project with that organisation in the near future. Other 
recent projects had been funded by donor organisations such as the European Union and 
Methodist Relief Development Fund. 

Agency for the Development of Women & Children (ADWAC) 

ADWAC was the largest NGDO participating in the research, operating across the North Bank of 
The Gambia and with around thirty members of staff at the time. Core operations staff (such as 
the Director, finance and administration staff, and some programme coordinators and project 
officers) were based at the organisation’s main office in the town of Kerewan, whilst other 
programme-delivery staff were based at smaller field offices across the region. ADWAC was 
established in 1996 following the closure of the Gambian branch of an American INGO, Save the 
Children USA, after fourteen years of operations in the country. A group of Gambian staff who 
had worked for the INGO decided to continue its activities, and set up ADWAC, gradually 
expanding its work to cover the whole of the North Bank. Focusing primarily on support for 
women and children, at the time of research ADWAC worked in a range of programme areas: 
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· Agriculture and food security 
· Environmental management 
· Rights and governance 
· Healthcare, particularly mother and child healthcare 
· Education (children and adults) 
· Microcredit schemes 

ADWAC also operated a child sponsorship programme, the activities of which interlinked to the 
above areas. This programme was in partnership with ActionAid International The Gambia, with 
ADWAC running a Local Rights Programme (LRP) for the INGO. As such, AAITG provided the 
funding for a number of staff working on the LRP. ADWAC had also held partnerships with other 
INGOs in recent years, including Solidagro (working on the same multi-partner project as NATC) 
and Irish INGO Gorta (since named Self Help Africa). In addition to receiving funding via these 
organisations, its donors included the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, and 
AECID, the Spanish Agency for International Development Coordination. 

Ding Ding Bantaba (DDB) 

Ding Ding Bantaba primarily operated a child sponsorship programme, targeting deprived, 
excluded and vulnerable children and young people. It delivered projects as part of this 
programme on behalf of, and in partnership with, ChildFund International The Gambia. Rather 
than provide sponsorship income to individual children, the funding went towards projects 
within the sponsored child’s local community, which benefitted a number of families. At the 
time of research, recent projects had been in areas such as: 

· Healthcare, including the construction of community clinics 
· Education, including the running of nursery schools 
· Child protection 
· Income-generation and enterprise training for families 
· Tertiary training for youths 
· Water and sanitation 
· Sports programmes 
· Emergency support/disaster relief 

In addition to supporting settled families in local communities, DDB had also supported refugee 
communities who were displaced following conflict in the Casamance region of Senegal. 

DDB was established in 2003, and was technically a federation of seven community associations 
based in the Foni districts of The Gambia, in the West Coast Region of the country. Each 
community association had previously had its own programmes, as part of CFITG’s child 
sponsorship programme, but was then brought under DDB (with an office in Sibanor) in order to 
pool resources and reduce costs. After that point, DDB operated as a community-based 
organisation, with its staff (around 15 employees) operating all of the sponsorship programmes, 
and with two members from each community association sitting on the federation board. A few 
months after data collection was completed, DDB merged with another ChildFund-partnered 
federation in the region (again, to further reduce costs), and the organisation become Foni Ding 
Ding. 
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Although almost all of DDB’s funding came through CFITG (from a portion of the sponsorship), 
the NGDO did occasionally take on additional projects, with funding in recent years from the 
Federal Ministry of Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) in Germany and the US 
Embassy in The Gambia. 

St Joseph’s Family Farm Centre (SJFFC) 

St Joseph’s Family Farm Centre was initially set up in 1988 as a training centre for the local 
farming community, with the intention of discouraging rural to urban migration by supporting 
livelihood development in the local area. It was based in the town of Bwiam, in the West Coast 
Region of The Gambia. Established by an Irish Catholic priest, the organisation operated for 
many years as an independent community-based organisation, but recently began operating as 
part of the Catholic Development Organisation (CaDO). The two organisations had previously 
operated as partners, with some oversight from the Catholic diocese in The Gambia, but in 
order to effectively utilise resources and coordinate activities, SJFFC became a semi-
autonomous agency linked to CaDO. This reportedly made it easier for SJFFC to access support 
from the global (Catholic) development community, and it meant that some members of staff 
could work on activities for both organisations, including a programme manager and finance 
manager. CaDO operated in this way with two other organisations – the Catholic Education 
Secretariat and Gambia Pastoral Institute – although SJFFC was apparently more independent 
than these, having initially been established separately. 

Some of the participants in this research could be considered members of staff for SJFFC as they 
held significant roles within the organisation and were paid in part via SJFFC projects, although 
they were also technically employed by CaDO. In this sense, it was felt appropriate to categorise 
them as SJFFC staff in this research. However, this was also done due to the small number of 
people working for SJFFC (six at the time of the research) and the small number of SJFFC-CaDO 
staff participating, in order to prevent the identification of their comments and protect 
anonymity. 

SJFFC continued to work primarily in supporting rural farming communities, in the areas of: 

· Agricultural training and support 
· Gardening training and support 
· Forestry training and support 
· Early childhood development 

The training and projects they delivered involved small scale gardeners (i.e. those who 
produced vegetables for household consumption and/or small levels of trade; mostly women) 
as well as larger-scale farmers, for example those producing crops such as groundnuts primarily 
for sale. Their work in early childhood development had developed in recent years, in large part 
due to the availability of projects in the region relating to that area of work, and because of 
their involvement with refugee communities from Senegal, which required multifaceted 
support. 

SJFFC was the first partner CBO of United Purpose when it began working in the country. In 
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addition to its partnership with CaDO, it had held partnerships with the Catholic Relief Service. 
In recent years, project funding had come from organisations such as the UNDP, EU and US 
Embassy. 

United Purpose The Gambia (UPTG)17 

United Purpose has worked for over twenty-five years in The Gambia, with its office in the 
country operating as a semi-autonomous branch of the parent INGO based in the United 
Kingdom. At the time of research, it worked primarily on activities to support farming 
communities, through partnerships with community-level organisations, including NATC and 
SJFFC. This typically involved finding funding opportunities for projects, and identifying relevant 
partners across the country which could assist in delivering them, referred to as “implementing 
partners”. The support they offered to implementing partners involved advice and guidance on 
appropriate techniques and approaches, and capacity-building in financial management, 
programme management and governance. UPTG also worked to bring together community-
level organisations in working groups, including a “consortium” through which they could apply 
directly for larger project grants without UPTG necessarily being involved in the resulting 
activities. Solidagro’s project involving NATC, ADWAC, and other partner organisations was an 
example of this. 

UPTG had a partnership policy which it followed, and assessed partners based on their vision 
and values, governance structures, programme delivery capacity, and financial management. It 
worked regularly with certain donor organisations, particularly the European Union, in addition 
to receiving funds from its parent organisation in the UK. 

ActionAid International The Gambia (AAITG) 

An associated organisation of the ActionAid International Federation (headquartered in South 
Africa), AAITG operated across a range of areas in The Gambia related to social justice, gender 
equality and poverty eradication. It has worked in the country since 1979, and at the time of 
research, its objectives related to the promotion of sustainable agriculture, improving 
education, addressing gender-based violence and promoting the rights of women and girls, and 
contributing to the eradication of HIV/AIDS and malaria. It also supported advocacy groups in 
the country, particularly the youth network Activista The Gambia. 

AAITG had a number of community-based partners across the whole of The Gambia. Its 
partnership with ADWAC differed slightly to the others, as the NGDO was the only partner 
implementing AAITG’s child sponsorship programme and operating one of its Local Rights 
Programmes. The sponsorship was delivered to AAITG through other ActionAid partners around 
the world, particularly ActionAid UK. 

17 When the research began, United Purpose was named Concern Universal. Although occurring around 
the same time as a change of location within the UK and changes in senior management, this name 
change did not reflect any significant alterations in the missions, operations, or governance of the 
organisation. 
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For its other partnerships, AAITG assessed NGDOs’ reputations, management capacity, location, 
and past programmes and partnerships, and looked for evidence that the organisations could 
function for at least twelve months without AAITG’s support. Partnership agreements typically 
lasted around three years. AAITG had previously worked with NATC and, at the time of 
research, was in discussions with the NGDO around future partnerships. AAITG invited partners 
to work with it on projects, in addition to developing joint proposals or supporting partners with 
their own funding applications. Funding came from donor organisations, corporate donors, and 
philanthropists; via its international partners, AAITG reportedly occasionally received large 
donations in addition to regular child sponsorship. The number of new child sponsors they 
received varied significantly each year depending on the fundraising activities of international 
partners within the federation. 

Donor organisations working with AAITG in recent years included the EU, Global Fund to Fight 
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, and the British Embassy (since reverted to the British High 
Commission). The organisation was also reportedly involved in advocacy work to engage and 
influence donor organisations operating in the country. 

ChildFund International The Gambia (CFITG) 

ChildFund began working in The Gambia in 1984, as a schools-based organisation delivering a 
child sponsorship programme. At that point it was known as Christian Children’s Fund (CCF), 
though the religious name reportedly did not reflect its activities in The Gambia or other 
countries, but the motivations of its donors in the USA. It previously worked directly to deliver 
its sponsorship programmes within communities in The Gambia, but eventually took a step back 
to allow its federations (such as Ding Ding Bantaba) to take over and to operate semi-
independently. This was in part due to a move away from focusing on schools, to addressing 
children’s home and community lives. 

ChildFund International The Gambia (as it had since become known) became semi-autonomous 
from its parent organisation in the United States. It received sponsorship funding from a range 
of countries, particularly in Europe and North America. At the time of research, its associated 
federations, like DDB, reported to their own board, made up of members of the local 
community, through which they developed Area Strategic Plans (ASPs) outlining proposals for 
spending sponsorship funds. These ASPs would be approved (or not) by CFITG, and were 
required to align with the organisational strategy of CFITG in order to receive the funds. This 
involved activities in a range of areas but all child-focused, including early childhood 
development, education, healthcare, child protection, economic empowerment of parents, and 
skills training for young adults. 

In addition to its sponsorship programme, CFITG had occasionally received funds from other 
donor organisations and philanthropists, which went towards specific projects. However, at the 
time of research it had reportedly not been actively seeking additional donors. 
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Access and selection 

As noted earlier, an initial scoping study was conducted in January 2016 to identify participants 

for this research. Through previous professional connections to United Purpose in the UK, 

introductions were made to staff from United Purpose The Gambia. During this scoping study, 

ActionAid International The Gambia was also identified as an influential partner to many local 

NGDOs in the country, and introductory meetings were held with senior staff from that 

organisation. UPTG and AAITG consequently supported the fieldwork with practical help and 

advice (such as contacting participants, advising on transport etc.), in addition to identifying 

and facilitating introductions to the three of the case study organisations (NATC, ADWAC and 

SJFFC). Ding Ding Bantaba was contacted directly, rather than through an INGO partner. I had 

become aware of its potential relevance to the research after informally hearing of its self-

financing activities, and was able to find contact details through the organisation’s website. It 

was through this organisation that contact was made with another INGO; its partner ChildFund 

International The Gambia. 

The approach of gaining access to the participating organisations through their international 

partners had implications for the research. In practical terms, it made contacting these 

organisations much easier, due to the problems with communication infrastructure in the 

country; it was difficult to contact the community-level organisations from outside of the 

country, but their international partners could more easily be contacted by email. However, 

the INGOs could be seen to hold a certain degree of power over their partners; they had a 

significant influence over the ability to secure donor funding and provided development and 

training opportunities. Therefore the community-level NGDOs may have felt that they were 

required to provide access for the benefit of their relationship with their partners. For the 

purposes of gaining informed consent, it was therefore made clear that I had no affiliation with 

the international partners and that there was no obligation to take part, nor would there be 

ramifications for their relationships if they did not participate. Senior staff from each 

participating NGDO demonstrated an interest in the research and an awareness of the 

potential benefits for their organisation before providing consent, so it was felt that their 

participation was not coerced. 

With each participating NGDO, initial communication was made with a senior member of staff 

(i.e. Director/CEO-level) who was asked to provide consent for the organisation to participate 

in the research. Access to other individual members of staff was facilitated by senior staff, who 
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identified potential relevant participants and supported the arrangement of meeting times and 

locations. In the smaller case study NGDOs, all members of staff were interviewed. In the 

larger organisations, the number of participants was limited by the availability of staff (many 

programme-delivery staff worked across different areas of the country; some staff were on 

leave from work, etc.) and their connection to the research topic. Interviews were sought with 

some staff members whose work was not directly related to the topic of self-financing and its 

impact on the organisation and programme-delivery, in order to gain a range of perspectives. 

However this was limited so as not to cause unnecessary inconvenience and to avoid purely 

extractive data collection, if that individual’s participation was of no benefit to them directly18. 

There were no instances in which potential participants refused to be interviewed, and all 

requested meetings were fulfilled (there were no apparent attempts to prevent access to 

particular individuals). 

Access to beneficiaries and service-users for the administration of questionnaires was gained 

with help from the case study NGDOs. To a large extent, the sample was determined by the 

convenience of the participants’ locations; the questionnaires were administered by research 

assistants (RAs) whose ability to travel was limited by transport costs and practical difficulties 

(such as damaged roads following the rainy season) and time constraints. With each 

organisation, I discussed with programme staff and the RA the nature of the broader sampling 

frame (the villages in which programmes were delivered or services were offered), and we 

identified a sample of locations where the questionnaires could be administered, which were 

practical to access and which were representative of the wider target population. For example, 

the locations included areas where different types of programmes had been delivered, and 

where people of different ethnic groups were predominantly located. The NGDOs then 

provided the RAs with lists of their beneficiaries and service-users in those locations, and the 

research assistants identified participants based on their availability within the given 

timeframe. It was also explained to the RAs that where possible they should select participants 

with varied personal characteristics, such as age, gender and occupation. 

18 For example, in larger organisations there were auxiliary or support staff (e.g. drivers, cooks, cleaners) 
who were identified, through informal conversation, to have limited understanding or awareness of 
programme delivery or self-financing activities, or other information that could contribute to addressing 
the research questions. Some individuals in such roles did participate as their insight was relevant (for 
example, they may have had awareness of community relationships with the NGDOs), but in some 
instances their involvement was seen as being too much of an inconvenience to them, in comparison to 
the benefits for them and for the research. 
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This approach to identifying questionnaire respondents was practical for the research and is 

thought to have provided a broadly representative sample of the wider target population (the 

respondents varied in age, gender, occupation, ethnic group, and so on). The influence that 

the NGDO staff and RAs had over the sample selection had the potential to be problematic; for 

example, they may have only identified respondents known to have a favourable view of the 

organisation. The benefits of a representative sample were discussed with staff and RAs, with 

regards to the value of gaining a clear understanding of the views of target communities, for 

the purposes of their own work and the research project. Responses to the questionnaires, 

which also include criticisms and areas for development, suggest the sample was not 

manipulated in this way, but this issue has been considered during the analysis process, as 

discussed in Chapter 6. 

4.3 Data collection 

Data collection with each of the case study NGDOs took place over a period of around two 

weeks per organisation, with data from the partnering INGOs collected between these times. 

In line with the theoretical approach discussed above, and in order to address the specific 

research questions, a variety of methods were employed. In addition to the techniques 

described below, wherever possible the activities of the case study organisations were 

observed and field notes were recorded. This included self-financing activities in action, 

interactions with beneficiary communities, internal meetings and so on. Organisational records 

from the case study NGDOs were also analysed where possible. The availability of such data 

varied between each organisation, but included information such as organisational plans and 

strategy documents, and records or evaluations of SF activities. 

Given the focus on financing of NGDOs, it was initially expected that financial data for the 

NGDOs and their SF activities would be gathered and analysed where possible. However, once 

data collection was underway it was decided that such data would not be included in this 

research for a number of reasons. It became evident that it would be challenging to collect 

relevant financial information which would allow for comparison and conclusive findings 

across all organisations. Although some activities were operated and managed with formal, 

business-like practices, others were more casual, ad hoc and inconsistent. Similarly, some were 

large-scale operations which had required significant investment, whilst others used existing 

resources. These factors related to the varied motivations for implementing self-financing (as 
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discussed in Chapter 5), and the capacity of organisations to devote more or less attention to 

the activity at different points in time (see Chapter 7). It would therefore be challenging to 

collect data that accurately represented the levels of income that could be generated from 

particular activities if they were operated with similar levels of consistency. However, 

assessing the contexts in which SF is implemented, as well as internal NGDO practices, will 

enable understanding of factors which may influence both financial viability, and SF “success” 

as defined by the NGDOs themselves. 

Perhaps some of these challenges could have been addressed with more detailed economic 

analysis and even by examining a broader sample of organisations engaged in different SF 

activities. However, it was felt that this was not methodologically necessary, and to do so 

would have been misleading and distracted from the aims of the research. It became evident 

early in the research process that income-generation was not the only, or primary, motivation 

for SF, as will be discussed in Chapter 5. Although SF was often established in response to the 

challenges of traditional development funding systems, providing another form of support for 

the community was often a primary motivator. In line with that, in many cases efforts were 

made to reduce profit-making as far as possible in order to find a level of income-generation 

that would be appropriate for the customer base whilst allowing the activity (if not the 

organisation) to be self-sustaining. As discussed in Chapter 6, attempts to maximise profits 

could have potentially risked the reputation of the organisations and negatively affected 

community members. Even in the case of those SF activities which were specifically designed 

to generate income, exceptions were often made to provide services for free or lower prices to 

certain groups or individuals. As such, focusing on income generated would detract from 

understanding the main aims of many of the SF activities observed. With that in mind, 

comparing the financial “success” of the different SF activities within these case studies was 

irrelevant to a) understanding their viability as a source of income; and b) understanding which 

type of SF was the “best” one for organisations to engage in. In line with the understanding of 

“success” developed from the literature and research participants, those activities which fit 

with a broader range of positive impacts could be deemed more effective than those that 

simply generated the most money. 
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Interviews 

The majority of data collected for this this research has come from qualitative semi-structured 

interviews with staff from the participating NGDOs and INGOs. In line with the methodological 

approach, semi-structured interviews allowed participants the flexibility to voice and discuss 

their views and direct the discussion to a certain degree, whilst ensuring that questions 

pertinent to the research aims were asked and that there was a consistency in data collection 

across the participating organisations. All of the interviewees were fluent in English and 

interviews were conducted in that language; there was no need to use an interpreter. 

In order to address the research questions relating to the introduction of self-financing and its 

impact on all aspects of NGDO work, it was crucial that the views and experiences of staff from 

these organisations were examined. Semi-structured interviews were held with twenty-eight 

members of staff from these organisations19, including those engaged in management, 

administration and/or programme-delivery. Initial interviews were held with senior staff 

members who were able to provide an overview of the history of SF within the organisation, 

and of the organisation itself. These interviews were primarily concerned with “fact-finding” 

and understanding the nature of organisations’ SF activity, but they also provided an insight 

into participants’ perceptions of the process of introducing these activities. 

Interviews were then conducted with as many staff members as possible during the research 

period, focusing on their experience of working for the organisation, the nature of its work, 

and their perceptions of SF activity. For two of the case study organisations, all staff members 

were interviewed; for the other two (which were much larger organisations), the number of 

participants was limited by the availability of staff and the relevance of their position to 

addressing the research aims. It was considered important to interview managers, 

administrative staff and programme staff in order to collect a range of perspectives and 

knowledge of the impact of SF on various aspects of the organisation. Some individuals were 

interviewed more than once when data analysis during the fieldwork period led to the 

identification of gaps in my understanding or additional questions that could be asked. 

Interviews conducted with representatives of the participating INGOs explored their overall 

perceptions of the case study organisations, and their views towards SF activity. Questions 

were also asked regarding the state of development funding and challenges faced by NGDOs in 

19 NATC: 7 participants; ADWAC: 8 participants; DDB: 8 participants; SJFFC: 5 participants. 
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the country. Relevant staff members were identified from each organisation based on their 

knowledge of the case study NGDOs and/or of the state of fundraising for development 

programmes in the country. 

Questionnaires 

In order to address the research questions regarding the extent to which self-financing impacts 

development programmes and relationships with beneficiary communities, the views of 

individuals who interacted with the NGDOs as project-beneficiaries or service-users were also 

researched. In order to collect the views of a range of individuals within the target population, 

questionnaires were administered to between 20 and 30 respondents per organisation (103 in 

total)20. The questionnaires were administered by three research assistants, all of whom had 

experience of conducting similar research (for example, for interviews, surveys, or project 

evaluations). The RAs were individually trained on the administration of the questionnaires, 

and on issues of confidentiality and the need for accuracy. The questionnaires were written in 

English and responses were recorded by the RAs, who translated the questions to the local 

languages used by the respondents and then translated the answers back into English. Again, 

this was a process that the RAs were experienced in. 

Using structured questionnaires, made up of predominantly closed questions (with some 

open-ended questions where appropriate), allowed more participants to be reached than if 

qualitative interviews or focus groups had been used; they were relatively quick to administer 

and less time was required to build up rapport and translate questions and responses. Limiting 

responses to pre-determined options may have restricted the opportunity to uncover 

unexpected responses, but in practice the respondents did express some additional views 

which were recorded by the RAs at the end of each questionnaire. In addition, the lack of 

depth and detail was balanced by a greater number of respondents, and the relative speed and 

convenience of administering questionnaires (compared to interviews or focus groups) meant 

the research process was less disruptive to participants – an important consideration due to 

the fact that this group of participants were likely to see fewer direct or immediate benefits to 

participating. 

20 NATC: 30; ADWAC: 30; DDB: 23; SJFFC: 20. 
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It is possible that the use of RAs may have affected participants’ willingness to express certain 

opinions due to social desirability (Bryman 2004: 127), although this may also have been the 

case if I had administered the questionnaires myself. It is expected that by explaining the 

purpose of the questionnaire and the way in which the data would be used, participants will 

have been more willing to respond accurately. There was also a risk that the RAs may 

deliberately or accidentally misrepresent the responses of the participants, or not accurately 

relay information from the researcher regarding consent and the purpose of the research, 

particularly due to translating the information into different languages. Efforts were made to 

avoid these issues by recruiting RAs who were not affiliated with the organisations involved in 

the research, and who did not have a vested interest in its outcomes. Completed 

questionnaires were checked part way through each administration period to ensure they 

were being completed correctly and to address any concerns or challenges faced by the RAs. It 

was emphasised during training that assistants should record responses as accurately as 

possible. Potential errors or inaccuracies have been taken into account during the data analysis 

process. 

Group discussions 

In order to determine the success and sustainability of self-financing (SF) activities, the 

research design drew on an analytical framework derived from the literature. However, it was 

also important to incorporate the conceptualisations of success and sustainability held by the 

staff working with the case study organisations, rather than imposing judgements purely from 

an outsider’s perspective. Consequently, participatory research techniques were utilised, 

involving staff from the case study NGDOs. I facilitated group discussions which explored the 

nature of each organisation, its aims and values, its achievements and shortcomings, and its 

relationships with other development actors and communities. Identifying the formal and 

informal objectives which staff were working towards, and understanding what they 

considered to be markers of success, contributed to the analytical framework used to assess 

whether self-financing activities have been effective. The extent to which SF has had an impact 

on development projects, organisational management, and relationships with other actors, 

could therefore be analysed in the context of the organisations’ aspirations, in addition to 

those indicators of success identified in the literature. 
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This approach was adopted with the intention of improving the relevance of the research to 

the participants’ lived experiences, and to ensure that their priorities and objectives were 

reflected in the findings of the research. However, it was also intended that these participatory 

discussions would be of practical value for the participants. It was hoped that the process of 

reflecting on and identifying the strengths and impacts of their organisation would support 

them in appreciating the value of their work, and subsequently in demonstrating this to 

donors, partners and communities. The extent to which this occurred varied between the 

participating organisations; the staff from one organisation were particularly enthused by the 

discussion and took pride in displaying the discussion outputs, in contrast to less enthusiastic 

responses from staff from the other participating organisations. The positionality of the 

researcher in such participatory research situations is considered to be influential (Salas and 

Tillmann 2009), and it is thought possible that the variation in engagement with the task may 

have been in part due to my relationship with the research participants. I had previously spent 

considerably more time socialising with those from the more enthusiastic group, which may 

have made them feel more comfortable in the discussion and less sceptical about the purpose 

of the exercise. 

It was intended that a group meeting would be held for each case study organisation, but this 

did not take place with one NGDO, due to the small number of staff available (three, including 

the director). Staff from this organisation seemed more reluctant to provide details about their 

operations, due in part, it seemed, to the reduced capacity of the organisation in recent years 

(in terms of staff numbers, funding received, and number and scope of projects). In order to 

not risk damaging the rapport I had attempted to build with staff, and to ensure participation 

in the research was a positive experience for those willing to take part, I decided not to pursue 

the group meeting. The group interviews were held at the end of the research period spent 

with each organisation. This gave me the opportunity to observe the relationships between 

staff and assess their responses to my research, and consider how these factors would 

influence their participation in group discussions. 

For the group discussions, the most senior manager (director/CEO-level) from each 

organisation was asked not to participate, with the intention of facilitating a more open 

discussion amongst other staff (in case there was reluctance to express concerns or criticisms 

about the organisation) and ensuring that the conversation was not dominated by those who 

were used to speaking on behalf of the organisation. It was also expected that senior 

managers would have a greater awareness of such things as the formally-identified aims and 
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values of their organisation, and it was possible that these might differ from those identified 

by other staff members. The outputs from each discussion were, however, made available to 

all staff. 

The number of participants at these group meetings was determined by the availability of 

staff; although individual interviews (see below) were relatively easy to arrange, finding a 

convenient time for several members of staff to meet was more challenging, and was also 

determined by the importance they placed on participating in the research. For one NGDO, all 

staff members (excluding the director) participated in the group meeting, and the director had 

taken responsibility for arranging this and ensuring their availability. For another, only four 

members of staff were available on the day; despite arranging the meeting in advance, other 

work and personal commitments meant that several people could not attend. The third group 

meeting was held with most staff members from that organisation – all of those who were at 

the office at the time and for whom it was convenient. 

The inclusive nature of these discussions was designed to ensure that various opinions were 

represented and shared, and efforts were made to encourage all participants to contribute to 

the discussion. For many staff, these techniques were familiar, as they have previously been 

engaged in Participatory Rural Appraisal processes with their constituents, and staff generally 

appeared to appreciate the benefits of the process and were willing to participate. In each 

group discussion, a series of questions were posed to the staff and each individual was given 

the opportunity to contribute to answering the question if they wished. Responses were 

summarised and noted down and then repeated back to the participants for confirmation that 

I had correctly interpreted their views. This information was then recorded on poster-sized 

sheets of paper so it could be read by all participants; these outputs were kept by the 

organisations and made available to other members of staff. 

Recording data 

All of the semi-structured interviews and group discussions undertaken were recorded with a 

digital audio-recording device, after consent was gained from each individual participant. 

Written notes were also made during and after the interviews. The outputs from the group 

discussions (posters recording the participants’ responses to the discussion topics) were 

retained by the participating organisations, after photographs had been taken. Printed copies 
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of the questionnaire were used (a separate copy per respondent) and filled out by hand by the 

research assistants. A copy of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix 1. 

In order to maintain confidentiality and anonymity, codes were used to represent 

organisations and staff in data collection notes and analysis. Respondents to the 

questionnaires remained anonymous, with no names or identifying characteristics being 

recorded. Each completed questionnaire was given a code indicating the organisation the 

respondent was connected with, their location and the date the questionnaire was completed. 

4.4 Researcher position and ethics 

Positionality 

It is particularly important when undertaking research in a development context to consider 

the position of the researcher in relation to the recipients – even more so in a post-colonial 

context based on a legacy of extraction of resources (including knowledge) and the 

destructive influence of Western impositions (Tuhiwai Smith 2008: 20). There has historically 

been a criticism of the tendency for Western researchers to analyse and represent the 

experiences of those in developing countries through “the eyes of the West” (Tuhiwai Smith 

2008: 1). This leads to a misunderstanding of the context and experiences of those involved, 

and does not take into account the impact of the researcher and the research process, both 

with regard to the impact on the validity of the data collection and on the lives of participants. 

As an “outsider” to the research setting, I needed to regularly reflect on factors which might 

have influenced my perception of the field and my understanding of the context. Having some 

degree of distance from the research subject has allowed me to analyse the data without 

preconceptions to a certain extent, but that is not to say that my position and experiences will 

not have affected my understanding. Inhabiting an entirely neutral position is not possible 

when collecting and interpreting data on social phenomena, and endeavouring to do so 

“results in the unwitting adoption of standards of normativity that are no less positioned” 

(Adams 2014: 468). Involving participants with a range of roles, responsibilities and levels of 

investment in the outcome of the research has allowed for a variety of perspectives to be 

collated. Using qualitative semi-structured interviews ensured participants were able to 

discuss their views in detail (which minimised the potential for misinterpretation) and were 

given the opportunity to bring up information or viewpoints which I may not have predicted. 
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Wherever possible, I aimed to verify my observations and judgements on the research context, 

either by discussing them with participants or with other contacts in the country with 

experience of the context. 

It is important to acknowledge that I approached this research with the view that NGDOs can 

play an important role within the development sector. Previously, I was a trustee on the board 

of a UK-based development organisation working with NGDO partners in The Gambia (not 

those organisations participating in this research). This experience contributed to my 

knowledge of the field and influenced the development of the research questions. More 

broadly, it led me to my interest in exploring how to improve and support NGDO activities 

where it is felt they are needed, rather than specifically challenging their overall validity and 

value to the wider sector. However, by engaging with extensive existing research into NGDOs, 

particularly critiques of their ability to contribute effectively to development, I have tried to 

maintain an awareness of different interpretations of the data I collect. Furthermore, I believe 

in the importance of acting as a “critical friend” (Mason 2015), supporting the development of 

NGDOs by identifying and acknowledging opportunities for improvement. 

As a white, British researcher working in The Gambia (a former British colony), I was conscious 

of the actual and perceived power dynamics associated with my relative wealth, ethnicity and 

education, and participants’ expectations regarding my understanding of the research context. 

It was explained ahead of each interaction with participants (interviews, group discussions, 

questionnaires) that there was no obligation to participate, and informed consent was sought. 

My previous experience of working with NGDOs in The Gambia was beneficial when 

developing relationships with some research participants; in addition to providing a topic of 

conversation, being able to demonstrate a long-term interest in NGDO work in the country 

appeared to improve people’s opinions regarding the motivations for my research. I was able 

to reassure them that I did intend to follow up on the research and produce results which 

would support their work, rather than simply extracting knowledge. As is the case in many low-

income countries, numerous research projects involving development organisations have 

taken place in The Gambia, with varying consequences for the participants (Simonds and 

Christopher 2013). I was aware of my position as another white, Western researcher in this 

context, and the implications this had for participant “buy-in”. Showing an interest in and 

understanding of the country demonstrated my commitment to research which aimed to be of 

value to Gambian NGDOs, in addition to the research design which enabled participants to 

continue to be involved in the research after initial data collection. 
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Ethical considerations 

These issues of positionality have implications for the ethics of this research, which has been 

conducted in line with Coventry University’s Ethical Approval Process. Of particular importance 

were issues of consent and confidentiality. Before and during data collection, I emphasised to 

participants that they were under no obligation to take part, and that they were free to revoke 

their consent at any point in the research process. Participants have remained anonymous in 

research notes and the writing up of the research21, and the information they provided will 

remain confidential (i.e. no name or identifying characteristics will be attached to a particular 

quote or piece of information). None of the individuals or organisations asked to participate in 

this research refused to give consent for the data they provided to be used in this research, 

and none have since withdrawn consent. 

The names of NGDO project-beneficiaries and/or service-users responding to questionnaires 

were not formally asked for or recorded22, so their participation remained anonymous. It was 

not necessary to collect personal information for the purposes of the research. One 

consequence of this was that follow-up questions or the sharing of findings could not take 

place with these participants. However, the respondents were provided with the means and 

opportunities to contact the researcher and Coventry University should they wish to request or 

offer further information. In addition to protecting the participants, it is thought that these 

considerations supported the collection of valid and reliable data, as participants are expected 

to have been more comfortable in expressing their views without fear of repercussions. 

When working with participants from the case study NGDOs, consent for the inclusion of the 

organisation was provided by a senior manager or leader within the organisation (i.e. the 

Director or equivalent position), but further consent was sought from each individual involved. 

Despite organisational consent being given, it was made clear to individual staff members that 

they were personally not obligated to participate. Responses to interview questions remain 

confidential, and efforts have been made in writing up the research to ensure that views 

21 Some participants were aware of other organisations involved in the research (for example, because 
they helped with communication or transport between organisations, or were acquaintances of those 
working at other organisations), and inevitably were aware of colleagues taking part. However, 
information regarding the individuals who participated has not been shared beyond those participants, 
and the importance of confidentiality has been emphasised to all involved. 
22 Names of respondents were shared with the questionnaire administrators for the purposes of 
identifying relevant participants (see “Access”, below) but records of those names were not retained or 
shared. 
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cannot be attributed to particular participants. The fact that individuals were participating in a 

professional capacity has been given particular consideration, due to the risk that expressing 

their views could have ramifications for their work and relationships with colleagues. 

Regarding the partner INGOs participating in the research, consent for the organisations’ 

involvement was gained from senior management, and further consent sought from the 

individual staff members involved. 

Each individual NGDO project-beneficiary/service-user who participated in the research was 

asked to give consent, and the questionnaire administrators explained that there was no 

obligation for them to participate. Participants’ responses have not been seen by anyone but 

the researcher and questionnaire administrator. Others from the community may have been 

aware that an individual participated, but it has been made clear to the participants that their 

responses will remain confidential. 

The use of Research Assistants affected the confidentiality of information provided by 

participants, as their responses were therefore being shared with an additional third party. The 

questionnaire administrators were given training on confidentiality issues and were required 

to sign consent forms agreeing to not share the information with anyone else. They were also 

required to explain issues of confidentiality to respondents and gain verbal consent. The 

questionnaires were written and completed in English, but the administrators translated the 

questions and responses in local languages23. 

In all research it is important that the process is not simply extractive in its gathering of 

knowledge (Adams 2014). Particularly in a post-colonial context, extracting “knowledge” 

without the active participation of those being researched, and then classifying and 

representing it through the eyes of the researcher (Tuhiwai Smith 2008), both perpetuates the 

damaging power dynamics between the “developed” and “developing” worlds, and hinders 

the credibility and validity of the research process. The data collection involving 

beneficiaries/service-users had the potential to appear more extractive as the participants may 

not feel the direct benefits of participating that NGDO staff members might, and they had less 

opportunity to fully express their views due to the choice of method. To counteract this, 

efforts were made to ensure that the data collection process caused as little disruption as 

possible to the respondents (i.e. taking place at a convenient time and location) and it was 

23 Mandinka, Wolof, Jola. 
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made clear that they were under no obligation to participate or share particular information if 

that was undesirable or inconvenient. 

4.5 Data analysis 

In accordance with the adopted iterative approach, initial analysis occurred during the 

fieldwork period, and further data was sought where necessary. Semi-structured interviews 

provided the majority of data to be analysed. The interviews were audio-recorded and notes 

were taken during and after the meetings; initial analysis of these notes informed later 

interviews. Recordings were played back, and additional notes made about the content. 

Sections of the interviews pertinent to addressing the research questions were transcribed and 

analysed in further detail where necessary, such as instances where the content and language 

being used had particular significance. Themes in the data were identified, drawing on the 

analytical framework, and NVivo analysis software was used to code and analyse the data. 

The questionnaires were coded and the data input into and analysed using Microsoft Excel24 . 

Data recorded in field-notes and outputs from the participatory group discussions have been 

used to strengthen the analytical framework, and any information which related to the 

research questions was noted, and coded and analysed using NVivo. 

A year after data collection, I returned to The Gambia and met with some of the participants of 

the research, including staff from ADWAC, DDB, SJFFC, UPTG, AAITG and CFITG25. I held group 

meetings with each of the organisations, at which I presented the preliminary findings of the 

research. For the NGDOs, I also presented reports on the results of the questionnaires, 

highlighting any results which may be of particular use or interest to them in general, as well as 

in the context of the research topic. The intention of these meeting was to a) receive feedback 

on the findings to “sense-check” my analysis and understand whether there were aspects I had 

misunderstood or gaps I had missed; and b) to provide participants with an insight into the 

outcomes of the research, to ensure that any useful ideas and recommendations could be 

utilised in a timely manner. I also reconfirmed consent to publish the names and details of the 

organisations involved. 

24 Detailed statistical analysis software was not required or appropriate due to the relatively small 
sample size. 
25 The majority of staff from NATC were travelling together for project-related activities at the time. My 
preliminary report and the results of the questionnaires were shared via email instead. 
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The findings were well-received, and staff appreciated the effort to revisit them, which was 

evidently unexpected. No major changes were made to my analyses as a result of the trip, 

though discussing the findings at this stage did help to identify the most useful and relevant 

points for those involved. Furthermore, I was able to learn a lot more about developments in 

the political situation in the country following the change of government a year before, which 

aided my understanding of the implications of the research in a changing context. 

Developing an analytical framework 

The literature discussed in Chapter 2 was drawn on to create a framework to aid the analysis 

of data. As the aim of the research was to understand the impact of self-financing on NGDOs, 

analysis focussed on factors influencing the success and sustainability of organisations. There is 

little discussion within NGDO or other organisational development literature on what these 

terms fundamentally mean. As shown in Chapter 2, the focus is typically on what constitutes 

success and sustainability; in other words, the characteristics discussed in the following 

paragraphs. Furthermore, much of the discussion of success often relates to success of the 

sector as whole, rather than individual organisations. However, definitions can be inferred 

from the literature on success and sustainability, which typically relates to evidence of the 

achievement of goals, ways of working in line with with certain guiding principles, and the 

ability to maintain activities for as long as needed (typically long-term, but not necessarily so if 

goals are quickly met) (for example Amagoh 2015, Banks and Hulme 2012, Edwards 2010, 

Fowler 1997). Consequently, in this research success is understood as the ability of the 

organisation to operate effectively and in line with its core purpose, and sustainability as the 

ability to maintain the existence of the organisation and its work for the length of time 

required to achieve its aims. Within the literature reviewed, several characteristics were 

identified which were deemed to determine the success and/or sustainability of NGDOs. There 

are commonalities to these characteristics within NGDOs at all levels, whether international 

“intermediary” or community-level “grassroots” organisations. These characteristics provided 

a framework with which to analyse the impact of self-financing on an NGDO’s success and 

sustainability, and informed the data collection process. As presented in Table 4.2, potential 

factors influencing an NGDO’s ability to achieve these characteristics were also identified in 

the literature, and were taken into account during analysis and data collection. 
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In Table 4.2, several traits were categorised as characteristics of success, sustainability, or both 

– although many of these are interconnected as they all contribute to an NGDO’s ability to 

effectively address the development needs of target beneficiaries. The characteristics of 

success reflect those attributes associated with the benefits of NGDOs’ involvement in 

development interventions: their connection to the grassroots and understanding of the local 

context, and their foundation in and adherence to strong principles (e.g. human rights, 

environmentalism, social and political equality).  The literature also identified that NGDOs may 

be in the best position to challenge the societal structures which perpetuate poverty and 

inequality through participatory and “people-centred” forms of development, and a successful 

NGDO should take on that role. 

Several attributes were identified as characteristic of both success and sustainability. For 

example, the ability to be innovative and flexible ensures that organisations can continue to 

find effective approaches to meeting the needs of beneficiaries, in addition to making sure 

their work can remain relevant to new or changing contexts and challenges in the long term. 

Connected to this is the characteristic of strong internal capacity in the form of effective 

governance and staff skills and knowledge, which the literature identified as being connected 

to the ability to be innovative. Similarly, one of the suggested benefits of utilising local NGDOs 

to implement development initiatives was their potential to be more cost-effective and 

efficient than bureaucratic state-run programmes and private organisations. This efficiency 

should arguably be led by a desire to get the most from resources which have been bestowed 

upon them for the benefit of the wider community, not political or personal gain. 

Key characteristics of sustainability identified in the literature were the availability of various 

sources of income and a strong long-term vision and plan. Despite difficulties in managing 

funding relationships with several donors it was widely suggested that dependence on a single 

donor is a significant hindrance to sustainability. Again, given the investment that is placed in 

NGDOs – from donors and community members – it is important that they have a plan in place 

for achieving their stakeholders’ shared goals. 

In addition to identifying these characteristics, arguments in the literature were drawn on to 

suggest potential influential factors which could impact NGDOs’ abilities to achieve success 

and sustainability, as shown in Table 4.2. For example, the issue of funding was identified as 

having an influence on these characteristics in a number of different ways, from distracting 

NGDOs from their original missions and values to prohibiting innovative and efficient project 
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design. Building on these arguments, possible indicators were noted which may provide 

evidence of the characteristics of success and sustainability being present within NGDOs. 

These aspects of the framework were used during data collection and analysis to guide the 

search for information, influencing the generation of the interview guides and questionnaires 

and prompting the identification of possible themes during analysis. In line with the 

methodological approach, the exploration of the subject was not limited to these potential 

indicators, but they served as a useful tool to contextualise the data in existing debates and aid 

understanding of the work of NGDOs. 

As discussed above, data collection included research into the ways in which NGDO staff 

characterised success and sustainability themselves. This was intended to identify ways in 

which the understanding of these concepts may vary between development practitioners and 

the ideas presented in academic literature. The findings from this data collection will be 

presented in Chapter 7, with an updated version of this analytical framework incorporating 

participant views. This will ensure that analysis is of relevance to those participating in the 

research, in addition to identifying possible limitations within the literature. 
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Table 4.2 – Analytical framework 

Characteristic Factors influencing ability to achieve 
characteristic 

Possible indicators of this characteristic being 
present 

Su
cc

es
s 

Connection to grassroots, 
context-appropriate 
approach 

× Availability of funding for particular development 
themes 

× Requirements of funders (not adaptable to 
context) 

× Evidence of consultations with communities 
× Strategies reflecting changing beneficiary 

needs/different needs of different beneficiaries 

Strong principles, value-
driven 

× Conflicting demands, imperative to 
gain/generate income 

× Requirements of funders differing from original 
principles 

× Clear mission statement 
× Internal awareness of/consensus on 

organisational goals 
× External awareness of organisational goals 

Challenges societal 
structures, empowers 
communities 

× Requirements of funders (service-delivery focus) 
× Need to fill service-delivery gap for constituents 

× Projects designed to empower/challenge societal 
structures 

× Awareness of structural constraints/challenges 
demonstrated in goals/mission statements 

People-centred 
development, 
accountable to service-
users/beneficiaries 

× Reporting requirements of donors/partners 
× Existence of strategies/mechanisms in place to 

ensure accountability 
× Staff capacity to utilise accountability 

mechanisms 

× Accountability mechanisms in place and being 
utilised 

× Reasonable accountability agreements with 
donors 

× Beneficiaries feel the organisation is accountable 
to them 

Su
cc

es
s/

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y 

Innovative × Requirements of funders (lack of flexibility) 
× Availability of funding for new/innovative 

projects 
× Organisational capacity (staff, facilities) 

× Awareness of different approaches to 
development projects 

× Capacity and opportunity to try different 
approaches 

× Bottom-up project design, not donor-prescribed 

Cost-effective, efficient × Short-term projects prohibiting long-term impact 
– minimal ROI 

× Bureaucratic requirements of funders resulting in 
over-spend (time and money) on reporting 

× Evidence of long-term strategy for projects, 
projects building on previous work/investments 

× Evidence of appropriate time spent on 
reporting/bureaucracy 

× Staff perception of efficiency 

Flexible, responsive to 
changing needs 

× Requirements of funders (prescriptive, set 
targets) 

× Dependence on one donor, no support for 
alternative projects 

× Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms in place 
to  track beneficiary needs 

× Evidence of changes to aims/activities in line 
with changing beneficiary needs 

× Relationships with several donors (appropriate to 
different needs) 

Strong governance, staff 
capacity 

× Lack of funding for administrative/management 
costs – inability to attract skilled staff 

× Lack of funding for capacity-building/staff-
development 

× Poor governance structures in place and/or not 
followed 

× Ability to pay staff salaries 
× Finances/support available to cover staff 

development costs 
× Clarity regarding various responsibilities of staff 

and strong leadership 

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y 

Multiple income streams × Lack of donors operating in the 
geographical/thematic area 

× Lack of capacity to research/write bids 
× Lack of capacity to identify alternative income 

streams 

× Project funding from more than one donor 
× Strategies for generating income from various 

sources 
× Capacity/facilities for researching/writing bids 

Strong long-term 
goals/vision 

× Availability of only short-term project funding 
× Reliance on short-term goals/strategies 
× Lack of clear long-term strategy 

× Awareness of/consensus on organisational goals 
× Clear mission and long-term vision for the 

organisation and strategy to achieve it 
× Strategies for generating income in the long-term 

92 



         

           

          

       

           

            

    

            

            

          

        

      

        

          

        

        

        

           

      

         

       

      

       

        

       

     

 

 

 

 

4.6 Conclusion 

By utilising the methodological approach and practical research techniques discussed, I was 

able to collect a range of empirical data on the under-researched area of NGDO self-financing 

within a development context. Through the methodological choices, I was able to interpret the 

reported experiences of participants and set this within the context of wider development 

structures. By placing NGDO staff perspectives at the centre of the research, I was able to gain 

an understanding of how SF impacted various aspects of each NGDO, from project delivery to 

interactions between staff. 

The four cases that were selected for this study allowed me to gain an in-depth view of these 

various impacts of SF on NGDOs. However, they were also representative of the different types 

of community-level organisation operating in The Gambia. As will be shown in the following 

chapter, these organisations all experienced similar challenges due to the development system 

in The Gambia and globally. Therefore, despite their specific features, the data from these 

cases is likely to be generalizable to other organisations in the country and beyond. 

Utilising several data collection methods was valuable in this research. The majority of the data 

presented in the following chapter came from interviews with participants, but this was 

supported with material from the questionnaires (see Chapter 6 in particular), observations 

and group discussions. The latter were particularly useful for developing a comprehensive 

analytical framework, which was used to guide data collection and analysis. Far from being 

prescriptive or restricting analysis, this framework enabled the findings from this specific 

context to be related to the broader academic debates on the subject, expanding analysis 

beyond the immediate impacts on the NGDOs. This helped in addressing the overarching 

research question – To what extent, and in what ways, can self-financing activities affect the 

success and sustainability of NGDOs in The Gambia? – and in assessing the relevance of the 

research to the broader field of study, as discussed in the concluding chapter. 

The following chapter begins the presentation and discussion of the research findings, which is 

undertaken in the next four chapters. 
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Chapter 5 

Understanding the Context of NGDO Self-Financing 

It has been seen from the review of the literature (Chapter 2) and the exploration of 

development funding in The Gambia (Chapter 3) that NGDOs in the country have been 

operating in a context of limited financial support and challenging donor-recipient 

relationships. This chapter presents the findings of this research with regard to the ways in 

which participating NGDOs’ experiences and perceptions of this context have led to the 

introduction of self-financing (SF). 

This chapter begins by outlining participants’ understanding of the global development funding 

system, including views on donor priorities and the ways in which funding was distributed. This 

includes international aid agencies, as well as individual charitable donors, both of which were 

understood to have faced constraints since the global financial crisis. The analysis goes on to 

look specifically at the availability of funding in The Gambia. It was clear to participants that 

the country was not favoured by donors, with many attributing this to bigger problems in 

other countries. However, it is argued that the political situation in The Gambia was a more 

significant issue for funding than participants from NGDOs were initially willing to express; 

evidence from INGO partners, particularly post-election, indicated that donor organisations 

and INGOs were discouraged from operating in the country due to the challenging human 

rights context. 

The lack of funding was not the only issue presented by participants, with the nature of 

available funding also creating issues for NGDOs. The chapter goes on to present the 

challenges that were identified in relation to short-term funding, and donor influence on 

project design and spending. The impacts of these are then discussed, particularly in relation 

to the challenges of retaining and motivating staff and covering the running costs of 

organisations. 

The ways in which NGDOs responded to these challenges are discussed in the third section of 

this chapter. Self-financing is presented here as a possible means for countering these 

challenges, by providing an additional source of income. The SF activities undertaken by the 

participating NGDOs are presented in Table 5.1, which sets out the objectives of each activity, 

the target market or customers, and how the activity was established. However, it is also 
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argued that motivations for establishing SF went beyond income-generation, and related to 

the desire to help communities however possible, and make the most of existing resources. 

5.1 The availability of development funding for NGDOs in The Gambia 

Perceptions of global financial challenges and difficulties securing funding 

In Chapter 3, it was discussed that overseas development assistance (ODA) in The Gambia has 

reduced in recent years, in addition to a decline in support from INGOs and development 

agencies utilising both philanthropic backing and aid. The Gambia is not a priority funding area 

for bilateral and multilateral aid, and as such it has been categorised as an “aid orphan” 

(Davies and Klasen 2018, Ericsson and Steensen 2014). Although in the latter years of 

President Jammeh’s rule there were efforts to attract funding from new donor countries in the 

Middle East, success in this endeavour was limited, and such funding typically related to 

infrastructural projects rather than support for civil society. Participants from all INGOs and 

NGDOs involved in this research (see Table 4.1) were aware of these reductions, and 

consistently presented funding as one of the major challenges facing their organisations and 

partners. It was reported that major donors had been cutting funding for Gambian NGOs, and 

in the early stages of the research (pre-election) there was an expectation that this trend was 

likely to continue: “… in the long term … the level of funding from donors will decline whether 

we like it or not” (ADWAC3). 

When asked for their views on why there had been a reduction in funding, participants 

primarily blamed a general lack of resources available for development work at the global 

level, and demonstrated a belief that donor organisations did not have the income themselves 

to finance development projects: “it’s because the donors also have their personal problems 

now” (NATC7). It was noticeable to participants that the availability of development funding 

had reduced since the 2007-2008 global financial crisis and subsequent economic recessions in 

donor countries: “There is little funding coming from Europe since we had this economic crisis; 

the recession started, so there is very little” (SJFFC1). 

In addition to the perception that donor countries and aid agencies were struggling to offer 

support due to their own financial difficulties, participants from organisations utilising 

primarily philanthropic funds also reported a reduction in money and the number of individual 

donors. Agency for the Development of Women & Children (ADWAC) and Ding Ding Bantaba 
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(DDB) in particular were heavily reliant on child sponsorship programmes and reported a trend 

of individual sponsors from overseas (in Europe, North America, South America and Asia) 

reducing their support, and new sponsors being more difficult to attract: 

… the funding gaps are getting wider and getting sponsorship donors is definitely 
challenging. And most of our sponsors, especially our children, come from parts of 
the Western world, some come from Asia and the Americas. And recently, 
sponsors have been leaving in numbers … Some of the reasons include economic 
turbulences … while others … could be as a result of job loss, economic dwindling 
and a lot of other issues. (DDB6) 

It was also implied that because of the difficult financial circumstances of sponsors, they were 

less tolerant of perceived failings on the part of the NGDO. This links to the arguments found in 

the literature that there are increasing concerns over NGDO credibility and effectiveness 

amongst members of the public in donor countries (Amagoh 2015, Mitlin, Hickey and 

Bebbington 2007). The following account suggests sponsors were unwilling to give NGDOs the 

benefit of the doubt when mistakes were made: 

… at the community level, there are certain requirements that are to be met by 
the particular sponsored child, and the parents equally have obligations. In 
fulfilling those obligations, if there is anything that is short … it raises some 
eyebrows. And some of the sponsors will not even give room for explanation ... if 
any party, particularly the sponsor party, is found wanting, it always leads to 
cancellation. (DDB6) 

Of course, the recipients of philanthropic support have an obligation to ensure funding is used 

as promised, but it was reported that some problems were difficult for the NGDOs to 

overcome, and mitigating factors were not taken into consideration. Staff from DDB reported 

that in recent years the trend of youth migration (internally or to other countries) had 

extended to young people enrolled on their sponsorship programme, and therefore the 

associated income had been lost. Although it may be hoped that the sponsorship support 

would prevent such migration in some way, this was arguably a national problem with causes 

and solutions beyond the scope of one NGDO. 

Donor interest in The Gambia: national and international competition 

Participants also felt that difficulties in securing donor funding were exacerbated by the 

number of NGDOs (within the country and globally) which were competing for the same funds. 

Calls for project proposals from donor agencies were often extended to several countries 
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within Africa or globally, but even when targeted at The Gambia there were typically several 

NGDOs seeking the same funds. Efforts to secure funding for NGDOs were often coordinated 

by INGO partners like United Purpose The Gambia (UPTG) or ActionAid International The 

Gambia (AAITG), which would identify several partners to implement a project and facilitate it 

at a national level. However, even in such cases, there was still an element of competition 

involved. Participants from one NGDO explained that its INGO partner had received funding for 

the next stage of a national project, but had decided not to continue utilising that NGDO and 

was instead working with another partner organisation (for reasons unspecified by the 

participants). One participant claimed the issue of competition was perpetuated by NGDOs’ 

unwillingness to coordinate efforts despite similarities in programme aims: “It’s very 

competitive, and I think it’s high time also we [the NGDO sector] put our house together … But 

everyone wants to be your own boss” (ADWAC8). Other participants did describe intentions to 

build partnerships to make the most of resources, but such relationships were not found to be 

well-developed. 

It was reported that Gambian NGDOs were often also competing internationally for project 

funding. Calls for proposals were frequently open to organisations from a range of countries, 

and participants from Njawara Agricultural Training Centre (NATC) reported that on several 

occasions they had been informed that, even after a global call had been published, donors 

had subsequently decided to focus on other regions, such as Asia. Others reported that there 

were few calls for proposals open to Gambian recipients, and there was a common belief that 

The Gambia was not a priority for donor organisations, reflecting the evidence presented in 

Chapter 3: 

When it comes to international organisations, international donor agencies, 
Gambia is not their priority at the moment … compared to other countries, 
whereby you have a lot of funds for those countries. (ADWAC7) 

The explanations for this lack of donor interest often related to the view that other countries 

and regions, or particular development issues, were seen as requiring greater support. 

National and international problems, such as violent conflict and the global refugee crisis, were 

identified as being priorities for partner INGOs and donors, reflecting the recent OECD 

statistics regarding ODA directed to hosting and processing refugees in donor countries (OECD 

2016c). 
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You see this refugee crisis is bringing a lot of trouble ... in the entire world. So 
much money is going into the refugees… Once the war is stopped … NGOs also 
can benefit, because funds will not be diverted to the refugees. (NATC7) 

… there has been stability all along here [in The Gambia] so there was not much 
need for [donor organisations] to come. Where they are going to is like East Africa 
and some of those war-torn areas. (SJFFC1) 

In line with the previously stated belief that donors and partnering INGOs were themselves 

struggling to find the funds for development work, participants suggested that those INGOs 

were focussing on areas for which they could secure resources, and receive political and public 

support: “… there are bigger problems in other countries. You know, [international] NGOs 

want to go to a problem country, then they can access funding” (SJFFC1). The implication was 

that, if they hoped to secure external funding, INGOs were under similar pressure to 

community-level NGDOs to conduct work in particular development areas prioritised by 

donors, as discussed in Chapter 2. 

This is somewhat surprising, given that The Gambia could be considered worthy of 

prioritisation due to its high levels of poverty and ranking as one of the least developed 

countries, according to the Human Development Index (UNDP 2018). Although humanitarian 

crises elsewhere may attract large amounts of funding, typically this is allocated separately to 

development funding focused on poverty-alleviation and inequalities. However, numerous 

examples can be found of international organisations pulling support from The Gambia over 

the last twenty years. The UK’s Department for International Development withdrew direct 

support for the country in 2012, although it claims to offer some continued support indirectly 

through contributions to the World Bank, African Development Bank, European Commission 

and other multilateral programmes (DfID 2019). ADWAC was itself established after INGO 

Save the Children USA discontinued its work in the country, leaving staff to rebuild as a 

Gambian NGDO. The organisation has since seen other significant partners focus their efforts 

on alternative areas, including an Irish development organisation, Gorta (now Self Help Africa), 

which is “now giving more priority to East Africa” (ADWAC1). 

The reasons why The Gambia has not been prioritised are open to speculation, and likely vary 

by organisation or country. As discussed in Chapter 3, the country’s lack of natural resources 

and investment opportunities may not be appealing to some donor countries (Hultin et al. 

2017). Participants also identified that its small size leaves it neglected: “In The Gambia here, 

we are not big, it’s a very small county, and so many [international] NGOs are not focussing on 
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The Gambia” (DDB8). However, it is evident that in recent years the political situation has 

made the country unappealing to international donors and INGOs, both in terms of the lack of 

willingness to legitimise an oppressive regime and because of the difficulties implementing 

effective development initiatives in the country. This theory is supported by the findings of 

Koch et al.’s (2009) examination of the priority areas of INGOs; they identified that although 

poorer countries received more aid via INGOs, these organisations preferred not to work in the 

most “difficult” environments and were more likely to become active in more democratic 

countries. 

Perceptions of the impact of The Gambia’s political situation 

In discussing the causes of reduced funding for NGDOs in The Gambia, participants from the 

case study organisations rarely mentioned the political context as a reason for the lack of 

donor interest, and consequently did not focus on this as a reason for their financial 

difficulties. However, given the literature acknowledging the impact President Jammeh’s 

regime had on relationships with international donor countries and organisations (Hultin et al. 

2017, Hussain 2014, Perfect 2010), it is thought that the lack of attention given to this 

explanation was predominantly due to the very nature of that political climate, and the 

restrictions on citizens’ abilities to criticise the government. As discussed in Chapter 3, NGDO 

staff were unable to challenge the broader societal problems which hindered development, as 

criticism of progress in the country – and by extension, of the government – was suppressed 

(Amnesty International 2016, Mendez 2015). It was therefore not expected that participants 

would cite the political context as a reason for their difficulties, and due to the sensitivity of 

the topic it was inappropriate and potentially dangerous to question participants about this 

issue directly. Even after the election and subsequent inauguration of President Adama Barrow 

in February 2017, this topic was considered sensitive, particularly as data collection conducted 

at that time took place in the Foni districts of The Gambia, an area which was traditionally a 

Jammeh stronghold and where there was ongoing political tension. 

It is possible that some participants would not have viewed the political situation as a factor in 

funding problems, but given the well-documented removal of support by the likes of the EU 

(Hussain 2014), it seems unlikely that they would view this as entirely irrelevant. Regardless, 

NGDO participants did express the hope that the change of power may lead to increases in 
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funding in the country, implying that donors and INGOs may be more willing to support 

development in The Gambia under the new President and his government: 

But now with this new government, we are hoping that many [international] 
NGOs will start focusing on The Gambia as well. And if that happens, maybe we’ll 
be able to get them on board, and start getting revenue from them. (DDB8) 

In contrast, participants from INGOs were much more willing, post-election, to express their 

optimism about the future of donor funding than those from NGDOs. The reasons for this are 

not entirely clear, but it seems likely that smaller organisations embedded in communities may 

feel less confident, and less supported, in appearing to take a political stance. Furthermore, 

such organisations were keen to appear neutral with regard to party politics, so as not to 

alienate or damage relationships with particular factions of their communities. The NGO 

Decree 1996 Code of Conduct also states that organisations must maintain and demonstrate a 

position of political neutrality (NGO Decree 1996, No. 81); even if community-based 

organisations do not legally have to adhere to these criteria, their INGO partners do. Following 

the change of government, one participant from an INGO who worked directly with donor and 

partner organisations, was able to openly describe the impact the political situation had 

previously had on the development funding context in The Gambia: 

… for the past twenty-two years of the dictatorship ActionAid had real life 
experience with donors – not only here, we have been in Senegal many times, we 
visit bilaterals and multilateral organisations – and most times when we go they 
will say ‘Gambia is not our priority’. And before July 1994 we had quite a number 
of fundings … NGOs, international organisations who provide funds for civil 
society organisations … But after some time all of them left … And if you ask why 
is The Gambia not favoured, well mostly it’s about the governance, democracy. 
(AAITG1) 

In the months after the changeover, AAITG reported that they were contacted by several other 

INGOs looking to establish themselves in The Gambia, and that funding calls within the 

ActionAid International federation had been opened up to include The Gambia, when 

previously they were not included in such calls. It was also reported that NGDOs and INGOs in 

the country were now able to access funding for rights-based projects which were previously 

very difficult to implement. 

Despite the reduced availability of donor funding for NGDOs in The Gambia, for nearly all such 

organisations this remained their main source of income. Consequently, it was clear that the 

impacts of limited funding to The Gambia had been felt by INGOs and NGDOs operating in the 
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country. The lack of funding was not, however, the only issue with NGDO’s reliance on donor 

support; the ways in which funding was provided and regulated were also reported to be 

problematic. 

5.2 The problematic nature of external funding 

Short-term, project-based funding 

The limited availability of funding in The Gambia is thought to have influenced the way in 

which that funding is delivered to NGDOs. It was perhaps because of the low levels of financial 

support available that donors reportedly focused on short-term, project-based support for 

NGDOs. Similarly, it is possible that uncertainty over the practicality and desirability of 

directing aid and philanthropic support to the country in the long-term may have been an 

influential factor. 

Funding for NGDOs from the major donors operating in The Gambia (such as the European 

Union, US Embassy, UN agencies, The Global Fund) was found to be almost always project-

based, delivered to a particular pre-determined time-scale, budget, and set of intended 

outcomes. All organisational costs, including staff salaries, were therefore typically linked to, 

and dependent on, project-based funding. In the case of philanthropic support in the form of 

child sponsorship (to the likes of ADWAC and DDB) the sponsorship given to individual children 

was also typically utilised in the form of community projects. Inevitably, the reduction in 

funding led to a reduction in the number of projects NGDOs were able to deliver. 

Project-based funding in itself is not necessarily problematic; participants reported that issues 

arose from the fact that the majority of project funding was relatively short-term, reflecting 

the global trend identified in the literature (AbouAssi 2013, Elbers and Arts 2011). Participants 

felt that donors were less willing and able to provide large project grants than in the past, and 

the number of long-term projects that were funded (those to be implemented over a number 

of years) was reportedly very low. Short-term projects typically involved activities taking place 

over a period of around one year, although NATC, ADWAC and St Joseph’s Family Farm Centre 

(SJFFC) staff reported they had all received funding from the EU and other donors for projects 

to be carried out over periods of between five and nine months. DDB faced a slightly different 

situation, as its funding came consistently from child sponsorship rather than project grants 

(although it had secured a small number of short-term project grants in recent years). 
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However, its sponsorship-funded projects also appeared to be planned on a relatively short-

term basis. Furthermore, under this system of income-generation, funding for long-term 

projects could not be guaranteed, because funds were released on a monthly basis as 

ChildFund International The Gambia (CFITG) reviewed the number of sponsorships received. 

In the context of reduced finances for development, it is perhaps to be expected that donors 

will be risk-averse and unwilling to commit to long-term spending due to pressures from those 

providing the resources. National and international budgets for development may fluctuate 

year-on-year, and in the case of funding from philanthropic sources such as child sponsorship 

programmes, the number of donors may vary greatly for numerous expected and unforeseen 

reasons. As described by AbouAssi (2013), donors may also want to be able to respond quickly 

to changing global priorities, and we have seen how this has been the case when donors have 

responded to humanitarian disasters and ongoing issues such as the refugee crisis. However, it 

appeared that this system of funding was not conducive to effective programme-delivery. 

Participants reported that often the short-term projects they implemented did not go far 

enough in their support of communities. For example, one NGDO had implemented a project 

which supported the development of a community agriculture project, but in order to make it 

a success, additional resources and tools were required by the community, and these could 

not be procured within the time or budget of the funded project. Of course, in theory some 

projects may not need to be continued over several years, although this is more likely to be 

the case with projects which focus on providing services or resources to a community (for 

example, providing a water supply or developing a community garden) rather than those 

designed to challenge social or political circumstances. However, it could be argued that even 

service-delivery activities such as improving access to water would have a greater impact if 

delivered in conjunction with other activities over a longer period of time. One participant 

explained that drawing a project to a close too soon would increase the likelihood that the 

related activities would not be maintained by the communities themselves: 

… the project ended in December, and … the people doing the gardening there, 
they are not ready. So, if you leave them, if you leave them alone there, you don’t 
go and monitor them, you don’t go and supervise them, it will be a problem. And, 
they [the donor] didn’t give us any extension, so that’s a problem. So one year 
projects are not good. (SJFFC2) 

The proliferation of shorter-term projects also reportedly created practical difficulties with 

regard to the need for NGDOs to seek new projects on a regular basis, and consequently spend 
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a disproportionate amount of time on finding and responding to call for proposals. It was 

shown in the literature review that in the current funding system, “chasing funds” becomes a 

priority for NGDOs (Banks and Hulme 2012, Elbers and Arts 2011), and some participants 

reported difficulties in regularly seeking funding opportunities, due to the infrastructure within 

which they were operating. NATC, for example, was rarely able to secure a reliable internet 

connection at its office, and had an intermittent electricity supply, due to the lack of public 

provision of these utilities in the area and their high cost. Calls for proposals from donors were 

typically posted online and required online application forms to be submitted, and therefore 

these calls were sometimes missed altogether, or staff from the organisation had to travel to 

other parts of the country to identify and complete applications. This travel could be costly, 

but also took a significant amount of staff time. 

Furthermore, it was reported that “as the grants get smaller, the accountability requirements 

increase” (UPTG2) and that short-term project funding often came with much stricter 

guidelines on how it should be spent. This meant organisations spent more time on meeting 

donor’s reporting requirements from than might have been the case with longer-term 

projects. As shown in the review of the literature, increased accountability requirements from 

donors can lead to reductions in “downward” accountability (Kilby 2006, Murtaza 2012), and it 

was evident that the inflexibility of short-term projects meant additional requests for support 

from communities were not being met. 

Donor determination of project design and spending 

The lack of project funding and need to be continually finding new projects also meant it was 

more likely that NGDOs allowed their project design to be led by donors. Although the same 

overall programme areas (e.g. agriculture, child development, etc.) were maintained, this 

meant that some potential areas of development identified within communities might not be 

supported by donor funding. Those NGDOs which relied heavily on child sponsorship 

programmes for their income also reported that they were restricted in deciding how the 

funds should be used, and consequently the ways in which they were able to support their 

beneficiary communities. For example, participants from DDB reported instances in which 

communities had requested help with particular issues, but addressing those areas did not fit 

with the objectives of CFITG, through which DDB received almost all of its external funding: 
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… we meet the communities and they will tell us their problems, and then we will 
discuss how can we solve those problems ... But the problems that they come 
with are not the ChildFund interests … So, obviously our programmes have to go 
by what they [CFITG] want to achieve … but there are other programs that may 
not serve the core outcomes of ChildFund but also can benefit the families and 
the communities that we are working with. (DDB2) 

It could be argued that it is beneficial for donor organisations – which are likely to have access 

to relevant research and debates around best practice – to inform programming and direct 

coordinated efforts to tackle national and global issues. However, in the literature we have 

seen the ideological arguments for reducing the imposition of Western ideas of development 

needs, and the ways in which this model hinders NGDOs’ potential to empower communities 

and challenge traditional political, economic and social structures, particularly in a post-

colonial context (Banks and Hulme 2012, Banks, Hulme and Edwards 2015). The way the 

donor-recipient relationship was described by some participants made evident the link 

between providing funding and holding the power to decide how resources should be used: “If 

I give you money, I will tell you how I want it spent … So that is funding!” (DDB8). 

In addition to issues with the types of projects being funded, participants reported that 

restrictions on project budgets were also problematic. NGDOs faced the challenge of covering 

general running costs, including such things as: administration costs; upkeep of office buildings 

and equipment; payment of utilities and service costs; and the maintenance of vehicles and 

project-related equipment. In some instances, particularly with short-term projects, running 

costs and staff costs were not covered at all; there was only an allocation for items, activities 

and events associated with project-delivery, which meant that income to cover administration 

and maintenance had to be found elsewhere. 

Even when longer-term and larger-scale projects were available, participants felt that 

allocations for running costs often fell short of what was actually required, a problem that had 

increased in recent years according to some staff. Participants reported that allocations were 

often set at a certain percentage of the total project cost, typically around ten to twenty-five 

percent. Similarly, DDB was permitted to spend twenty percent of the sponsorship funds it 

received through CFITG on running costs, which included staff salaries. There was reportedly 

little flexibility within these pre-determined budget allocations as well, and so NGDOs were 

expected to find other sources of income if costs were not covered: 
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They will tell you, ‘… we are telling you our funds, you can access twenty percent 
in terms of staff costs, if you feel that you want to maintain more than that 
number of staff then you need to look for funds to pay the other ones’. (DDB2) 

Because the majority of income to the NGDOs was based on project funding, almost all 

organisational costs were linked to, and dependent on, the securing of those donor-funded 

projects. With the exception of DDB, this included staff salaries; DDB had a more consistent 

allocation of funds to cover staff costs, drawn from the proportion of child-sponsorship income 

assigned to running costs. Within the other case-study NGDOs, the typical arrangement was 

that field staff who worked full-time on a project had their salaries covered, and contributions 

were often made towards management and administration staff linked to the project. 

Therefore, if those projects came to an end, staff would be unemployed, or management 

would aim to identify other projects or opportunities within the organisation where their skills 

could be utilised. However, if there were no other projects, and no other income available to 

cover salaries, such redeployment was not possible. 

When the project phases out, you realise that you are nowhere, so you rely on 
projects to come just to maintain your staff ... If we don’t have a project for 
another year or two I might not be employed. (SJFFC1) 

Consequently, it was reported that “in the NGO culture, there is no job security” (ADWAC3); 

NGDO staff would often aim to remain working with an organisation for as long as possible, 

but there was no guarantee that relevant projects would become available in the future. These 

issues were exacerbated by short-term funding, as periods of guaranteed employment were 

sometimes only a few months long. 

Particularly with regard to short-term projects, there appeared to be an assumption inherent 

in this model of funding that other sources of finance would be available to NGDOs (such as 

other longer-term projects), which they could use to maintain the running costs of their 

organisation. In this sense, the expectation of donors seemed to differ from the reality for 

NGDOs, as those long-term fully-funded projects were reportedly not readily available from 

donors operating regularly in the country. Consequently the shorter-term funding that was 

designed to address smaller-scale development issues and provide “quick wins” was in fact all 

that some NGDOs were relying upon to support their work and organisations. Donors 

reportedly expected that other projects would cover costs that they themselves were not 

willing or able to pay, without realising that staff were also working on those other projects 

without (adequate) salaries: 
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… [the donor] said, ‘If you have another project running, it means you’re getting 
something from there … the fact that you have an office and an established 
institution, it means you are employing staff … Why then do we have to come in 
and start paying you again?’ … they say they can’t be paying us when they think 
we are permanent staff. (SJFFC1) 

It is understandable that donor organisations and INGOs may wish to limit the amounts that 

NGDOs spend on running costs, to encourage efficiency and ensure their resources are 

directed to intended beneficiaries. Furthermore, if NGDOs were entirely funded by donors, 

this would compromise their independence, and potentially undermine the reasons for 

working with NGDOs, as identified in the literature (Brass et al. 2018). However, this approach 

does not take into account the lack of alternative means of income generation within The 

Gambia. 

The impacts of problematic funding 

In addition to the practical difficulties working with low levels of project-based funding, these 

issues had implications for the NGDOs’ abilities to deliver effective development programmes. 

Inevitably, lack of funding typically led to a reduction in support for communities, but the 

inability to meet communities’ needs through short-term projects also reportedly had 

implications for ongoing relationships between the NGDOs and their target beneficiaries. 

Participants from all of the NGDOs reported that communities often approached them asking 

for support, and if they were unable to help due to lack of funds it could damage the 

reputation of the organisation and staff: “there is too much pressure or demand on us, and 

where we are limited, we might end up being blamed” (ADWAC8). Demonstrating the 

effectiveness and credibility of the organisation during long periods of reduced activity was 

evidently difficult, and NGDOs were not able to share specific aims and future plans when 

funding was inconsistent. Both these issues were identified in the literature as being 

problematic for accountability and could lead to disengagement of beneficiaries (Amagoh 

2015, Elbers and Arts 2011). 

With regard to the ability to cover staff salaries, NATC and SJFFC were operating on what was 

described as a “skeleton” staff (NATC7) compared to their staff numbers in previous years. 

ADWAC was a much larger organisation and was often able to redeploy staff when projects 

ended, but had still reduced staffing levels in recent years – it had reportedly cut down the 

number of core staff in finance and administration so that those who were still employed 
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could be guaranteed a salary. Although DDB did not have project-linked staff in the same way 

as the other case-study organisations, it had also been required to reduce its staff numbers 

due to funding cuts. The mergers of associated federations, as described in Chapter 4, were 

carried out under the instruction of CFITG with the intention of reducing management and 

administration costs by coordinating efforts and resources through a central office. It is 

understandable that CFITG and its supporters would wish to reduce any unnecessary spending 

on administration, but this streamlining had implications for the staff at the organisation; 

several people working for DDB at the time of data collection subsequently lost their jobs 

when the organisation became Foni Ding Ding. 

This job insecurity had implications for the prospects of individual staff and for the success and 

sustainability of the organisations overall. Participants indicated that they felt an obligation to 

continue working with their organisation in some capacity, even if project work was no longer 

ongoing. This links to Fowler’s (1997) discussion of the “moral incentive” to continue working 

for NGDOs despite challenging employment conditions, either because the individual staff 

have a desire to keep supporting their communities, or because of the need to maintain the 

reputation and credibility of the organisation (see also Elbers and Arts 2011). For example, one 

participant recounted telling other staff that “money is very important, but your impact 

providing support to people tells more of you than financial reward” (NATC1). 

The likelihood of staff remaining with an organisation without a salary depended on the 

personal circumstances of the individuals affected, particularly the chances of securing a job 

elsewhere (often based on the desirability of their skillset), and their obligations to either their 

family or the wider community. It is thought that the gender of staff would be a significant 

factor in this regard: given the social pressures placed on women, particularly in rural areas of 

The Gambia (Della-Giusta and Phillips 2006), it is thought that there may be greater pressure 

on female staff to take on other forms of work if they were not otherwise occupied in 

employment or earning an income. This may include pressure to focus on childcare or other 

unpaid labour, or to participate in the informal labour market, particularly as women’s salaries 

may be more likely to be used to the benefit of their whole family (Brickell and Chant 2010). 

Consequently, this may affect the involvement of women in development work in certain 

areas, though this is an area which requires further exploration before strong causation can be 

claimed. However, there was a clear lack of female staff working for the NGDOs participating 

in this research; only five of the thirty-six NGDO staff who participated were women, despite 

the fact that many of the organisations’ projects specifically targeted female beneficiaries or 
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gendered development issues. This potentially had implications for the effectiveness of 

development work, though further research is required in order to assess such impacts. 

It has been shown in the discussion of the analytical framework (Chapter 4) that developing a 

“committed and engaged workforce” and a “respectful and supportive working environment” 

were seen by participants as key characteristics of a successful NGDO. It is evident that the 

instability created by a lack of funding for organisations in The Gambia can undermine the 

achievement of these characteristics, as job insecurity may lead to staff feeling undervalued or 

unwilling to invest their efforts in activities. Furthermore, losing the skills and knowledge of 

staff, and needing to recruit others at a later date, was found to be problematic for NGDOs. 

Although participants did not think that finding new staff would be too difficult, given the 

turnover also occurring at other organisations, there was an issue with finding staff with the 

ability to quickly take up the new post: 

It’s difficult in the sense that the new ones that you are going to recruit may not 
know the job … you have a staff working in the area, he knows the community 
better. If you bring another new staff, you have to re-orientate him or her to the 
area, to the people, and to the job, which can also cost a lot. (NATC7) 

The lack of long-term funding, and reportedly inadequate contributions to organisational 

running costs, also impacted NGDOs’ abilities to prepare for and deal with unexpected 

expenses related to maintenance of equipment. Numerous examples were presented by 

NGDO staff of damaged buildings, equipment and vehicles26, which could not be repaired with 

project funding, and so the organisations were required to find other sources of income, or 

work without those assets. Project budgets would not account for such things, and the short-

term and restricted nature of funding did not allow for flexibility in the use and level of funds, 

even if donors may have been understanding about the need for such support. Again, this 

demonstrates donors’ concerns around mitigating risks and ensuring the correct use of 

resources. However, such problems with maintenance led to an apparent waste of previous 

investment, as items became unusable in future projects leading to an inability to deliver 

similar projects or continue existing projects in the long term. 

26 For example, NATC and SJFFC both had vehicles which they had previously used for project work 
(visiting communities, transporting goods or equipment to various locations etc.), but which were no 
longer in use because they required repairs to their engines, and the organisations could not afford to 
get them fixed. SJFFC also lacked the finances to fix its broken water system, used to irrigate its training 
garden and plant nursery, and NATC had recently suffered damage to its office and training facilities 
during summer storms. 
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5.3 Responding to the challenge: problematic funding as motivation for self-financing 

NGDO responses to problematic funding 

The aspects of problematic funding described here required constant navigation by the 

NGDOs; decisions had to be made as to how to respond to inadequate offers of funding, whilst 

meeting the needs of communities and staff. In their responses to the lack of funding and 

constraints of donor-funded projects, the NGDOs’ actions were found to align to those 

described in the literature: seeking alternative donor funding; challenging or influencing 

donors’ practices; following the will of donors; adjusting practice to fit donor priorities; and 

drawing on resources from elsewhere (AbouAssi 2013, Andrews 2014, Elbers and Arts 2011). 

As discussed earlier, the limited options for funding in The Gambia meant NGDOs had little 

chance of seeking alternative donors or influencing donor activities. Consequently, they were 

left to find alternative ways to work in the existing system. 

It has been shown that, to a certain extent, NGDOs were required to follow the will of donors, 

in the sense that there was little or no opportunity to persuade donors to fund projects 

beyond a particular set of objectives. Rather than being able to find an appropriate donor to 

match their own project ideas, the NGDOs assessed calls for proposals and identified whether 

their skills, capacity and objectives could match with, or be adapted to fit, the donors’ 

requirements: “projects are not just designed [by the NGDO]; if you just want to design a 

project, nobody is going to fund it” (NATC1). 

The literature suggested that where NGDOs could not challenge or influence donor interests or 

ways of providing funding, they might be tempted to misrepresent their activities in some way 

or conform only superficially to donor conditions (Elbers and Arts 2011). The NGDOs in this 

research were reportedly aware that misusing funds or exaggerating their capabilities in 

carrying out projects would have serious consequences and was not worth the risk: 

And [donors] can tell you categorically, this money cannot be spent for X, Y, Z 
…they’ll tell you how to spend their money. So if you go against that you violate 
your agreement with the donor, and … they can take their money, and they can 
even sue you. (SJFFC1) 

There was evidently a fine line between “adjusting” activities (AbouAssi 2013) and moving 

away from an organisation’s core objectives. It appeared that the NGDOs had to regularly 

make decisions as to whether they were upholding their own aims and values, and balance this 

with the importance of sustaining the organisation: 
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… the initial idea was to set up this place, have activities that can attract youths … 
instead of them running to the cities to go look for work. But eventually these 
[donor-led] projects come in and you have to go into them because there’s profit 
in doing that. They pay your staff, and we help [other beneficiaries], so we went 
into that. But if we were strong enough… with funding and all that, maybe we 
would not have to support ourselves doing some other things, we would just 
focus on what we want to do. (SJFFC1) 

Rather than work against their objectives or values, in circumstances where NGDOs were not 

able to secure adequate funding they occasionally carried out projects anyway. This typically 

involved staff operating without pay; it was reported that in some cases when running costs 

were not covered by donor funding, NGDO staff and management made the choice to still 

implement a project, if it was for the benefit of their communities. In some instances this was 

seen as an opportunity to improve the capabilities and reputation of the organisation, or could 

lead to future funding from the donor: 

… implementing that project is also a new learning point for the staff, and it’s a 
learning point for the institution, and it’s also an added advantage for the 
institution, because the more programmes you are implementing, the more 
versatile you become when it comes to integrated rural development. (NATC1) 

However, in many cases the decision was more difficult for management, who had to balance 

the needs of staff and communities, sustaining the organisation, and surrendering to the 

inappropriate nature of funding. By taking on projects regardless of the adequate funding, 

even with the intention of being able to deliver services to beneficiaries, it could be argued 

that NGDOs were complicit in perpetuating a development financing system which is 

inappropriate and potentially unsustainable. This reflects the arguments in the literature that 

NGDOs and their partnering INGOs are inadequately challenging the power structures within 

the aid and development system (Banks and Hulme 2012, Banks, Hulme and Edwards 2015, 

Fowler 2000b, Mitlin, Hickey and Bebbington 2007). This will be discussed further in Chapter 8. 

As we have seen from the literature, an alternative response to adjusting or adapting activities 

in order to meet both donor and beneficiary demands is to find an alternative source of 

income to fund development initiatives. This formed one of the key motivations for the 

participating NGDOs in establishing the self-financing activities examined in this research. 
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NGDO self-financing 

Table 5.1 shows the range of SF activities undertaken by the case study NGDOs and the ways in 

which these were intended to generate income and meet additional development-related 

objectives. Photographs of some of these activities can be found in Appendix 2. There were a 

number of similarities in the types of activity that were carried out by the NGDOs. For 

example, all the organisations implemented (or in the case of ADWAC, were in the process of 

introducing) some form of accommodation facility, typically connected to training and/or 

meeting spaces. SJFCC and NATC had both been established as training centres, and meeting 

spaces, bedrooms, and related facilities had all been incorporated alongside their office 

spaces. In addition to being utilised for project-based activities, these facilities were hired out 

to other customers to generate income. Over the years, this had included those who paid 

directly for training at the centres (as opposed to costs being covered by project funding), and 

other individuals and groups who simply hired the spaces. The latter included other 

organisations engaged in development work – such as INGOs or government agencies – or 

individual professionals, volunteers, or tourists visiting the area. 

In contrast, DDB had built such facilities – known as Bwiam Lodge – specifically to generate 

income by accommodating individuals or groups of guests wishing to use the bedrooms and 

meeting spaces for their own activities. Although occasionally used for project-related work, 

community members were not the main customer-base of the Lodge. At the time of data 

collection, ADWAC was in the process of building a training and accommodation centre 

designed to house visitors and tourists in addition to training groups and development 

professionals. It was hoped that this would eventually lead to the establishment of a training 

centre. As such, ADWAC’s development sat between those facilities primarily designed for 

project work (SJFFC and NATC) and those with the main goal of generating income (DDB). 

The agricultural support focus of NATC, ADWAC and SJFFC was reflected in their 

implementation of self-financing activities related to gardening, forestry, and food production. 

SJFFC operated a demonstration garden which was used to train local farmers and gardeners 

on effective agricultural practices. On this site, the organisation germinated seeds to seedlings, 

which were then sold to members of the community. Some plants were grown to maturity, 

and the fruit and vegetables also sold. ADWAC and NATC had similarly grown seedlings, 

including trees which were either used in agroforestry projects or sold to individual farmers or 

community groups. SJFFC had reportedly carried out this activity consistently over the years, in 
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connection to its project work, whereas ADWAC and NATC’s activities had been more varied, 

depending on the availability and efforts of staff. 

Another common area of SF was the offering of services which were not otherwise readily 

available in the local area. For example, NATC had established a metal workshop, after 

requiring fuel-efficient cooking stoves to be fabricated for a project with United Purpose. As 

part of the project, funding was received to establish a workshop on site at the Centre, so the 

stoves could be produced for a reasonable cost. NATC had identified that there was no other 

such service available within the local area, and so the workshop could be useful to others in 

the community beyond that project. Other similar services included DDB’s now-defunct water-

bagging enterprise, and the pig farming operated by SJFFC. Similarly, ADWAC had decided to 

develop its accommodation and training facilities due to the fact that such services were 

lacking in the area. Its consultancy activities also filled a gap in the market to a certain extent. 

Staff from the organisation were reportedly hired to carry out work due to their local 

knowledge and relationships with communities, which may have been lacking within INGOs 

and government agencies based in urban areas. 

A similar area of SF was the hiring of equipment that was useful to local communities or 

businesses. For example, ADWAC had a tractor and grader which were rented by local 

community members or organisations. The grader was rented by a private conservation 

organisation on a long-term basis during the dry season, providing ADWAC with a consistent 

income over that period. DDB and SJFFC had previously provided equipment to communities in 

the form of a fishing boat and milling machine, respectively. These activities had been 

discontinued, primarily due to maintenance issues with the equipment. Critiques of effective 

SF and reasons for varying success across similar activities are discussed in Chapters 7 and 8. 

Each of the SF activities that were observed had come about through different routes, with 

some evolving from project work and others being specifically designed to provide a form of 

income. However, the NGDOs had all received some form of external support – particularly 

funding – in order to establish the activity. At one end of this scale was ADWAC’s new 

accommodation and training facilities, which were almost entirely funded by an INGO with the 

intention of providing ADWAC with long-term income generation opportunities. In contrast, 

the facilities of SJFFC and NATC had been externally funded, with support from several donors 

over the years, but with the intention of improving their capacity for development work and 

not specifically self-financing. 
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In some cases, external funding was indirect, with the NGDOs choosing to spend a proportion 

of their project income on establishing SF activities. DDB’s Bwiam Lodge was the most 

substantial example of this. The organisation had chosen to save and utilise part of its 

allocation of income from child sponsorship, in order to build the Lodge. However, given the 

fact that project budgets are typically restricted to certain activities, this was not an option for 

other NGDOs, other than small surplus amounts being set aside. It was more common that the 

income generated from one activity would be invested in another. For example, any additional 

money made from NATC’s accommodation facilities would be reinvested in building 

maintenance and improvement, or contributed to the garden and tree nursery. Alternatively, 

equipment and resources that were purchased for project work would be used in offering an 

additional service, as was the case with the metal workshop. 

It can also be seen in Table 5.1 that the majority of NDGOs’ SF customers or service-users were 

community members. As will be discussed in the next section, this was in part due to the fact 

that the NGDOs were aiming to offer additional support to their target communities. However, 

it was also often simply due to the fact that the NGDOs operated within their beneficiary 

communities, and those were the people in the locality who could be served by the SF 

activities, particularly those which operated on a small scale. The NGDOs could identify the 

communities’ needs and gaps in service provision that could be filled by SF activities. Aside 

from community-members, the most common customers were others working in the 

development sector – INGOs, government agencies, and individuals working in the area. Again, 

this was a group that the NGDOs understood and had existing communication with. 
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Table 5.1 – NGDO Self-Financing Activity 

Self-Financing Activity Overview Objectives/Purpose Customers/Target market Establishment of Activity 

Njawara Agricultural Training Centre (NATC) 

Accommodation & · NATC established as agricultural · Primarily designed for NATC · Training was mainly · Training centre 
training centre training centre; its site in Njawara 

developed accordingly with 
meeting/training spaces and 
accommodation facilities. 

· Used for NATC training projects and 
hired out to other organisations, 
which pay for facilities, 
accommodation and food. 

· After costs covered, additional 
income goes towards maintenance 
and development of the site. 

· Other visitors and tourists also 
occasionally pay for 
accommodation. 

training activities, but hired out to 
generate additional income to 
cover the Centre’s maintenance, 
running costs, and small-scale 
development activities. 

· For other organisations, allowed 
training to be held within target 
community. Hoped to bring such 
activity to the area for the benefit 
of local community (as trainees and 
as auxiliary staff e.g. cooks, 
cleaners etc.). 

· Designed to be self-sufficient, with 
revenue reinvested into the site. 

aimed at youths and 
farmers (NATC or external 
training). 

· Various NGDOs/INGOs 
and government 
ministries and 
departments had hired 
the facilities. 

· Individual visitors and 
tourists rented rooms; 
sometimes they were 
advised to stay there by 
INGO partners like UPTG. 

established in 1990 with 
funding from Oxfam 
America and the EU. 

· Various partner/donor 
organisation had funded 
development of the 
facilities (UPTG, Oxfam 
America, EU). 

Metal workshop · Onsite metal workshop, fabricating 
and repairing cooking stoves, 
farming equipment, and other ad 
hoc commissions. 

· One member of staff recruited to 
carry out metal work, with NATC 
Director overseeing management. 

· Workshop established as a result of 
donor-funded projects (via UPTG) 
involving the provision and 
promotion of fuel-efficient cooking 
stoves. NATC assessed they could 
produce the stoves for lower cost, 
allowing for a more efficient use of 
funds and the redirection of 
spending back into the 
organisation. Income generated 
could contribute to running costs. 

· Also intended that the workshop 

· Cooking stoves initially 
produced for project 
beneficiaries; later sold to 
other households beyond 
the project scope. 

· Local farming community 
and people within 
Njawara area are main 
customers. 

· The workshop was initially 
funded with income 
generated through the 
accommodation and 
training facilities, and 
project-related funding 
from the Clinton 
Foundation. 
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could provide additional support to 
local farmers; similar services were 
less accessible and more expensive. 

Growing & selling · Fruit and vegetables grown at the · Intended that producing fruit and · Produce sold to local · Mango trees had been 
produce Centre and sold to generate income 

for the organisation, in addition to 
harvesting and selling of mangos 
from trees on the site. 

· Production was inconsistent, 
carried out by NATC staff and 
additional workers temporarily 
hired. 

· Produce also used for feeding 
trainees and guests; some of 
project budget could therefore be 
redirected back to the organisation. 

vegetable could replace buying 
them from elsewhere at a higher 
price. 

· Revenue from selling produce 
could go towards maintenance of 
the Centre. 

· Also designed to make use of the 
land and skills within the 
organisation and provide work for 
staff between projects. 

businesses and 
individuals. 

planted when NATC was 
established (provided 
shade for outdoor training 
activities as well as 
income-generation). 

· NATC Director reportedly 
invested his own money, 
e.g. paying for seeds. 

Tree nursery · Tree seedlings grown on the NATC 
site, primarily for use in 
agricultural/environmental-
management projects. 

· Additional plants grown for sale 
within local community. 

· Activity carried out by NATC 
programme staff; they were able to 

· Designed to provide trees for the 
local community, to be used for 
food production or community 
agroforestry projects. 

· Also intended to generate some 
income for the organisation and for 
staff, in addition to engaging staff 
between projects. 

· Some trees were sold to 
individual community 
members or groups, 
whilst others were utilised 
in projects. 

· This activity had 
reportedly inconsistently 
taken place over the 
years, typically with 
investment from the 
organisation or the 
Director to help buy 
seeds. 

keep a proportion of income from 
the sale of seedlings. 
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Agency for the Development of Women & Children (ADWAC) 

Tractor and grader hire · ADWAC owned a tractor and grader 
(machine used in the construction 
and maintenance of roads and 
dykes), used in environmental 
management or agriculture 
projects. 

· This equipment was hired out to 
local community-members and 
businesses to generate income. 

· The equipment was acquired for 
project use, but was intended to be 
used beyond this, including hiring it 
out to generate income to cover 
the organisation’s running costs. 

· By making the equipment available 
to others it was hoped it would be 
well maintained and usable in the 
long term. 

· As well as projects, the 
equipment was hired by 
local individuals and 
groups (sometimes 
without charge to 
community projects). 

· Grader was hired out to a 
private conservation 
organisation during the 
dry season, which brought 
in a consistent income. 

· The tractor and grader 
were acquired as part of a 
project funded by INGO 
Gorta in 2014. 

Orchard/garden · ADWAC had some land in Sika on 
which they could grow seedlings tp 
sell or for agriculture/agroforestry 
projects, and fruit and vegetables 
that could be sold to generate 
income. 

· An additional worker had been 
hired to manage the land. 
Programme staff oversaw the 
management of the land. 

· At the time of research, this activity 
had been suspended due to 
inactivity. 

· Tree seedlings could be used in 
development projects, particularly 
related to food production or 
agroforestry. 

· It was hoped that additional sale of 
seedlings or other produce grown 
on site could generate income for 
the organisation. 

· In addition to use in 
projects, tree seedlings 
were sold to the local 
community. 

· Individuals and businesses 
from the local area 
bought fruit and 
vegetables, though 
production had been very 
limited. 

· ADWAC was gifted the 
land by the local 
community c. 2006. 

Consultancy work · Some staff were hired to do 
consultancy work for other 
organisations, e.g. data collection 
exercises or implementation of 
pilot projects. 

· This was intended to generate 
income for ADWAC in addition to 
project funding. 

· When staff were not working on 
projects their skills could be utilised 

· Government agencies 
often hired ADWAC staff 
in this way, e.g. National 
Nutrition Agency. 

· ADWAC was typically 
invited to apply for a 
contract to carry out 
consultancy work. 
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· Staff involved would get a 
proportion of income from this, 
with the rest going to ADWAC. 

by other organisations, whilst they 
remained associated with ADWAC. 

Accommodation & · Under construction at the time of · It was intended that this could · Trainees may include · 90% of the funding for the 
training centre research, ADWAC was building 

accommodation and training 
facilities for the organisation’s own 
use and to generate income. 

provide long-term income 
generation to support running 
costs. 

· ADWAC could use the facilities for 
their own training activities, and 
other organisations could hire the 
facilities; long-term vision was to 
become a recognised training 
institute. 

· Accommodation would also be 
available to visitors and tourists; 
there was possibility of eco-tourism 
activities in the future. 

traditional project 
beneficiaries (particularly 
women & youths) in 
addition to those going 
into development work. 

· Tourists would be 
encouraged to use the 
accommodation, as well 
as development workers 
in the area. 

· Other NGDOs/INGOs and 
government departments 
could hire the facilities. 

facilities came from 
Gorta, with the intention 
of providing ADWAC with 
long-term activities and 
income when the INGO 
ceased activities in The 
Gambia. Construction 
began in 2013. 

Ding Ding Bantaba (DDB) 

Bwiam Lodge · Bwiam Lodge was established by 
DDB as a separate but affiliated 
business entity; the Lodge manager 
reported directly to DDB 
management and board. 

· The Lodge incorporated 
accommodation facilities and 
meeting/conference spaces. 

· Profits from Bwiam Lodge were 
intended to go towards projects 
supporting local children/youths 
and families. 

· Although primarily designed as an 
income-generation venture, the 
Lodge was also intended to be used 
for community and DDB activities. 

· Accommodation and 
meeting spaces mostly 
hired by other 
NGDOs/INGOs and 
government departments. 

· Local community groups 
used it, e.g. sports teams. 

· Visitors and tourists also 
stayed occasionally – 
mostly professionals, but 
eco-tourism had been 
promoted in the past. 

· DDB saved and utilised a 
proportion of child 
sponsorship funds 
allocated to 
organisational 
development to fund the 
Lodge, built in 2005. 

· Revenue from the Lodge 
has been used to expand 
facilities. 
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Fishing boat · DDB had previously bought a · Intended that the hiring out of the · The boat was used by · Details were unavailable. 
(discontinued) fishing boat which was hired by 

members of local communities. 
· This activity had phased out, 

reportedly due to 
inconsistent/poor management. 

boat could provide income for DDB 
whilst helping local people with 
fishing for household consumption 
or small business activities. 

local community 
members. 

Water-bagging · DDB established a business · The bags would provide a clean · Water bags were sold · Introduced c.2014. 
(discontinued) producing plastic bags of water. In 

2015 the government imposed a 
ban on plastic bags so this activity 
ended. 

source of water for communities in 
addition to generating income. 

within communities. 

St Joseph’s Family Farm Centre (SJFFC) 

Accommodation & · SJFFC was established as an · The primary purpose was to · Facilities were hired by · The facilities were first 
training centre agricultural training centre, and 

had developed its site to include 
accommodation and meeting 
spaces. 

· The facilities were used for SJFFC 
projects and occasionally by other 
organisations. 

· Local community groups used the 
facilities, including a community 
radio station. 

provide facilities of SJFFC training 
and other activities, e.g. 
demonstrating farming techniques. 

· It was also intended that the site 
could be hired out to generate 
income to cover the organisation’s 
running costs. 

NGDOs/INGOs and 
government departments 
working in the area. 

· Custom sometimes came 
via DDB’s Bwiam Lodge, 
when the accommodation 
there was full. SJFFC’s 
facilities were cheaper. 

established by SJFFC in 
1988. 

· Details were not available, 
but it was thought that 
initial funding came via an 
Irish priest associated 
with the Centre. 

Plant nursery · SJFFC staff grew tree and vegetable 
seedlings on the training site, which 
were sold within the local 
community. 

· This nursery was also used to 
demonstrate different growing 
techniques to local farmers. 

· The nursery was intended to 
demonstrate best practice to locals, 
in addition to raising income from 
the sale of seedlings and some 
vegetable produce. 

· Those buying vegetable seedlings 
could either grow them for 

· Farmers/gardeners from 
the local area were the 
main customers, and tree 
seedlings were sold to 
community groups. 

· Tree seedlings were also 
sometimes used in donor-

· Such activity had gone on 
(inconsistently) since the 
establishment of SJFFC. 
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consumption or sell the vegetables. 
· As well as generating income for 

running costs, the growing of seeds 
to seedlings was designed to 
benefit communities; seeds could 
be bought in bulk by SJFFC for a 
cheaper price, and 
farmers/gardeners could more 
successfully grow the plants on to 
maturity. 

· Tree seedlings could also be used in 
community agroforestry projects. 

funded projects and 
‘bought’ from SJFFC 
rather than from external 
suppliers. 

Pig farming · SJFFC fattened and sold pigs on site 
at the training centre. 

· Pigs were bought and then sold in 
urban areas of the country. 

· This actively appeared to be solely 
for income generation purposes to 
support the running of the 
organisation. 

· Customers were mainly 
from the Kombo (urban 
district); custom was 
limited in other areas due 
to majority Muslim 
populations. 

· Not yet clear at the time 
of research if they would 
be sold to individuals or 
businesses. 

· Activity observed during 
research was started in 
late 2016; it had also been 
done a number of years 
before, which was when 
the piggery was built. 

Milling machine · SJFFC had a milling machine to · In addition to generating income · Women from local · The machine was bought 
(discontinued) process rice and cereals for local 

farmers. Farmers would pay a small 
amount to utilise the machine. 

· At the time of research, the 
machine was not in use; it had not 
been an appropriate style of 
machine (did not clean the cereal, 
just pounded). 

for running costs, this was designed 
to provide a useful service to local 
people, which cost less than for-
profit services. 

communities were the 
main customers; they 
typically had 
responsibility for 
processing cereals. 

in 2015 by an Irish priest 
associated with SJFFC, via 
fundraising in Ireland. 
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Motivations for establishing self-financing 

All of the activities described in Table 5.1 have been categorised as “self-financing” due to 

there being some inherent intention of income generation for the NGDOs. The decision to 

implement self-financing can be seen as a response to inadequate external support for NGDO 

development programmes, both in terms of the lack of finance to cover the cost of 

maintaining an organisation, and the inability to support communities regularly with a range of 

development-related activities. As discussed, for some there was an explicit financial reason 

for introducing SF; it was designed to provide an additional source of income which the NGDO 

could utilise to meet the shortfall in donor funding, whether to take on additional projects or 

cover costs not accounted for in project budgets. For example, this was the case with DDB’s 

Bwiam Lodge: 

That’s why we try different income generating activity, so that with our 
programmes that were not able to be financed by ChildFund we can use those 
funds to run the programme … we know that ChildFund can’t do all, so when we 
have these sustainable projects around, if ChildFund are not able to approve, we 
can come in and support that project. (DDB8) 

Some participants reported that even if project-funding from donors was more readily 

available, they would still want to diversify their sources of income so as to reduce 

dependency on particular donors, and SF activities were part of this strategy to find alternative 

resources. The hope was that this would reduce the need to adjust programme activities to fit 

changeable donor interests and plans: 

With or without donors your organisation is supposed to be able to stay … No 
matter how genuine, how dependable, how nice or good a partner is, things are 
bound to change, yes. Policies may change, situations may change, funding 
sources may change. (ADWAC1) 

However, it was understood by the majority of participants that SF could not entirely replace 

donor funding, and would not be used as a substitute for appropriate funding. For some, this 

related to the ethical arguments that if donors wanted a project to be delivered, they should 

account for all the costs: “I'm not going to use the income generated here to fix the 

motorcycles [used in projects], no I will not do that, it is the programme cost that should take 

care of that” (NATC1). From others came the view that their enterprises could not expand to 

the level needed to fully replace donor support without substantially reducing their activities, 
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particularly when organisations were used to working with a certain level of support for 

staffing and other costs (DDB6). 

Although there was an expectation that SF could not cover traditional project costs, it was 

intended to allow the NGDOs to offer communities other forms of support. As discussed, the 

majority of reported SF activities also had objectives beyond additional income-generation. In 

the context of limited funding, self-financing was seen as an opportunity to make the most of 

existing resources and skills possessed by the organisations, and to redirect funds to their 

benefit. This reflects Davis’s (1997) findings that income-generation through self-financing was 

often an unintended benefit of programme activities. Several NGDOs in this study were 

utilising existing assets – buildings, farming equipment, manufacturing equipment etc. – to 

generate additional income themselves, or to avoid having to buy these goods or services from 

external sources during projects. These motivations were also reported to be separate from 

concerns over a lack of funding; again, participants indicated that the organisation would look 

into making the most of all available resources regardless of their overall financial situation, as 

this was part of their organisational culture and values. 

For some, effectively using their resources was part of their goal to support communities in as 

many ways as possible. For example, NATC reported that its self-financing activities were part 

of the organisation’s holistic approach to supporting farming communities; they had identified 

additional ways to support communities and were obliged to pursue them: 

Like the name implies, the institution is an agricultural base, so anything 
agriculture is the priority and is the primary aim. So this is why, if you’re looking 
into agriculture, you need to in totality look at all those things that can sustain or 
facilitate the small productivity of agriculture. (NATC1) 

As mentioned, in some cases the NGDOs wished to provide a service that was lacking in their 

local community. In addition to generating income by filling a gap in the market, the 

organisations were reportedly motivated to provide that service as a means to support their 

target beneficiaries and others within the area. For example, ADWAC and DDB reported that 

their provision of guest lodges was a service that was lacking in the local area, and would bring 

tourists and other visitors to the region. NATC and SJFF both provided services to local 

communities which were cheaper and arguably of better quality than alternatives, to which 

community members would also otherwise have had to travel long distances to access 

(metalwork repairs, and the purchasing of seeds and seedlings, respectively). 
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Consequently, the NGDOs participating in this research were demonstrating a desire to be 

cost-effective and efficient in their use of resources, and committed to achieving their 

organisational mission through innovative means, rather than relying only on donor-funded 

projects to support their communities. The extent to which SF enabled the organisations to 

achieve these goals will be discussed in the following chapters. 

5.4 Conclusion 

It has been shown that issues of financial security were considered to be central to many of 

the challenges faced by NGDOs in The Gambia. This is unsurprising given the empirical 

evidence presented in the existing literature, as discussed in Chapter 2. It is perhaps the case 

that some of these issues were exacerbated in the context of The Gambia. As discussed in 

Chapter 3, the political context in which NGDOs were operating meant programmes were 

restricted to service-delivery or activities to enable people to survive within the existing 

economic system, rather than mobilising civil society for structural change. Consequently, 

there was a dependence on external funding from donor organisations and, as had been 

shown in this chapter, the available funding was increasingly restricted and difficult to access. 

Furthermore, in the observed context there was little opportunity for NGDOs to seek financial 

support from within the local communities or public and private sector actors. The 

organisations were operating in primarily rural areas, with populations engaged in small-scale 

informal economies and subsistence agriculture (Sallah and Williams 2016), whilst the country 

overall was suffering from a lack of economic clout and significant misuse of public funds. 

In assessing the difficult funding situation and the problematic nature of financial support 

(short-term and prescriptive) it is important to not get drawn into presenting donor 

organisations and INGO partners as inevitably and intentionally difficult to work with (Yanguas 

2018). For example, many of the problems described by the participants are somewhat 

understandable given the pressures placed on aid agencies and charitable organisations – 

which participants were themselves aware of. In the context of reduced finances for 

development, it is perhaps to be expected that donors will be risk-averse and unwilling to 

commit to long-term spending due to accountability requirements from those providing the 

resources (Fowler 2000b). As described by AbouAssi (2013), donors may also want to be able 

to respond quickly to changing global priorities – and we have seen how this has been the case 

when donors have responded to humanitarian crises and global issues such as the “War on 
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Terror” and the refugee “crisis” (Holmén 2010, OECD 2016a). However, it seems unlikely the 

priorities would change so dramatically that committing to a two- to five-year project would be 

problematic. 

In relation to inflexibility on the nature of development projects, the issue of accountability to 

funding-providers (such as taxpayers or philanthropists) also arises. To take the example of the 

relationship between DDB and CFITG, the latter organisation was working to a clear mandate 

and set of objectives regarding direct support for children experiencing deprivation, exclusion 

and vulnerability (ChildFund International 2019). If there was an accusation that ChildFund was 

not supporting children, it could have serious consequences for the level of philanthropic 

support it received, and the organisation’s own credibility and legitimacy. Despite the 

organisations’ close relationship, DDB could not expect CFITG to support the development of 

projects that did not explicitly fit this mandate, regardless of pressure from communities. 

However, as discussed above, these justifications for donor restrictions and inflexibility did not 

take into account the particular situation NGDOs were facing, where there was an inability to 

be selective about donors, an inherent dependence on external funding, and a fear of 

damaging opportunities for future funding when short-term contracts soon come to an end. 

Perhaps the NGDOs themselves could be considered complicit in perpetuating this system; as 

discussed, NGDOs adjusted their own programme plans to match donor requirements rather 

than challenging donor organisations or INGO partners. It is speculated that this passivity or 

resignation was a symptom of the wider socio-political environment, in which challenges to 

authoritative bodies (i.e. the government) were firmly quashed. Ideas for development had 

not changed radically for many years – though broader issues of power and aggrandisement of 

‘Western’ knowledge in post-colonial aid environments surely also played a part (Tuhiwai 

Smith 2008). 

It was in this context that self-financing was positioned as a possible response and solution to 

the problems of donor funding, to avoid the need to follow the changing interests of donors or 

adjust project design to fit with restrictive requirements. It has been shown that income-

generation was a significant motivator for introducing SF, but that a desire to find additional 

ways to support communities was also an important factor. With regard to income-generation, 

it was at least hoped that SF could cover some gaps between projects and protect the 

organisation from shocks such as donors changing their priorities. Again, it could be argued 

that SF as a response to inappropriate donor funding could therefore be seen as a problem in 
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that it would simply allow NGDOs to survive in a challenging situation, rather than lead to 

changes within the system. However, it is unreasonable to expect NGDOs not to improve their 

chances of survival, at least in the short-term. The problems of the development funding 

system have been debated for many years, and Gambian NGDOs had been operating in a 

difficult political context for just as long, so perhaps it is understandable that efforts went 

towards survival rather than battling the system. Until the broader problems could be 

addressed, SF was intended to provide some level of safety-net, and it allowed the NGDOs to 

demonstrate their innovative and responsive ways of working, as can be seen in the range of 

activities depicted in Table 5.1. 

In the following chapters, the extent to which NGDOs’ intentions for SF were achieved will be 

analysed, along with unexpected outcomes. 
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Chapter 6 

External Views and Engagement with NGDO Self-Financing Activity 

This chapter begins the exploration of the ways in which self-financing (SF) may affect NGDOs’ 

activity, by examining the impact on relationships and interactions with those groups, 

individuals and organisations with which the case study NGDOs worked. In order to address 

Research Questions 2 and 3, it was necessary to understand how communities, INGO partners 

and donor organisations engaged with SF and how this affected both the SF activity and 

programme delivery. 

RQ2. To what extent does self-financing affect an NGDO’s ability to work with communities to 
deliver effective development programmes? 

RQ3. To what extent are relationships with donors and partner INGOs affected by self-
financing? 

In terms of community engagement, it was shown in Chapter 2 that fostering a close 

relationship with communities through participation and accountability was a key aspect of 

NGDOs’ role within the development sector. Similarly, partnering INGOs and donor 

organisations were likely to be concerned with the maintaining of shared values and goals, and 

would be interested in any activity which might affect these. Furthermore, given the NGDOs’ 

financial dependence on donors and partner INGOs, it was necessary to assess how these 

organisations viewed SF as an alternative form of income generation. 

The first part of this chapter explores the ways in which communities interact with SF, and how 

this activity fits within both development programming and the local economy. This includes 

an assessment of the ways in which community-members were customers or service-users of 

SF enterprises, and the ways in which SF had been developed to be of use to them. Linked to 

this is an assessment of the ways in which SF has been connected to programme delivery in 

terms of the potential contribution to community development. The question of whether SF 

could create competition with others in the community is then addressed, with regard to 

balance between helping some whilst potentially disadvantaging others. 

The chapter then goes on to examine community views of SF, drawing on both NGDO 

perceptions of community views, and the results of the questionnaires that were administered 

to community members. As discussed in Chapter 2, existing literature on SF demonstrated the 

importance of public opinion, and it was felt that for these community-based organisations in 
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particular, community perceptions were important and could affect engagement with other 

development activities. 

In the third section of the chapter, INGO and donor views of and engagement with SF are 

explored. INGO partners play an important role in determining the success and sustainability 

of NGDOs, and the nature of the relationships between the participating organisations is 

explained. It is shown that INGOs are supportive of the concept of SF but cautious about 

potential risks and the likelihood that donor organisations would financially support its 

introduction. However, it was felt by both NGDO and INGO participants that donors would 

look favourably on SF as a means to reduce financial dependence. 

6.1 Community engagement with self-financing activity 

Community interaction with self-financing 

For all of the case study organisations, members of their beneficiary communities had some 

level of engagement with their self-financing activities, though this varied between 

organisations (see Table 5.1). With Njawara Agricultural Training Centre (NATC), community 

members were direct customers of the metal workshop and other ad-hoc services such as tree 

nursery and the sale of fruit and vegetables. Communities would also utilise the training and 

accommodation facilities offered by NATC, but typically as trainees participating in projects, 

not as paying customers. 

In addition to using them for project work, Agency for the Development of Women & Children 

(ADWAC) offered community members the use of its tractor and grader, either for community 

developments (for example, the construction of roads), for household-level use (such as 

transporting construction materials), or for small businesses (such as transporting flour for 

bakeries). For community-level projects, the equipment was often provided without charge, 

but depending on the length of use individuals and business-owners might be charged a fee – 

reportedly, not very much compared to the cost from other similar service-providers. At the 

time of the research, the grader was being rented on a long-term basis to a private company, 

so it was not being used by the local communities. When the organisation’s orchard was in 

operation, community members bought trees from the tree nursery, but again the seedlings 

were also used for projects. 
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The water-bagging operation and fishing boat previously operated by Ding Ding Bantaba (DDB) 

had been for the benefit of community members as direct customers. Members of the local 

community were rarely customers at Bwiam Lodge, in terms of paying for accommodation, but 

the facility was often used by community members and organisations for meetings or 

celebrations if it was not in use by other paying customers. 

Many of the SF activities that had been operated by St Joseph’s Family Farm Centre (SJFFC) 

were designed to offer a service to the local community: the plant nursery and demonstration 

garden, milling machine, and pig farming. As with DDB, the accommodation facility and 

meeting rooms were primarily targeted at customers from outside the community, but local 

organisations or groups might use the facilities on occasion. 

For all the SF activities which provided a service to members of local communities, it was 

reported by the NGDOs that they only charged a small fee, compared to the cost of such 

services from other (usually private-sector) providers. Participants indicated that this was 

linked to the fact that the organisations were not “profit-driven” and were trying to help the 

community, not just generate income for themselves, as discussed in Chapter 5. Several 

organisations also reported occasionally providing services for free if they could afford to, or if 

there was clear benefit for the wider community – one participant described this as being part 

of their “corporate responsibility” (ADWAC2). 

In addition to being customers of SF activities, in a few instances beneficiary communities 

were involved in the decision to establish SF or in the process of establishing it. For example, 

the orchard used by ADWAC to generate income through the sale of produce and seedlings 

had been donated by the local community to the organisation, with the intention of enabling 

them to grow trees and plants to be used in project work (for example, reforestation projects, 

community gardens etc.) and make some income. However, this reportedly brought its own 

issues, as there was some dispute over the ownership of the land, which was gifted by one 

local village. The initial ownership of the land was contested by another village, which had 

claimed to own the land. At the time of the research this issue seemed to be somewhat 

dormant, but it was implied by one participant that there was pressure from the local villages 

to use the land effectively, particularly because of this matter. Some of the land that was 

initially gifted had already been taken back because only a small proportion had been 

developed, apparently due to lack of capacity from ADWAC. The orchard was a substantial 
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distance away (an hour’s travel by car) and therefore not convenient for ADWAC staff to 

monitor. 

Community members were also closely involved in approving plans to establish Bwiam Lodge, 

by nature of the DDB board, which was made up of two representatives from each beneficiary 

community. The board was tasked with approving the use of child sponsorship income, 

including the percentage that was set aside for organisational running costs and development. 

More than the other organisations, it seemed, DDB community members were involved in the 

planning stages of the establishment of this SF activity. 

Connecting self-financing to community development goals 

As intended by the NGDO staff, self-financing activities were found to have benefits to 

community members that were linked to the organisations’ missions and development goals 

(see Chapter 5 and Table 5.1). In the case of NATC, for example, the cooking stoves they 

produced were provided to some community members as part of projects in addition to being 

sold to individuals. The stoves were designed to improve the efficiency of cooking, reducing 

the amount of fuel needed and therefore the number of trees that were cut down for 

firewood. This reportedly had benefits for the environment, and financial benefits for 

community members, in that they were cheaper to run. Therefore, the provision of these 

stoves aligned with community and NGDO goals to reduce deforestation, although the impact 

of this was not clear27. 

In addition, NATC’s metal workshop was found to have benefitted the local farming 

community: farmers were reportedly able to have their equipment repaired quickly, for a 

reasonable price, and to a high standard. Previously, equipment might remain broken for long 

periods of time due to the cost and difficulty of getting them fixed; with the establishment of 

the metal workshop within the community, farmers were reportedly able to continue farming 

to schedule, sometimes having their equipment repaired on the same day that it broke. This 

27 Although it was reported that many community members used these stoves, the scale of this was not 
clear; distribution of stoves did not necessarily mean they were used regularly in the long term, and 
instances were observed of households using traditional fires despite having the stoves. No data has 
been found regarding the continued use of such stoves in The Gambia but research in different 
countries has shown variations depending on context (e.g. the specific design of stoves and dishes being 
prepared) (see Hanna, Duflo, and Greenstone 2016, Toman and Bluffstone 2016). 
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demonstrated that NATC’s SF activity was working in line with the motivations staff presented 

for establishing it, providing additional support for the farming community. 

The services provided by ADWAC were also utilised to contribute towards development goals 

within the local communities. As shown in Table 5.1, ADWAC’s tractor and grader were used 

for conservation projects in addition to being made available for individual use, and producing 

seedlings and other produce within their orchard was intended to benefit local farmers and 

gardeners. In addition, the accommodation and training facility, though not completed at the 

time of the research, was intended to be a space for delivering quality training to community 

members. As well as providing services as part of SF initiatives designed to support community 

development, ADWAC had also been able to use some of the income it generated through 

these activities to support ad hoc community projects, such as the renovation of seed stores, 

support with health centres, and youth organisations’ activities. 

In the case of DDB, the organisation’s accommodation and meeting space, Bwiam Lodge, did 

not have a significant direct connection to the organisation’s development programming; the 

service being offered was not of developmental benefit for the community. The lodge did 

facilitate some development activities in the area – bringing government ministries and other 

development organisations to the area – but any benefit to the community was indirect. 

However, income generated through the lodge had been used for small projects supporting 

community members, such as paying for scholarships for local youths to attend colleges in the 

country’s urban centre. DDB’s water-bagging initiative and fishing boat, which had been in 

operation in the past, had been designed to benefit the community in addition to facilitating 

income-generation, though there was no evidence available as to the extent that this goal was 

achieved. 

The sale of seedlings and other plants by SJFFC was generally targeted at individual community 

members who engaged in small-scale commercial gardening, or those with small vegetable 

gardens for household use. In addition to selling these items for income-generation, SJFFC 

intended to support community members by informing them of the best ways to transplant 

seedlings and grow them well to ensure successful yields, thereby supporting livelihood 

development and aiming to improve food security within the local communities. Similarly, the 

sale of tree seedlings to those developing community forests was designed to support 

environmental development and management in addition to generating income. Although 

SJFFC was generating profit from these activities, it was reported that the items for sale were 
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good value for the customers; SJFFC was able to buy seeds in bulk at lower prices than 

individual gardeners and farmers, and had more power to complain if the products they 

bought were low quality. As such the seedlings could be sold at a reasonable price to 

community members. 

All of the case study NGDOs were engaged in SF activity which was designed to have benefits 

for local communities. This either related to supporting the ‘development’ goals of those 

communities – directly through SF integration in projects or indirectly via the use of the 

generated income – or in the provision of a good quality, affordable service that would be 

useful for community members, reflecting the examples of SF seen in the literature (Davis 

1997, Parsons 2002, Weisbrod 2004). The broader development projects that were supported 

by SF were not analysed as part of this research (for example, it is not known if reforesting 

projects using tree seedlings were effective) and there was a lack of formal monitoring within 

the NGDOs regarding how SF activities helped communities. The NGDOs were therefore 

relying on informal feedback, as will be discussed in the next section. However, the 

contribution to meeting development goals and supporting communities was clearly at the 

forefront of decision-making regarding this form of income generation. This not only helped 

the NGDOs in working towards their objectives, but also ensured there was a known and 

accessible market for the goods and services provided. 

Community members as competitors 

By providing a service within and/or to beneficiary communities, there was concern within the 

literature that NGDOs entering the business sector could become positioned as competitors, 

either to members of the general public, or even to their target beneficiaries (Weisbrod 2004). 

For several organisations, one of the reasons for establishing a particular enterprise was the 

lack of availability of that service for the local community (for example, NATC’s metal 

workshop) or the lack of service of a high standard of quality within the community (for 

example, ADWAC’s accommodation building in Kerewan). However, in some cases, similar 

enterprises were present in the local area. 

There are two elements to why competition may be an issue of NGDOs implementing SF 

activities: the question of how an NGDO established itself in a competitive market, ensuring it 

attracts business; and the moral implications of competing with members of their local 

community, when the organisation aims to improve local livelihoods. In relation to the 
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question of standing out against competition, several NGDO staff discussed how they 

endeavoured to make sure their products or services were high quality and delivered in a 

timely manner, so that customers chose to give those organisations their business: “The best 

way is try to be … selling quality seedlings, on time, and to the right person“ (NATC2). Similarly, 

participants from NATC, ADWAC and SJFFC reported that, because they were not only 

motivated by achieving maximum profit, but also a desire to help the poorest members of the 

community, services and products were typically offered as cheaply as possible, at a lower rate 

than ‘commercial’ enterprises might charge. These factors were seen as being attractive to 

potential customers and service-users, and could be argued to be of benefit for the majority of 

community members who could consequently access a high-quality product or service for a 

reasonable price. 

By offering a more desirable product or service, there was a risk that the NGDOs might 

undermine the efforts of small business owners who might not have the benefits of economies 

of scale or strong business reputations and relationships (for example, being able to buy goods 

on credit). However, when asked about this issue, none of the participants identified that this 

risk had become a reality, nor was this reported as an issue by community members 

responding to questionnaires. In some cases, competition was reported not to be an issue due 

to involvement in markets that were always struggling to meet demand; for example, 

participants from SJFFC explained that there were several other organisations or individuals 

selling seedlings in the area, but all these businesses always sold out due to high demand. 

Alternatively, in the establishment of SF activities, NGDOs had endeavoured to identify gaps in 

the market that would support communities, not compete. If there was competition, it was 

often from ‘outsiders’ to the community. In the case of NATC’s metal workshop, this was 

Senegalese traders who came to the weekly market to sell their services. There appeared to be 

little concern for the impact on these traders – they were considered by NATC to offer low-

quality and expensive services which were therefore exploiting local customers. However, 

NATC’s primary motivation was to provide more accessible and frequent service to poorer 

local farmers (who might otherwise not be able to carry out farming activities during the 

week), rather than undercutting those competitors. 
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6.2 Community views of self-financing 

NGDO perception of community views 

It has been shown in Chapter 2 that public perceptions of SF can affect the success of that 

activity and the overall programme delivery of NGDOs (Davis 1997, Gomez and Helmsing 2010, 

Weisbrod 2004). NGDO participants were asked if they were aware of views on SF within their 

beneficiary communities, with the aim of understanding if the perception of community 

responses affected the nature of the activity and the relationship between the organisation 

and its beneficiaries. None of the NGDOs had a formal process in place for monitoring 

community perception of SF activity; generally they relied on informal feedback, and 

continued custom as a marker of satisfaction with the product or service they offered. 

Participants from NATC, for example, reported that they heard back from customers of the 

metal workshop about how the products or repairs were helping them, but also received 

suggestions of ways to improve. 

Those accessing the service of the workshop, they can tell you ‘Oh, we are very 
pleased, this is helping us, it's reducing our problems’ … Where they feel it is not 
done, they tell the workshop manager, ‘You have to improve on this service’. 
(NATC1) 

Furthermore, participants from the organisation explained that they felt it was an indication of 

satisfaction with the quality of service that people returned and also recommended the service 

to others. Similarly, participants from ADWAC reported that demand was high for the use of its 

tractor, and this indicated a positive view of that service, which the staff felt was due to the 

low cost they charged compared to other service providers: “people really appreciate it” 

(ADWAC3). 

There were some reported challenges in ensuring community members had a positive view of 

self-financing activity. Some NGDO staff felt that community members were sometimes not 

supportive of NGDO activities if they were not aware of the benefit to themselves: “You have 

people who are not happy with the Centre because they want personal gain” (NATC1). It was 

suggested that organisations needed to take time to demonstrate the value of activities, 

including SF, to the wider community and explain the indirect benefits to individual 

households: 

It's critical that the people you engage see themselves not as outsiders, but let 
them see themselves as part of this enterprise … once they see that if they buy 
seedlings from St Joseph’s this money is being used, for example, to support the 
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intervention of St Joseph’s in sensitisation work around the communities, 
supporting refugee children, … to keep the community radio going … they realise 
that they are benefitting in one way or another from the support they are giving 
to St Joseph’s Family Farm through the purchase of seedlings. So it all comes back 
to being able to make people aware, raise their awareness, share information, 
make the place accessible of course, then they will feel they are part of it, they 
will have a sense of ownership. (SJFFC4) 

The only specific concern around SF reported by participants was related to DDB’s Bwiam 

Lodge before its establishment. Community members and CFITG had concerns about the 

nature of the facility and the organisations’ commitment to child protection: “A lodge or a 

hotel … in most cases child abuse and exploitation are done there, so we questioned how are 

they going to make sure that such is avoided?” (CFITG01). However, in order to secure CFITG 

support and that of the local communities (which had representatives on the organisation’s 

board), DDB was evidently able to persuade stakeholders that any such risk would be managed 

and, reportedly, this had not become an issue for the Lodge or DDB. 

Staff from the NGDOs did not report any particular negative views of SF from within the 

communities. It could be speculated that this might be a symptom of the participants’ desire 

to show the organisations’ activities in a positive light; however, as a number of staff were 

candid in their criticisms of the NGDOs’ activities in other areas (for example, when discussing 

mismanagement of SF activities, as shown in Chapter 8), this seems somewhat unlikely. 

Furthermore, the view that community members held positive views about SF was reflected in 

the results of the questionnaires administered to community members. 

Community views of the quality of SF services 

As discussed in Chapter 4, 103 questionnaires were administered to members of the local 

communities associated with each of the case study NGDOs. These covered the nature of 

respondents’ relationships with the organisation, their views on the quality of support offered, 

and perceptions of the capabilities of staff, in addition to questions about their involvement 

with, and perceptions of, self-financing activities. 

To contextualise perceptions of the NGDOs’ self-financing activities, general questions about 

the work of the organisations were asked. Generally, the majority of respondents associated 

with all four NGDOs indicated that they were positive about the work being carried out by the 

organisations and the levels of support they received. For all NGDOs, the responses to the 
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question ‘Overall, how satisfied have you been with the support you have received from 

[NGDO] as part of these projects?’, were almost all positive; only one respondent out of each 

sample associated with ADWAC, DDB and SJFFC responded that they were “Unsatisfied”, 

whilst all respondents associated with NATC said they were “Very satisfied” (Table 6.1).28 

Table 6.1 – ‘Q8: Overall, how satisfied have you been with the support you have received 

from [NGDO] as part of these projects?’ 

Respondents were then asked about their use of services linked to SF activities, and their 

satisfaction with these services. In total, 53% of respondents had used services linked to SF 

activity offered by their associated NGDOs (Table 6.2). When asked how satisfied they had 

been with the service they received, 67.3% of respondents reported they were “Very 

satisfied”, and a further 30.9% “Quite satisfied”; only one respondent reported to not being 

satisfied with the service they received (Table 6.3) 

Table 6.2 – ‘Q11: Have you used any of the following [self-financing] services from [NGDO]?’ 

28 For all tables related to the questionnaires, under the NGDO name there are columns for the number 
of respondents providing each answer, and the percentage of respondents providing each answer. 

134 



                 

 

 

         

            

 

           

          

           

         

      

    

      

          

        

        

           

           

           

          

       

           

        

     

 

 

Table 6.3 – ‘Q12: If “Yes” to Q11 – Overall, how satisfied have you been with the service you 

received?’ 

This reflects the NGDO staff perception of community members’ views of the services they 

offered as part of their SF activities, and suggests NGDOs’ efforts to offer high quality services 

were successful. 

When results to such questionnaires are consistently positive, it is necessary to reflect on the 

legitimacy of the results, in terms of additional external influences. It is possible that 

community members were keen to present their associated organisations in a positive light to 

an ‘outsider’, particularly if it was felt that this may influence the organisations’ chances of 

receiving future support which would benefit the community. Efforts were made in 

administering the questionnaires to ensure respondents understood the purpose of the 

research and that responses were confidential and anonymous, and criticism was welcome. In 

relation to some questions, further information was sought in order to clarify why respondents 

held particular views. For example, respondents were asked whether they felt the NGDOs had 

helped to improve their communities since their establishment (Table 6.4). Respondents were 

then asked the open-ended question of ‘Why do you think this is the case?’, and all but five 

(one each associated with ADWAC and DDB, and three with SJFFC) provided answers to 

support their views. All of those who had responded “Yes” to Question 10 provided 

explanations, related to such things as improved farming practices (NATC), better health 

(ADWAC), post-disaster support (DDB), and more successful vegetable gardens (SJFFC). For 

those who responded “No” or “Unsure”, Table 6.5 shows that respondents did express some 

criticism or questioning of NGDOs’ activities, which demonstrates that at least some 

respondents were comfortable providing less-positive answers. 
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Table 6.4 – ‘Q10 Do you think [NGDO] has helped to improve your community over the last 

[number] years?’ 

Table 6.5 – ‘Q10.1 Why do you think this is the case?’ – Responses from those who answered 

‘No’ or ‘Unsure’ to Q10  

Community views on the purpose of SF and the use of income 

Questionnaire respondents were informed that the self-financing activities mentioned were 

used to generate income for their associated NGDOs, and were given examples of the ways in 

which each organisation used this income. They were then asked whether they were aware of 

this: ‘[NGDO] earns money from these activities, which it spends on things like [Examples]. 

Were you aware of this?’. For NATC, ADWAC and SJFFC, most respondents stated they were 

not aware of how their respective NGDOs were using the income generated through SF 

activities. However, the majority of respondents associated with DDB were aware of the ways 

in which the organisation used its income from SF activities (Table 6.6). This is perhaps due to 

the management structure in place at DDB, whereby members from each beneficiary 

community sit on the organisation’s board and contribute to decision-making, including in 

relation to SF activities such as Bwiam Lodge. 
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Table 6.6 – Q14: [NGDO] earns money from these activities, which it spends on things like 

[examples]. Were you aware of this? 

Following this, respondents were asked whether they thought it was a good idea for their 

associated NGDO to try to make money through such enterprises, given the context that in the 

past the organisation has received most of its income from external sources. Around 28% of all 

respondents gave an answer of “Don’t know” or did not provide an answer, but all of those 

who gave an opinion felt that it was a “Good idea” (71.8%); none thought it was a “Bad idea”. 

However, responses varied between organisations (Table 6.7); for NATC, DDB and SJFFC, over 

90% of respondents felt it was a “Good idea”, but 80% of respondents associated with ADWAC 

answered “Don’t know” or did not provide an answer. There is no clear reason as to why 

respondents associated with ADWAC might be less sure of whether it is a good idea for NGDOs 

to make money from such enterprises, but it is possible that this was due to a lack of 

awareness of these activities and their purpose in the first place. ADWAC’s beneficiary 

communities appeared to be less closely connected with the organisation, due to the fact that 

its reach is geographically broader and it is not as highly embedded within a community as the 

other organisations. This is supported by the fact that five of the six respondents who 

responded it was a “Good idea” were from the nearest community involved in the research. 
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Table 6.7 – Q15: In the past, [NGDO] has mostly received income from funding organisations 

such as [examples]. Do you think it is a good or bad idea for [NGDO] to try to make their own 

money from enterprises? 

Respondents who said it would be a "Good idea" for their associated NGDOs to generate their 

own income from SF activities were asked to elaborate on their views. The responses were 

analysed and categorised into the themes shown in Table 6.8 (some participants gave more 

than one answer): 

Table 6.8 – Q15.1: Can you explain why you think this? 

The most common response was that SF activity would allow NGDOs to continue or expand 

their activities supporting communities. Similarly it was felt by several respondents associated 
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with DDB and SJFFC that NGDOs would be able to continue projects once donor funding had 

come to an end, reflecting the motivations for introducing SF identified by the staff from these 

organisations (see Chapter 5). Several respondents associated with NATC and DDB, and one 

associated with SJFFC, identified that the income generated would allow the organisation to 

sustain itself in the long term, again demonstrating awareness of concerns similar to those 

expressed by NGDO staff. Respondents linked to DDB and SJFFC also felt that SF would give 

NGDOs some independence from donor organisations, with one respondent suggesting that 

this in itself would support the sustainability of the organisation. Two respondents associated 

with SJFCC also suggested that SF might provide jobs for members of the local community, 

indicating that increasing this activity might require more staff and/or activities such as the 

plant nursery could utilise the skills of youths from the community, as had been the case when 

the Centre was first established. 

Respondents were also asked whether they thought it would be a good or bad idea for their 

associated NGDOs to increase self-financing activity. The majority of respondents to this 

question (97%) thought this would be a good idea, with the remaining 3% answering that there 

would be “good and bad” points to this, indicating that they felt there may be some risks 

associated (Table 6.9). 

Table 6.9 – Q17: Do you think it would be a good or bad idea for [NGDO] to increase this 

activity or similar activities? 

It was interesting to see that while respondents associated with ADWAC were mostly 

uncertain about whether it was a good idea for the organisation to make money from SF 

(Table 6.7), 93.3% felt it was a “Good idea” for the NGDO to increase such activity. 

Respondents may have been considering that SF could have value beyond income-generation, 

identifying the benefits to themselves and their communities rather than just the benefit for 
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the organisation. Alternatively, it is possible that after having had time to consider this activity 

and discuss it further with the questionnaire administrator, the respondents’ views became 

more defined, and as such the order of the questions here was important. 

Community views on the impact of SF 

NATC and SJFFC had been operating self-financing activities since their incorporation; they 

were both established as training centres, and were able to generate some additional income 

from the services they offered and/or the outputs of the training. For the other two 

organisations, ADWAC and DDB, associated respondents were asked if they thought that the 

quality of support offered to their community had changed since the introduction of self-

financing activities (Table 6.10), and if so whether it had changed for the better or worse, or 

neither better nor worse (Table 6.11). This question was not able to determine a cause and 

effect relationship between SF and the quality of the NGDO’s work, as other factors might 

influence change, but it was felt that if significant change was observed, this might have raised 

further questions about the impact of SF. 

Table 6.10 – Q16: Since [NGDO] introduced these income-generating activities, do you think 

the quality of support they offer to your community has changed? 

Table 6.11 – Q16.1: If ‘Yes’ to Q16 – Do you think the support has become…? 
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For ADWAC, 20% of respondents said that the quality of support had changed for the better, 

26.7% did not think it had changed, and exactly half of respondents said they did not know, or 

did not provide an answer29. Although these results are somewhat inconclusive, in terms of 

demonstrating a noticeable change in the quality of support following the introduction of SF, it 

is noteworthy that there was no suggestion of a noticeable deterioration of quality of service, 

as predicted in some literature (Adams and Perlmutter 1991, Davis 1997, Foster and Bradach 

2005). In the context that all respondents associated with ADWAC answered the question 

‘Overall, do you think ADWAC does a good or bad job of supporting your community?’, with 

“Good” (the most positive response), and all but one respondent said they were “Very 

satisfied” with the support they had personally received from ADWAC (see Table 6.1), 

maintaining a status quo in terms of quality of service could be considered a positive thing. 

The results for DDB were more conclusive: all but two respondents associated with DDB said 

that they felt the quality of support offered by DDB to the community had changed for the 

better; the other two respondents were "Unsure" whether the quality of support had changed 

since the introduction of SF activities. As discussed previously, members of DDB’s beneficiary 

communities appeared to be more aware of the SF activity taking place, particularly in contrast 

to ADWAC. It is perhaps more likely that respondents from those communities were conscious 

of the time period in which SF activity – specifically, Bwiam Lodge – has been introduced, and 

benefits to the community which were a direct result of that activity (for example, the 

scholarships for youths). However, this data is only based on respondent perception and did 

not relate to a causal relationship between the SF activity and improvements to quality of 

service. Other factors might have influenced improvements; for example particular projects 

delivered since the establishment of Bwiam Lodge might have been more effective than in 

previous years for unrelated reasons. 

Overall, this data cannot be taken as evidence of a causal link between self-financing and 

improvements in the service offered by the NGDOs. However, it does show that, in the views 

of the respondents, there has not been a decrease in the quality of service offered by NGDOs 

29 It is worth noting that 43.3% of respondents did not provide an answer to this question. It was 
considered that a lack of answer might indicate an unwillingness to provide a negative response, but it is 
thought that this is unlikely due to the otherwise positive views of the organisation, e.g. in response to 
Question 9 (‘Overall, do you think [NGDO] does a good or bad job of supporting your community?’), all 
respondents said they thought that ADWAC does a “Good job” of supporting their community. Also, it 
was anticipated that this question might be difficult to answer, as such change over time relating to a 
specific period and activity may be difficult to assess. 
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since they introduced their SF. This does not give support to concerns in the literature that, 

firstly, SF might negatively impact communities’ views of organisations, and secondly, that the 

quality of programmes might have been negatively affected due to issues such as a lack of 

focus on project work in favour of generating income (Fowler 2000a). 

Furthermore, it could be seen with the explanations given in relation to Question 10 (Table 

6.4) that there were links between what the respondents saw as improvements to their 

communities and SF activities. For example, four of the thirteen respondents who said SJFFC 

had helped to improve the community cited the provision of seedlings “at a reasonable price” 

as an explanation for this, whilst a further seven respondents also referenced advice on 

gardening and agroforestry techniques, which may have been delivered as part of this SF 

activity. 

6.3 INGO and donor views and engagement with SF activity 

INGO partnerships and involvement with SF 

As part of this research, staff from international NGOs (INGOs) partnering with the case study 

NGDOs were asked for their views on self-financing activity. These views did not represent the 

official position of the organisations, but reflected the opinions of particular staff members 

who were closely involved in their NGDO partners’ programme design and delivery, and/or 

income-generation and fundraising activities. None of the INGOS held an official formal stance 

on this activity – supporting or discouraging it – at the time of the research. 

As discussed in Chapter 4, the nature of the NGDOs’ partnerships with the participating INGOs 

varied, though in all cases these relationships were among the most significant (i.e. longest-

running, most consistent, or only formal) partnerships the NGDOs held. As such, the INGOs 

had some involvement in the financial management of the NGDOs, and an interest in their 

financial sustainability. United Purpose The Gambia (UPTG) was a partner to NATC and SJFCC, 

and over the course of the relationship had supported the organisations (and others) to 

develop their core budgets, which allowed the NGDOs to maintain core operations and 

staffing. This typically involved advising on management of funds and financial planning, but 

also meant that UPTG was aware of the alternative income-generation of NGDOs, in addition 

to project funding received through their joint projects. However, UPTG did not have any 

direct involvement in the SF activity of NATC or SJFFC – aside from the fact that their joint 
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projects had facilitated the development of these activities in the past. For example, the 

manufacturing of cooking stoves by NATC originated in a UPTG-supported project, and funding 

linked to projects training youths supported the establishment of SJFFC’s facilities. As such, the 

INGO demonstrated some acceptance or approval of the concept of SF, for example by 

purchasing project items, such as the stoves, from NGDOs rather than external sources. 

ActionAid International The Gambia (AAITG) had partnerships with NATC and ADWAC at the 

time of the research. With many partners, such as NATC, AAITG submitted joint funding 

proposals, in addition to supporting partners in securing their own project funding. It was 

reported that NGDO partners often relied heavily on AAITG for financial support rather than 

seeking funding themselves. AAITG therefore endeavoured to support its partners in building 

their capacity in terms of financial management and governance, in order to make them more 

attractive to donors. As mentioned in Chapter 4, AAITG had a somewhat closer relationship 

with ADWAC, which was the only partner operating its child sponsorship programme. As 

ADWAC was the only partner operating in this way, it had more consistent financial support 

from AAITG than other partners. However, AAITG did not have any significant involvement in 

the self-financing activities of ADWAC or NATC, despite its close relationship with the former, 

other than a general interest in the financial strength and sustainability of the organisations. 

ChildFund International The Gambia (CFITG) had a close relationship with DDB, as the NGDO’s 

primary source of funding, and due to the fact that DDB had evolved into an autonomous 

organisation after once being a regional office of ChildFund. Almost all of DDB’s income came 

via CFITG (reportedly, around 90%), so although DDB’s management board could determine 

the nature of its programmes, activities funded by CFITG were required to align with the 

INGO’s organisational strategy. However, CFITG staff reported that the organisation did also 

support its NGDO partners in seeking other funding sources and partnerships (provided these 

did not conflict with their mutual interests). Despite the close relationship between the 

organisations, CFITG was not involved in the SF activities of DDB. Although Bwiam Lodge was 

supported with funds that came to DDB via CFITG, this was from the portion of the funding 

that could be set aside for organisational costs, and over which DDB had autonomy in terms of 

how it was spent. 

Partner involvement in SF was minimal, despite often close and long-term relationships in 

relation to project work. This appeared to be an area in which the NGDOs all had a high level of 

independence from their partners. However, even when the nature of the SF was not 
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scrutinised by partners, the overall income and financial capacity of the NGDOs was monitored 

by the INGOs. The intention appeared to be to ensure the INGOs fulfilled their roles as 

responsible partners – with an ideological imperative to contribute to developing the capacity 

of local NGDOs – and to make sure that the partnerships would not be detrimental to the 

INGO if projects were affected by poor organisational or financial management within the 

NGDOs. 

INGO views on SF: potential opportunities 

Partner INGO staff were asked for their views of SF. This was in relation to the specific 

activities of the case study NGDOs, and in general, with other partner organisations which 

might implement additional income-generation initiatives. There were similarities in the 

perceived benefits of SF – in addition to simply generating income – to those described by 

participants from the NGDOs, particularly in relation to the idea that donor organisations 

would look favourably on NGDOs which had alternative or additional sources of income. INGO 

participants reported that donor organisations were continually questioning what recipients 

could achieve without their support and how they intended to sustain themselves. There were 

often conditions attached to project funding designed to ensure that the organisation could be 

sustained without the donor’s support. This reflects the experience of NGDOs described in 

Chapter 5, in that donors often have a match-funding requirement to their activities, as an 

additional source of income is seen as desirable. Staff from the INGOs identified that SF could 

be a way of demonstrating to donor organisations that activities could be maintained after 

project support had ended. 

In contrast to NGDO motivations for establishing SF, and the perceived benefits, the partner 

INGO staff did not particularly focus on the idea that SF could help with the additional 

provision of projects or other services. This is perhaps due to the fact that INGOs’ main 

concern in relation to partners was that they continued to operate in a way that was in line 

with their shared aims and values, and that they implemented their shared projects in an 

effective manner. There was less interest in additional activities the NGDOs were involved in. 

This could be seen as positive, as it is perhaps desirable that partner involvement is only in 

joint projects, not the wider operations of the NGDO. However, it may mean INGOs are 

unaware of these additional benefits which they could be promoting amongst partners to 

support the wider development aims of the NGDO sector. 
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That is not to say that INGO participants did not acknowledge the potential benefits to 

programme-delivery associated with SF activity. When prompted on their thoughts on how SF 

activity might interact with NGDOs’ other development activities, the participating INGO staff 

did identify the potential for SF-generated funds to be used to develop existing programmes 

beyond donor-funded projects. For example, one participant (UPTG1) suggested it was a good 

idea for NGDOs to use SF to fund additional training activities for farmers, or for an 

“innovation project”, perhaps testing out project ideas before seeking donor support for a 

larger scale version. It was also suggested that having a programme-related motivation like this 

could ensure that the focus remained on the benefit to target communities, otherwise 

generating income might become the only motivation and a priority: “If your objective is 

mainly just to raise income, the question is how much income can you raise and how much 

time are you going to spend on it.” (UPTG1) 

All of the INGO staff indicated that, if it aligned with the existing goals of the NGDOs, they 

would support the pursuit of SF activity (in terms of giving approval and advice or guidance 

where possible, not necessarily financial support). Staff from CFITG in particular demonstrated 

concern that partner NGDOs’ SF activities must align with its mission to support children, 

which is likely down to the close relationship between the organisation and its partner 

federations such as DDB: 

… anything they are doing, they must align it to the ChildFund strategy, because if 
you come here, the moment you hear Ding Ding Bantaba, their number one 
partner is CF – it’s like CF is the parent, DDB is the child. (CFITG1) 

For other INGOs, if a partner organisation altered its mission and areas of operation, the 

greater level of independence might mean that both parties could look for alternative 

partners. But CFITG was heavily invested in the activities of DDB, and its mode of operation 

influenced the nature of the NGDO, as seen by the recent merging of federations to form Foni 

Ding Ding at the behest of CFITG. If DDB (or Foni Ding Ding) were to move away from 

supporting children, it is unlikely that CFITG would continue to provide 90% of its funding. 

Therefore DDB’s SF activity had to be aligned to the organisations’ shared goals and values, 

even if not directly related to programme activities. Other INGOs might be uncomfortable with 

their partners moving in another direction with their operations, and there could be 

reputational risk if partners acted against their original missions, but perhaps the risk is 

reduced in those instances where the organisations are less closely aligned. It could be argued 

that reputational risk is also of greater concern for CFITG due to the nature of its income. The 
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majority of CFITG’s donors are individual sponsors who are potentially less committed in their 

giving and more able to remove support at short notice, compared to institutional donors 

offering project support, who might be legally, morally, or ideologically bound to work with an 

organisation to address any concerns over the nature of its work. 

INGO partner views on SF: managing potential threats 

Although INGO staff were (cautiously) supportive of the concept of self-financing, they did 

express concerns over the difficulties of establishing successful self-financing activities, 

particularly for those organisations (aside from the case study NGDOs) that were not already 

engaged in such activity. It was discussed that start-up funding was typically required to 

establish self-financing enterprises, and INGO participants felt that securing this funding from 

external sources (i.e. donor organisations) might be difficult. In addition to funding being 

difficult to come by for NGDO projects in general, it was reported that donor organisations 

were rarely willing to provide capital funding for infrastructure or equipment of the kind that 

would be required for the type of SF activity observed, for example building work, irrigation 

systems, or farming equipment. DDB had been able to avoid the need to seek specific funding 

for SF work by putting money aside from its organisational budget, but its situation was 

different to those NGDOs receiving project-based funding. It is unlikely that the organisation 

would be able to do this again in the future to establish further SF enterprises, due to the 

streamlining which has resulted in the formation of Foni Ding Ding, as the proportion of 

funding set aside for organisational costs will consequently be stretched further. 

NATC, ADWAC and SJFFC did initially receive external support for their activities, but INGO 

staff were somewhat sceptical of donor interest in providing such support in the future. 

Participants reported that donors would be reluctant to fund SF projects requiring specialised 

equipment, tools or infrastructure, due to the potential for these things to be misused, either 

for personal use or just activities other than those agreed upon: “if organisations don’t have 

strict rules, it will be very easy for other people to abuse them … and that can really scare 

[donors]” (AAITG1). Although in some cases alternative use might be for the benefit of target 

community members, overuse may limit the lifespan of such equipment, and reduce the term 

of impact that the donor intended. It was also suggested that donors would require proof of 

the sustainability and impact of such activity before investing, and some were put off by the 

fact that when they had provided support with infrastructure or equipment in the past as part 
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of projects (for example, farming equipment, milling machines etc.) these had not been 

properly maintained beyond the term of the project. This reportedly made donors wary of 

paying for such items: “if you started it before and it did not work, then they will think it will 

not work again” (AAITG2). This was despite the fact that, arguably, the context was different 

for an NGDO-run enterprise to providing equipment to a community; the factors influencing 

sustainability and success or failure are potentially quite different. 

INGO staff felt that donors would need some form of evidence to convince them that 

resources paid for would be appropriately used and maintained. This linked to the participants’ 

views that having a plan in place for managing SF activity was crucial: “Many a time, they fail 

not because the machine is not working, but because the management of the resources is not 

well done” (AAITG2). This included having a clear strategy in relation to who was responsible 

for managing SF within an organisation, and having an experienced and skilled person in that 

management role, who could focus on SF and not be distracted by other programme work. 

One participant (AAITG2) suggested that it would be helpful to have a manager who was 

separate from the main staff in terms of responsibilities and workload. Others spoke of the 

importance of having the right, skilled person in charge of SF activity, for example referencing 

the experience of Bwiam Lodge, for which many attributed its success to the manager who 

was in place at the time of the research: 

The [manager] there now has a knowledge of tourism and hospitality so things 
there are really working well ... there have been times when they’ve had people 
who have had some management issues and then the Lodge is kind of dormant. 
(CFITG1) 

In addition, having a clear plan for the use of funds was suggested by INGO staff to be 

important for managing potential risks around the legal implications of additional income-

generating activities. As reflected in the literature (Davis 1997, Weisbrod 2004), there was a 

perceived threat to NGDOs’ non-profit status if they engaged in such activity, despite the fact 

that generating income for the purposes of supporting programme activity and/or the running 

of the organisation was legally permitted and arguably ideologically acceptable. Being clear on 

how funds would be used, and making sure income was properly accounted for, was seen by 

some of the INGO participants as being important in counteracting this threat. This aligned 

with the argument referenced above that the purpose of SF and use of funds should be shared 

with local communities to avoid reputational risk. 
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Participants from the INGOs also felt that plans for SF needed to be incorporated into wider 

fundraising strategies, as SF was unlikely to be adequate for covering the costs of project work. 

It was suggested that NGDOs needed to make sure they continued to focus on proposal-

writing, and the development of the fundraising function within the organisation. Many 

NGDOs reportedly struggled with capacity in fundraising teams, but it was felt that setting up 

self-financing should not be an alternative to addressing this issue. This reflects earlier 

comments that SF cannot replace donor funding in relation to delivering projects. If there is a 

choice to be made, the INGO staff advocated for the development of and investment in project 

proposal development and fundraising functions, rather than SF activity which, in their 

opinion, might have minimal returns. 

Donor organisations’ involvement in SF 

Within this research project, it was not possible to identify the official views on SF of those 

donor organisations that typically worked with the participating NGDOs. As discussed in 

Chapter 4, the term ‘donor organisations’ does not here refer to partnering INGOs through 

which funding is directed, but national and international aid organisations such as the 

European Union, US Embassy, or UN agencies. Discussions during data collection with staff 

from donor organisations were only informal and could not be used as empirical evidence 

here, and those staff were keen to emphasise personal views could not be taken as 

representative of their organisation’s position. However, from the methodological perspective 

of this research, as important as the actual views and actions of the donors was the 

understanding of those views and actions by the NGDO staff involved – the perception of how 

donors might react to SF activity was thought likely to influence their decision to implement 

such activity and how it was operated. 

In line with the views presented by the INGO participants, NGDO staff felt that donors would 

look favourably on the existence of self-financing activity within an organisation. Participants 

indicated that being able to contribute financially towards a project when seeking external 

funds would make them more attractive to the donor. In some cases, such as with EU funding, 

it was reportedly common for projects to require that a certain proportion of a project budget 

be match-funded by the NGDO, and it was suggested that SF could be the source of this 

funding. Staff from ADWAC, for example, clearly stated that their SF activity had allowed them 

to always be in a position to co-finance the projects they had secured funding for. Participants 
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felt that donors looked favourably on this because they did not want the NGDOs to depend 

entirely on their funding: 

I think it has helped us to get more funding, and it has also helped build donor 
confidence in us … that we are not having cap in hand and begging for everything 
that we need to run our organisation. (ADWAC1) 

Specifically, it was felt that having another income source demonstrated the sustainability of 

an NGDO to donors, and therefore its ability to maintain projects and their impacts in the long 

term: “…having your own is more sustainable, because that way, whether there are projects or 

not, we are guaranteed of some continued operations, you see.” (ADWAC2) Furthermore, 

having another income source was thought to demonstrate an intention to be in operation in 

the long term and continue supporting communities in whatever way possible (SJFFC1). 

Only one respondent felt that donors may not look favourably on SF, as it might be seen as a 

distraction. However, they felt that their organisation was an exception because it had 

operated SF since its incorporation and could therefore demonstrate its ability to operate 

successfully in the long term. This reflected the INGO participants’ view that donors might 

require evidence that SF could be effective, and having a clear management plan could 

support this. 

Some donor organisations had demonstrated support for the concept of SF through financial 

support, whilst others had somewhat inadvertently funded aspects of SF. As shown in Table 

5.1, the majority of observed SF activities which had required start-up funding (as opposed to 

activities such as consultancy work) were initially financed with external support. This was 

either done as part of a project, for the explicit purpose of generating income, or by utilising 

funds set aside for organisational development. NATC’s training and accommodation facilities 

were established with support from the European Union and Oxfam America, and the metal 

workshop began in 2010 with funding from The Clinton Foundation – NATC generated some 

income from the sale of improved cooking stoves as part of that funded project, and used the 

income to build the structure and secure materials to establish the workshop. 

ADWAC’s grader and tractor were acquired through a conservation project funded by Irish 

organisation Gorta, and once that project had ended the staff looked for other ways to utilise 

the equipment. Gorta also provided around 90% of the funding required to build ADWAC’s 

accommodation and training facility, which was still being built at the time of the research. 
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This funding was provided with the specific intention of providing ADWAC with a sustainable 

form of income once the donor organisations ceased work in the country. 

Participants from SJFFC were not able to confirm who had provided the initial funds for 

establishing its training centre, though this was done under the management of an Irish priest 

and the funding was thought to come from supporters in Ireland. Funding for some additional 

facilities at the centre (for example, a water pump and solar power system) had been provided 

by SJFFC’s affiliated organisation, The Catholic Development Office (CaDO). 

Despite past donor financial support for SF activity, there were mixed opinions on whether 

such funding would be available again in the future. One of the organisations, SJFFC, was 

developing proposals at the time of research to seek support for its SF activity. Funding was 

sought as part of a wider project which would see the redevelopment of the organisation’s 

garden and training facilities so that they could be put to use training community members in 

addition to generating some additional income through the sale of produce or seedlings grown 

on the demonstration site. Others, however, felt donors would not be interested if the focus 

was too much on generating income, as they would be cautious about investing in potentially 

profit-making activities. 

6.4 Conclusion 

This chapter has explored the views of NGDO self-financing from “above” and “below”, looking 

at the ways in which beneficiaries and supporting organisation have interacted with and 

viewed this activity. Community members were found to interact with SF directly either as 

customers and service-users or during the establishment of SF. Concerning the latter, in the 

case of DDB, this was as decision-makers on the board of the organisations, and for ADWAC, 

through gifting of land on which SF could take place. Regarding the extent to which SF affected 

NGDOs’ abilities to work with beneficiary communities (RQ2), it has been shown that it did 

enable organisations to offer additional support to communities. In many cases, SF activities 

aligned to development goals by being of value to beneficiary communities, whilst in some 

instances (particularly with DDB and ADWAC) the income generated from SF was used to 

support project work, though there were relatively few examples of this. However, the 

additional support offered to communities could not be considered transformative; these 

instances of support were useful and valued by communities (according to the questionnaire 

data) but the impact on development appeared to be limited. For example, they supported 
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local farmers with the provision of better tools and seedlings, but did not influence wider 

structural issues, such as poor infrastructure. 

Given this limited direct impact on development, it was necessary to also consider how SF 

might also affect NGDOs’ relationships with community members in ways that may influence 

other development activities. There was found to be a lack of formalised accountability 

mechanisms surrounding SF, so although data collected indicated that communities were 

positive about the activity and provided informal feedback to NGDO staff, the organisations 

were not proactively seeking the involvement of communities in assessing SF. The results of 

the questionnaires administered as part of this research indicated that community members 

were supportive of the concept of SF and were happy with the services they had received, but 

ongoing assessment of community views is required. Repeated formalised evaluations will 

enable NGDOs to assess the impact of SF on relationships with communities if and when the 

activity and context evolve. 

This chapter also addressed concerns that the benefits to communities could be undermined 

by the creation of competition with other local traders and service-providers. This was not 

found to be a problem in the observed cases; issues were not reported by NGDOs or 

community members. In many cases, NGDOs had endeavoured to identify gaps in the market 

or areas in which supply was not able to meet demand. However, it is felt that this is 

something organisations should consider when introducing SF, and in the long-term planning 

for existing enterprises. For example, how would the NGDO respond if community members 

wished to establish a competing service for their own benefit? NGDOs must regularly evaluate 

their activity and balance their obligation to the (often most vulnerable) members of the 

community whom they support, and to others working and living in the area. 

Regular assessment of the impacts of SF and community perceptions could also help to provide 

evidence of the ways in which services have been received by, and contributed to, the 

community. Participants from INGOs felt that SF could bring some financial and programme-

related benefits to NGDOs and their beneficiaries, and staff from the INGOs and NGDOs 

involved believed that donors would look favourably on the implementation of SF activities. It 

was considered important for NGDOs to demonstrate evidence that SF could be successful and 

sustainable, and that it would be conducted in line with the values and goals of the 

organisation. INGO partners understandably felt it was important that NGDO activities did not 

undermine their shared principles, although in the cases of UPTG and AAITG there was little 
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monitoring of SF activity from the INGOs; where it was unconnected to shared projects, the 

NGDOs carried out SF independently. Given the close relationship between CFITG and DDB, 

the INGO’s interest in all areas of the NGDO’s work was stronger – and it was arguably more 

important for DDB to adhere to the wishes of this partner. 

Although donor organisations had financially supported SF in the past (explicitly for the 

establishment of income-generating activities or indirectly as part of broader projects), it was 

generally felt by INGO staff that donors might be reluctant to do this in the future. This was 

largely due to the changing nature of donor funding in general, away from capital support for 

buildings or equipment. However, there were relatively recent examples of donors providing 

such support: for example, work had begun on ADWAC’s training and accommodation facilities 

in 2013. What seemed to be a key factor in donors’ willingness to fund such activity was 

evidence that it would be successful, either in the form of examples from elsewhere or clear 

and achievable business plans. This is understandable, given the fact that the benefit for target 

communities may be indirect and capital projects, such as buildings, may require high levels of 

funding. 

In summary, with regard to Research Question 2 (To what extent does self-financing affect an 

NGDO’s ability to work with communities to deliver effective development programmes?), the 

response of communities to SF has been positive, though there was no conclusive evidence to 

say that it has greatly improved relationships with communities and/or the nature of 

development work. Offering additional support and increasing opportunities to interact with 

and help communities is surely a good thing, and if done well has the potential to be beneficial 

for all involved. What is less clear in the examples observed in this research is the negative 

impact SF might have if the activity were to fail or be otherwise ineffective, or whether there 

are particular types of activity which might not be welcomed by communities. For example, it 

has been seen that there was some concern over the use of Bwiam Lodge before it was 

established; DDB was able to overcome this, but had the organisation not been aware of the 

threat and the significant potential for harm to the organisation, this might have had serious 

consequences for community relations. 

Similarly, regarding Research Question 3 (To what extent are relationships with donors and 

partner INGOs affected by self-financing?), no significant impacts were observed. Generally it 

was felt that other organisations would approve of efforts to generate additional income and 

offer more support to communities, but performance in project work was more important to 
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INGOs and donors. Again, in the cases observed there were no instances in which SF had 

negatively affected these relationships, but it was felt that there was potential for problems if 

SF were carried out inappropriately and without transparency. For INGOs, the main concern 

was that SF should not distract the NGDO from its core work and values, whilst it was felt that 

donors would want evidence that SF was an effective use of resources. Another area to be 

explored is the ways in which SF may improve relationships with INGOs and donor 

organisations with regard to addressing the problematic structures of decision-making and 

funding described in Chapters 2 and 5; the following chapter will go into further detail about 

the impact of SF on these power dynamics. 
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Chapter 7 

The Impacts of Self-Financing on NGDOs’ Programme Delivery 

The previous chapters have demonstrated the case study NGDOs’ hopes for the ways in which 

self-financing (SF) could be useful, and the support for the activity, in theory, from 

communities and partnering organisations. This chapter will look at the reality of the extent to 

which SF was found to contribute to the running of the NGDOs and the delivery of their 

development programmes. In addition to continuing to make assessments related to Research 

Questions 2 and 330, this chapter will also address the following questions: 

RQ4. In what ways do self-financing activities affect the internal management of an 
organisation, including its ability to operate in the long term? 

RQ5. To what extent does self-financing affect an NGDO’s ability to operate in line with its 
original objectives and values? 

The chapter begins with an exploration of the impacts of SF on staff within NGDOs, in relation 

to both the organisations’ management of their workforces and the experiences of the 

individuals involved in running the NGDOs and delivering projects. This includes an assessment 

of the extent to which NGDOs were able to utilise SF to cover staff costs, either in the form of 

salary contributions or in-kind support. Adequate pay was found to be just one factor in 

retaining staff; the motivation of individuals and their commitment to the goals of the 

organisation were also important. Job security could improve staff commitment to their roles, 

but it will also be shown that staff found value in being able to develop additional ways to 

contribute to the community (and their own families) and take pride in their work for the 

NGDO, rather than waiting for project-funding to become available. 

The second part of this chapter explores the consequences of SF for NGDO management and 

administration, examining how it might impact the workloads of staff and their attempts to 

ensure the organisation stays on course to achieve its goals. Self-financing was found to bring 

challenges relating to the recruitment and management of related staff. NGDO management 

staff also had to consider how SF might impact their organisations’ status and position within 

the development arena. This related to the potential for formal challenges over the nature of 

30 RQ2: To what extent does self-financing affect an NGDO’s ability to work with communities to deliver 
effective development programmes?; RQ3: To what extent are relationships with donors and partner 
INGOs affected by self-financing? 
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NGDO-related enterprises, and the question of whether these community-based, civil society 

organisations should be engaging in this form of income-generating activity – did this fit with 

the goals and values of the organisations? 

The aforementioned issues ultimately impact on NGDOs’ abilities to deliver their development 

programmes, in the sense that staff levels, capability and motivation affect programme 

delivery, and the management and administration of these organisations affects their 

efficiency and capacity. However, this chapter goes on to identify more direct impacts of SF on 

programme delivery, related to the extent to which it contributes to the achievement of 

development goals for beneficiary communities and allows NGDOs to operate in line with their 

values. This leads to the question of the extent to which SF can affect relationships with 

partner and donor organisations, given the evidence (presented in Chapters 2 and 5) that 

these relationships significantly impact the nature and success of NGDO activities. 

At the end of this chapter, we revisit the analytical framework which was used to guide and 

inform analysis and address the research questions. As established in Chapter 4, this 

framework was developed during the data collection process, with the inclusion of participant 

views on what constituted “success” and “sustainability”. Reflecting the findings presented 

throughout this chapter, it was found that the working conditions within an NGDO, and the 

organisation’s ability to demonstrate its values within its internal systems and processes, were 

thought to be key to determining NGDO effectiveness. It is argued that this aspect of NGDOs is 

somewhat neglected in the current literature, and as such its impact may be missed or 

misunderstood. 

7.1 The impact of self-financing on the NGDO staff 

Contribution to staff costs 

Typically, staff salaries within the case study NGDOs were linked to project budgets or 

allocations for staffing as part of child sponsorship programmes. Although NGDO staff 

generally felt that donors had an obligation to cover salaries associated with projects, often 

only partial contributions to these costs would be made. In particular, salaries for support staff 

(such as finance and administrative staff) were often not covered at all in project budgets, 

despite arguably being necessary for successful implementation. It was found that the NGDOs 

were not establishing SF activities with the specific intention of covering staff costs, though 
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there was some hope that it could help to support these costs when external funding could not 

be secured. Even if this were the intention, in the cases observed, SF was found to not be 

capable of replacing donor support for staff salaries in the long-term; none were generating 

high enough levels of income to cover full salaries, and not with the regularity needed to 

commit to consistent payments. 

However, although it could not replace donor funding in this way, on occasion SF income was 

used to financially support staff in more informal ways, particularly between projects and once 

funding had come to an end. The hope was that this would allow organisations to retain staff 

who might otherwise move on to other roles or be out of work. For example, the variety of 

income-generation activities undertaken by Njawara Agricultural Training Centre (NATC) 

provided opportunities for staff to be paid and involved in work outside of project-related 

activities. This might not be in the form of a salary from the NGDO, but a share of the income 

that was generated. For example, the person responsible for the tree nursery (see Table 5.1) 

took a share of the money generated from selling the goods, allowing him to earn additional 

income on top of his project-related salary or when no salary was available. 

In addition, NATC’s provision of training programmes, or the use of the training facilities by 

other organisations, enabled the NGDO to generate an income outside of funded projects and 

pay staff for their contribution to those activities. The accommodation and training facilities 

also gave the staff the opportunity to reduce their living costs, as some were permitted to stay 

within the accommodation on site for no charge, particularly at times when the rooms were 

not required for other activities. This occurred either on a (semi-)permanent basis, or on 

occasions when the staff who normally lived in other villages were required to be present at 

the Centre for meetings, training or other events. As well as being of benefit to those staff, this 

was presented as being beneficial for the organisation as well, as it meant the accommodation 

was well-maintained; the staff who resided there took responsibility for regular cleaning and 

maintenance of the site. Furthermore, the staff were readily available to help with activities at 

the Centre when training was carried out or guests were staying, and they had greater 

opportunity to interact with local community members who came to the site for formal or 

informal purposes, potentially strengthening their relationship with beneficiaries. 

If houses are there and no one is occupying the houses, still they degenerate, so 
it’s better to have somebody in the house… they are providing a service, so those 
are some of the benefits attached to employment. You create opportunities for 
people, and you also facilitate their service delivery. (NATC1) 
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As such, this SF activity acted as a form of in-kind payment to remunerate staff for their 

continued support of the organisation. 

In the case of the Agency for the Development of Women & Children (ADWAC), income 

generated from SF activities such as the grader and tractor rental contributed to paying 

proportions of salaries for some staff whose full salaries were not covered by project funding. 

For some, such as those working on finance and administration, salaries were typically pieced 

together from multiple project budgets, but in some instances donors were unwilling to make 

partial contributions to cover the time spent on project work. One member of staff explained 

that donors might not pay what were seen as “insignificant” contributions (the example of 5% 

of a salary was given), and so the income from SF could be used to cover this gap in the salary. 

For those staff who were not specifically project-linked at all (such as administrative support 

staff), it was reported that there were occasionally issues with demonstrating the need for, or 

outcomes associated with, those roles. Consequently, donors could not see the justification for 

funding them: 

You cannot directly associate their service to any one particular project, so such 
payments become challenging, and sometimes when you pay, some donors will 
ask you why – if you are not able to produce convincing results or explanations, 
then that particular expenditure becomes ineligible. (ADWAC2) 

In these instances, the income from the rental of the tractor and grader covered gaps in 

salaries to allow staff to be paid and, ultimately, retained. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, participants felt that being able to retain staff in the long term was 

important for the sustainability and continued success of the organisation. Recruiting new staff 

with the required skills and knowledge could be difficult and hinder the progress of new 

projects, in addition to costing the organisation in terms of additional training requirements. 

This was identified as one of the major issues facing NGDOs and was arguably brought about 

by problematic models of project funding. The ability to cover some staff costs through SF 

between funded projects, or in addition to project funding, therefore arguably had a positive 

impact on the success and sustainability of these organisations. Retaining staff and their skills 

and maintaining certain positions (such as additional administrative support), was shown to 

strengthen the workforce in these organisations, and in some cases kept the organisation 

running between projects. However, this did little to address the problematic nature of NGDO 

funding on a broader scale, and the need for support from donor organisations to be adequate 

for programme goals to be achieved. 
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Participants also suggested that SF benefited the NGDOs and local communities by enabling 

the organisations to pay temporary auxiliary staff. NATC staff reported that the cook employed 

to prepare meals for guests at the Centre was paid through SF income and, similarly, additional 

cooks and cleaners were employed when training was taking place and the accommodation 

facilities were in use: 

To me, it is paying dividend, because … the cook here is paid from some of the 
remittance that we gain from the income. Had it been we are not managing the 
income, we cannot maintain her. (NATC1) 

A member of staff from Ding Ding Bantaba (DDB) also identified one of the main benefits of 

their SF activity (specifically Bwiam Lodge) as being the ability to provide work for individuals 

within the local community, as administrative staff, cooks or cleaners. Some of this work was 

not secure, in that it was neither permanent nor consistent, but it did provide opportunities to 

some people in the community – particularly women – to increase their income, in a context in 

which there were few other formal employment options available. 

Effects of SF on staff motivation and engagement 

Increased job security inevitably leads to greater motivation and commitment to a role and, as 

such, the contribution to staff costs appeared to be beneficial for retaining and engaging a 

strong workforce. It was evident that many staff were committed to the goals and activities of 

their organisations and hoped to continue working with them if possible. In these instances it 

seemed that even small efforts to cover living costs, provide opportunities for additional 

personal income-generation, or offer in-kind support such as accommodation, seemed 

adequate to retain some staff between funded projects, at least in the short term. The 

circumstances were slightly different for DDB, where staff were generally not employed on a 

project-based contract, but paid out of the fixed percentage of income from child-sponsorship. 

However, as the levels of sponsorship fluctuated, and had reportedly fallen in recent years, the 

staff from this organisation also faced uncertainty about their job security. Despite not having 

the challenge of periods without funding faced by NATC, St Joseph’s Family Farm Centre 

(SJFFC) and a large part of ADWAC’s operations, job security was just as precarious for staff at 

DDB because there was either money allocated for their post or not. Unless sponsorship levels 

consistently increased, there was a limited chance of being rehired once it was decided that 

there was not enough income to cover their post. 
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For organisations such as NATC, SJFFC and ADWAC, which used SF income to support staff 

between projects, this approach to staff retention was precarious, and arguably unsustainable 

in the long term. However, it did offer opportunities when no other option for paying staff was 

available, and brought benefits for both the organisation and the individuals, allowing both to 

work to their goals and values. Furthermore, providing productive activities for staff outside of 

project work was found to be beneficial for some organisations. It motivated the staff and kept 

them engaged with the work of the organisations by providing them with additional 

opportunities to contribute to the NGDO and the community, either directly through the 

additional provision of goods or services, or indirectly by keeping the organisation running. 

The ability to keep staff engaged in this way varied between the organisations and depended 

on the nature of the activity and the skills and expertise of the staff. For example, NATC and 

SJFFC both had staff who were knowledgeable about agriculture and agroforestry and were 

interested in using these skills to remain active and earn some additional income for the 

organisation and for themselves. One member of staff who was engaged in this additional 

work described how they valued the opportunity to continue working hard to support their 

family, and gained a sense of pride in being able to make the most of that opportunity in 

addition to actively seeking other avenues for generating income. As such, they were able to 

work in line with their own principles and values in addition to helping their organisation 

continue to support the local community. 

I really enjoy it because I even learn some skills through it … this may come at a 
time where I may be in need of money, that’s why I kill myself on this [SF activity] 
… I know what I am having there and it is my hard work, it is my sweat, and I 
believe in my sweat, not only the project work … And thank God that the Centre 
they are giving me opportunity, to take that time, to use this site also to do this. 
(NATC2) 

It is noteworthy that such behaviour was also seen in other areas of the NGDOs’ work, not 

only related to income-generation. For example, some staff from DDB were engaged in a 

number of voluntary activities in addition to their paid work for the organisation, such as 

working with community youth groups in a range of activities, from organising football 

tournaments to engaging young people with local politics and elections. If individual staff are 

driven by a desire to help their community, providing opportunities to do so through the 

NGDOs’ SF activity could understandably improve their interest in working with that 

organisation. That is not to say that involvement in these kinds of additional activities was 

wholly altruistic; as mentioned there was often increased job security or pay in return, and 
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other practical outcomes. For example, it was implied within some of the organisations that 

staff who were able to contribute to SF activities might be more likely to be retained when 

staffing cuts were made. 

For staff at ADWAC, SF had also offered opportunities for staff development that might not 

have otherwise been available; some of the funding for staff training came from SF activity, in 

addition to that which they were able to secure as part of project-funding. In this context there 

was some criticism that donor-prescribed training was not always relevant, the implication 

being that using SF to fund training would allow access to more useful training opportunities – 

though it was acknowledged that, primarily, donors should be encouraged to provide more 

relevant training. As with staff pay, this form of support through SF appeared to be limited and 

inconsistent, but had still been of some benefit for particular staff and, consequently, the 

NGDO, by providing them with additional reasons to continue working with the organisation. 

Self-financing also reportedly contributed somewhat to a more positive work environment by 

relieving some of the pressure staff felt from community members. When they were not able 

to offer development projects, the NGDOs often received requests, or “demand”, for support, 

and inaction due to a lack of funding could reportedly lead to the organisations being blamed 

for minimal developments in the community (ADWAC8). As will be discussed in more detail 

below, SF has allowed some organisations to offer additional support to communities which 

they might not have otherwise been able to offer, and this has the potential to improve the 

reputation of the organisation and its staff, and reduce the pressures being placed on staff to 

find ways to help their local communities. 

There were also instances in which SF was found to have a more negative impact on staff 

motivation, particularly in cases where the SF activity was not operating as effectively as 

possible. For example, some participants expressed dissatisfaction with the way activities were 

managed, particularly in relation to one of the case study organisations. Within this particular 

NGDO, some staff felt that management issues had led to problems with one aspect of its SF 

activity; there was no clear process of accountability between the person carrying out some of 

the work and managers, and there were issues around role expectations and responsibilities. 

This was one of very few areas in which staff expressed dissatisfaction with the running of the 

organisation, but it was clear that it was creating some tension amongst staff. Solutions 

appeared clear to some participants – with suggestions including the use of ‘performance 

160 



        

       

             

        

          

          

          

            

      

        

         

         

         

      

          

         

 

 

    

     

       

         

       

        

 

       

       

         

         

            

        

contracts’ – and there was frustration that the required changes had not yet been 

implemented, and that it was unclear who should carry out those changes. 

It is possible that this kind of issue is a risk in NGDO self-financing due to the fact that the 

activity functions outside of the normal operations of such organisations, in which there are 

more likely to be clear hierarchies and structures around roles and responsibilities, often in 

line with standards across the sector. In the case of this organisation, it appeared that the 

problems that had arisen had not been anticipated, possibly because a full risk-assessment and 

evaluation process had not been put in place. This issue will be discussed further in Chapter 8. 

Despite these concerns, generally the staff involved in this research did not indicate that their 

organisations’ SF activity negatively affected their overall motivation to continue working with 

the NGDOs, and in most cases explicitly expressed that they felt these activities were a good 

idea. Staff may have been unwilling to express their dissatisfaction with the decisions of 

managers or colleagues, but efforts were made during interviews and informal conversations 

to encourage constructive criticism. Most of these were related to practical implementation, 

rather than more abstract concerns related to the impact of SF on the objectives and values of 

the organisations, and as such did not appear to change the participants’ overall attitudes 

towards their employers. 

7.2 The impact of self-financing on NGDO management 

Effects of SF on management and administration workloads 

It was shown in the literature that increased bureaucracy and monitoring and evaluation 

processes could be an issue for NGDOs which have limited time and resources, affecting 

accountability to stakeholders and beneficiary communities (Kilby 2006, Murtaza 2012). 

Consequently, this research queried the impact of administering SF activities on management 

and support staff within the organisations 

Overall, SF was not found to have created significant issues for management and 

administration in the case study organisations. None of the NGDO directors or senior staff 

reported that it had caused them particular issues or occupied significant amounts of their 

time, and the same was true for those involved specifically in finance or administrative roles. 

However, in some cases it was reported by other staff members that more time spent on the 

management of SF activities could have improved their effectiveness (as in the case mentioned 
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above). This therefore raises a question of whether some SF activity, when managed more 

effectively, could begin to contribute more significantly to the workloads of managers and 

administrative staff. 

DDB’s self-financing enterprise, Bwiam Lodge, created perhaps the most significant managerial 

workload of the case study organisations, as it received regular business and required the 

input of multiple staff and resources. Consequently, DDB had appointed a separate manager 

for the enterprise, which existed as a separate business entity from the NGDO. ADWAC was 

intending to implement a similar set-up with its new accommodation and training facility, 

which was not yet open for business at the time of data collection. Had these enterprises been 

left to the management of the NGDOs themselves, they would have most certainly had a 

greater impact on the management and administration capacity of those organisations. 

By comparison, the accommodation and training facilities of NATC and SJFFC were operating 

on a smaller scale and so it seemed that the management of these enterprises had less of an 

impact on the running of the organisation overall. This may suggest that larger enterprises 

demand the establishment of a separate business entity in order to effectively manage the 

associated workload. It might also indicate that having a separate business entity would have 

allowed the enterprises run by NATC and SJFFC to grow and operate at a larger scale. 

However, it may not be appropriate for organisations like SJFFC and NATC to segregate this 

area of their activities. These facilities were established with different purposes and visions for 

their use: SJFFC and NATC’s facilities were developed as an intrinsic part of their initial 

development activities (the two organisations were established as training centres) whereas 

ADWAC and DDB established their facilities with the specific goal of generating income in 

addition to providing space for training and other development-related activities. 

One area in which management staff were found to face additional challenges was in the 

recruitment and retention of staff with the appropriate skills to carry out SF activities. For 

example, NATC had introduced several SF initiatives over the years which had been carried out 

with different levels of success and longevity. One of the main challenges expressed by the 

director and others within the organisation was the management of staff with specific 

responsibility for SF activities, many of which had been established with a certain level of 

informality. For example, the organisation had attempted to set up a garden within the centre, 

through which they could grow produce to sell – in fact, the director has provided the initial 

investment for these activities, buying seeds himself (see Table 5.1). On two occasions, people 
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had been hired and brought to the centre to work on the garden, which ultimately failed to be 

productive both times. On the second attempt, the person hired had been encouraged to bring 

their family with them to live on-site. The director had bought them bags of rice as a form of 

motivation, in addition to promising a share of any income generated from the garden. Despite 

attempts to make the job desirable, on both occasions the people hired decided to leave 

before the gardens became significantly productive. 

It was reported by one participant from NATC that it was difficult to find and recruit individuals 

who were willing to commit to the development of these activities, from which significant 

personal gain might not occur quickly: “it's very difficult in rural communities when it comes to 

development, the priority for people is their personal gain not the institution’s gain” (NATC1). 

Although staff involved in programme delivery were in some cases willing to remain with an 

organisation if there was a prospect of a salary in the near future, it is understandable that 

those who would be paid significantly less, for roles like garden maintenance, would not be 

willing or able to risk the financial security of their family in the same way, even if they could 

see that their work would potentially benefit them and the wider community in the long term. 

The management of the organisation had taken steps to address this by offering incentives 

such as those mentioned (food and accommodation), but had still not been able to motivate 

these staff to continue the work. 

NATC also reported issues with finding people with the required skills to operate their SF 

activities. In the case of the garden, this did not seem to be too problematic, due to the high 

number of people with skills and experience in agriculture in the surrounding rural area. 

However, in the past, the idea of establishing a bakery at the Centre had been hindered by 

difficulties in finding skilled bakers, or others who were interested in learning the skill; when 

the organisation had previously attempted to engage local youths in learning, they had 

reportedly eventually lost interest. Again, this raised the question of how to either identify and 

recruit those who were keen to support the organisation and commit to the opportunity, or to 

alternatively set up a system of employment which would continue to engage and motivate 

staff in the long term. This issue is particularly relevant in a challenging economic context in 

which it is difficult to take a risk on potential future earnings when more immediate gains 

might be available elsewhere. Addressing this dilemma potentially has implications for the 

work required by NGDO managers; it would take time and resources to effectively explore and 

develop recruitment strategies to improve the chances of finding staff who would be 

productive in the long term. 
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ADWAC also faced difficulties with the management of SF staff in relation to its garden in Sika 

(see Table 5.1), which was intended to provide an income through the selling of produce and 

seedlings. The garden was a significant distance from the main NGDO office – about an hour’s 

drive by car. Therefore, there were difficulties managing the individual who had been recruited 

to take care of the garden, and in effectively monitoring activity at the site. The actions (or 

inaction) of the one individual with responsibility for maintaining the site had evidently been a 

significant hindrance to the progress of this SF initiative, as reported by a number of ADWAC 

staff. However, some argued that this was the responsibility of the organisation’s 

management, not just that individual; it was suggested that there should have been clear 

terms of reference for the initiative (as there would be for project work) and consequences if 

the terms were not met. Again, the problem was arguably not just about finding the right 

person for the role, but also having systems in place which would encourage their 

commitment to it. 

It was evident that finding skilled and motivated workers, and ensuring their long-term 

commitment to the work, could become an additional burden for managers and senior staff 

within the NGDOs. When asked for suggestions for improving SF activity, NGDO staff often 

referenced the need for better management and planning, which would require the delegation 

of additional work or the recruitment of extra staff to take on that SF management 

responsibility. As such, the most effective SF activity is likely to have a more significant impact 

on management and administration than that which is carried out more informally without 

clear expectations and goals. Having a member of staff with specific responsibility for 

overseeing SF activity (and not other project work) was shown to be helpful in the case of DDB. 

Given the level of work that had been required from the Bwiam Lodge manager, it is highly 

unlikely that the other management staff of DDB would have had the capacity to carry out that 

work effectively in addition to their programme activities. Had they tried to take on such a 

large task, it is likely that INGO partner ChildFund (CFITG) would have raised concerns, given 

that staff were being funded in order to carry out sponsorship programme activities. 

Effects of SF on the status of NGDOs 

As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, the case study NGDOs were registered companies limited by 

guarantee with obligations to be not-for-profit and to work for the benefit of target beneficiary 

communities. ADWAC and NATC additionally held official non-governmental organisation 
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(NGO) status. These classifications entitled the organisations to apply for support from certain 

donor organisations and, because they did not generate “profit” for shareholders, the 

organisations were not required to pay corporate tax on income that was generated. 

It was shown in the literature that there were concerns related to whether implementing SF 

activities could affect organisations’ non-profit status (Davis 1997, Weisbrod 2004, Ly 2012). 

This was reflected by some participants in this research. However, those involved in SF 

generally felt that concerns over non-profit status were unfounded and issues could be easily 

alleviated. Only one organisation, DDB, reported that it had received any challenges to its non-

profit status due to its SF activities, specifically in relation to Bwiam Lodge. This challenge came 

from local government; initially, after the establishment of the Lodge, it was reportedly 

understood by the local area council that it was operating as a social enterprise (any ‘profit’ 

generated was directed to DDB and its programmes), and the Lodge was given a waiver on 

paying tax as a business. However, when the area council chairperson changed, the official 

view on this matter changed, and reportedly it was judged that DDB were “not doing business 

as a business entity, but whatever the case is we are generating profits, and those profits, we 

are making a lot of money that the government cannot just allow it” (DDB1). Consequently, 

the Lodge, as a semi-autonomous entity, was required to pay an additional year of tax as 

though it were a profit-making business entity (a private company as opposed to a company 

limited by shares). At the time of the research, DDB was working with the area council to 

demonstrate how the money was being generated, how the enterprise was run, and how the 

income was being used, “showing them evidence of the support we are giving to communities” 

(DDB1). The organisation had been promised that by 2017 the Lodge would again be 

considered a non-profit enterprise. 

This posed a significant challenge for the management of the Lodge, and had resulted in the 

organisation having to pay “very high tax” (DDB6), which inevitably left it financially worse-off. 

Reportedly, the problem arose in part due to the relatively large scale of the enterprise, and 

that it had received scrutiny due to the fact that much of its customer-base came from 

government ministries, which were aware of the success it was beginning to experience. It was 

speculated that when SF was carried out on such a scale, it would generate significant revenue 

and attract a lot of money to the area, which the local government was unable to tax. As 

discussed in the literature, NGDO self-financing activities or social enterprises potentially have 

an advantage over for-profit businesses due to the tax-breaks they receive, and as such it 

needs to be demonstrated that the work they support is of value to the local community, 
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particularly as the tax generated could in theory be put towards developments in the local 

area. 

In this sense, it can be seen that setting up a separate business entity to operate and manage 

SF activities could produce both challenges and benefits for NGDO in relation to their non-

profit status. Bwiam Lodge seemingly attracted attention from authorities because the link 

between the enterprise and the activities of DDB – and the benefits for development in the 

area – were not made clear enough. However, because the Lodge was operated as a separate 

entity, this challenge from authorities was directed only at this enterprise, and not at DDB. Had 

the programme-delivery side of the NGDO had its non-profit nature challenged, this would 

have risked both its official registered status and its ability to gain external funding support, 

from CFITG or others. The separation allowed DDB to deal with the issue in a way that did not 

directly impact its core operations, other than the loss of revenue when required to pay extra 

tax temporarily. 

Aside from this particular challenge, most of those asked thought that SF would not ultimately 

challenge their organisations’ status as a non-profit organisation. Participants noted that 

profit-making would fundamentally challenge the status which allows the NGDOs to exist, and 

would therefore not be something that they would endeavour to do. Not only are the 

organisations legally bound to not make any profit, they also rely on this status to receive the 

majority, if not all, of their external funding. Risking this funding for the sake of lower-levels of 

self-financing income would evidently not be sensible: 

We are bound by law not to make any profit. The moment we go into that, we 
negate our status as a non-profit-making institution, and nobody, mark it, nobody 
is going to provide funding to us. They will not make funding to institutions so that 
they can profit. (NATC1) 

Some NGDO participants did feel, however, that their status as registered non-profit 

organisations gave them the right to find different ways to earn income that would support 

their activities. SF was permissible under these terms, even if it was not the usual or expected 

form of funding: “We are within the laws of the country … we have the right to raise income 

for programmes and projects, and so we are treating it in that light” (ADWAC1). It was 

suggested that it was therefore important to make sure activities were correctly presented to 

and understood by the relevant authorities. 

One staff member from NATC also felt that their organisation would not generate enough 

income through their SF activities for profit-making to be a concern. Any money that was 
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generated was going straight back into the maintenance and operation of their site and 

activities, and the margins they made were not significant, with very little going into savings in 

the long-term which might be viewed as ‘profit’. However, this might not be the case with all 

the organisations, including others involved in this research; although the money was still 

ultimately used for the programme-delivery of the organisations, some (like Bwiam Lodge) 

might eventually generate relatively large amounts of income that might not only be used for 

self-sustenance and may sit in accounts for a longer time. However, this is still a moot point, as 

all the organisations were clear on the fact that the income generated went only towards 

maintaining the organisation for the purpose of extending programmes and continuing 

support to communities. Even if high levels of income drew challenges, they were still 

operating within the legal and moral requirements of being a non-profit organisation. 

This point is all the more important when considering that these organisations were typically 

required to generate additional income in addition to the project-funding received from 

donors, to cover match-funding requirements. To question the appropriateness of generating 

income in this way would be detrimental to those donor organisations’ own goals, as some 

organisations would be unable to meet their criteria and act as project-delivery partners were 

it not for their SF activity. 

In addition to any potential formal challenges to NGDO status, informal challenges were 

considered, particularly in light of concerns raised in the literature that the general public may 

be concerned about profit-making which could damage an organisation’s reputation 

(Weisbrod 2004). In the previous chapter, it was discussed that some community members 

associated with DDB were initially concerned about Bwiam Lodge, and that in general there 

was a feeling that community members might not be supportive of SF activities if its purpose 

was not understood. However, generally respondents seemed to see the value in SF and did 

not express concerns about what the activity might mean for the nature of the organisation. 

Community members were seemingly happy to buy goods and services from the likes of NATC. 

They did not appear to be concerned about having to pay for some things and not others that 

were provided through projects, particularly when those goods and services would be bought 

anyway for a higher price than they would pay to the NGDO. As long as it was clear that 

programme work was still ongoing, it did not seem to change the public perception of the 

NGDOs. 
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In terms of the impact of SF on the management of NGDOs, it was therefore the case that the 

potential challenge to organisational status was not seen as a significant issue by participants. 

However, in such circumstances work needs to be done to ensure the operations of the 

organisation are transparent and financial reporting is accurate. Furthermore, channels of 

communication with stakeholders must be open and clear. 

7.3 The impact of self-financing on development programmes 

Self-financing interaction with programme delivery and goals 

Self-financing activity was found to have contributed to NGDO development programmes by 

either providing goods or services linked to project work, offering these resources as a means 

of supporting development goals within the community but separate from projects, or by 

covering the costs of some additional support for communities. At the time of data collection, 

the latter was found to be limited in the case study organisations, but ADWAC and DDB in 

particular reported that they had used income from SF activities to offer ad hoc support. 

ADWAC had used funds generated from equipment rental to renovate community seed stores, 

support a local maternity outreach clinic, repair wells, and support the activities of a local 

youth organisation. Through Bwiam Lodge, DDB had been able to provide some local families 

with building materials when their homes were damaged in bad weather, and had provided 

scholarships for some of the sponsored children who wished to continue on to college 

education. 

Organisations also contributed to the efficient delivery of development projects through their 

self-financing activity, by providing high-quality and low cost resources to be used in those 

donor-funded projects. By producing fuel-efficient cooking stoves on site, NATC was able to 

contribute these items to their United Purpose-supported project, when they would otherwise 

have had to source them from other areas of the country or Senegal. Similarly, seedlings for 

community garden and agroforestry projects were grown on site at NATC and SJFFC, which 

avoided higher purchase and transport costs had they been bought elsewhere. Similarly, using 

training facilities owned by the NGDOs meant additional costs were avoided – this was the 

intention with establishing the training centres at NATC and SJFFC, and ADWAC had plans to 

use its new facilities in the same way. Although the exact impact of this was unclear (as project 

budgets were not available), it was indicated that this cost saving allowed for more individuals 

or communities to be supported by projects – in addition to redirecting spending back into the 
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NGDOs for the benefit of future activities. The NGDOs reportedly did not make much 

additional income from operating in this way, as items were sold for close to the cost of 

production, but they were able to factor in small amounts that could be saved or used towards 

the running costs of the organisation. 

In addition to project-linked activities, the NGDOs were able to use the items they produced or 

acquired to support the communities in other development activities. For example, the tractor 

initially provided for ADWAC for use in projects was subsequently hired out to community 

members for personal or collective use, and the grader had been loaned to communities and 

an environmental social enterprise operating in the region. NATC, SJFFC and ADWAC had all 

provided plant seedlings to community members to help with the development of their 

personal or community gardens and agroforestry developments which would benefit the 

sustainability of the local environment. All of these activities had originated in project work, 

but the NGDOs were continuing to support their communities by providing the goods for a 

reasonable fee. As discussed previously, there appeared to be potential for some confusion or 

dissatisfaction from communities if people were now being sold products that had previously 

been provided for ‘free’ as part of projects. However due to the reasonable costs – and the 

lack of opportunity to buy these items from other sources – this did not appear to be a 

concern for the NGDOs observed. Overall, it can be seen that NGDOs can contribute to 

development programmes through activities which also serve to generate income for their 

organisation – and approaching SF in this way can also help to identify and secure a suitable 

market for the goods and services that are provided. 

Although it was clear that much of the SF activity observed was designed to complement 

programme delivery, the research also aimed to address concerns raised in the literature that 

SF activity might lead to “mission creep” away from core programme work, as income-

generation for survival may become prioritised over social aims (Adams and Perlmutter 1991, 

Davis 1997, Foster and Bradach 2005, Weisbrod 2004). However, it was apparent that the 

NGDOs involved in this research continued to prioritise their project work and development 

goals over any SF activities, in some instances to the detriment of those income-generation 

activities which consequently faced difficulties due to a lack of management and other inputs. 

This prioritisation seemed to be based on both a moral imperative to put the needs of the 

community over the sustainability of the organisation, but also, as discussed, the NGDOs were 

clear that they would continue to rely on external funding from donors, to whom they were 

significantly accountable. Prioritisation of programme work over any additional income-
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generation demonstrated a commitment to community development, which would be 

attractive to donors, but the NGDOs were also legally bound to certain criteria, such as project 

time-scales, which meant they could not afford to be distracted by other work: 

I am accountable to the donor... every project has a timed schedule, so if my 
schedule is due, and I don't want ADWAC to have a problem with the donor, I had 
better give priority to my project activity rather than the other thing. (ADWAC3) 

Although it was good to see that SF has consequently not distracted the NGDOs from their 

development goals and core organisational values, it is also worth noting that SF did not 

appear to enable NGDOs to fully challenge the typical prioritisation of upward accountability 

described in the literature (Kilby 2006, Murtaza 2012). 

Furthermore, it has been seen that SF has allowed the NGDOs to better meet their objectives 

by offering additional support to communities. For example, DDB primarily implemented 

projects linked to its child sponsorship programme, with funds arriving via CFITG, and as 

discussed in Chapter 5, it was implied that these projects were determined in a top-down 

manner. Although the income generated through SF for projects had been relatively small, 

DDB had been able to offer some additional support to communities – such as scholarships for 

local youths – and intended that in the long term they would be able to help with activities 

that might not be covered under the specific remit of CFITG. As discussed in Chapter 6, there is 

a risk in deviating from the areas of work supported by INGO partners and donors, and 

accountability to those organisations could be seen as a positive influence on maintaining the 

direction of the NGDO. However, it was also suggested that whilst INGOs such as CFITG were 

somewhat restricted by their own donors’ interests, SF could give NGDOs the flexibility to 

listen to the needs of their beneficiaries and make their own judgement as to whether 

requested support was in line with their organisational goals and values. As such, SF may allow 

NGDOs to stay true to their principles by not being restricted by the interests of donors. 

It has been shown that SF can also simply support NGDOs to continue running their 

organisation and contribute to its sustainability, which is clearly in line with organisational 

goals and values. It has been implied that focusing on the sustainability of an NGDO is 

inappropriate, as development programme work should be prioritised over the sustaining of 

an organisation for no other purpose than its continued existence. However, as we have seen, 

in this context sustaining an NGDO when project funding is not available does not indicate that 

projects are not required, and it is important to ensure that the organisations continue to exist 

in the long term to enable the delivery of projects when the ability arises. Operating SF 
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activities just to sustain an NGDO in the long term could be seen to be going against the 

purpose and values of that organisation, but doing so to ensure that opportunities to support 

the community can be taken when they arise, fits within the overall goals of such 

organisations. 

Effects of SF on relationships between NGDO, INGOs and donors 

It was shown in the data collected and presented in Chapter 5, that there was an imbalance of 

power between NGDOs and donor organisations in The Gambia. Development projects were 

commonly determined in a top-down manner (in terms of broad themes if not the specifics of 

projects) and NGDOs were almost entirely dependent on donors for their survival and ability to 

deliver substantial development interventions. It was discussed in Chapter 5 that, in part, it 

was hoped that SF would help to address this imbalance and provide greater independence 

from donors. However, this was not found to be the case to any significant degree. 

One challenge to achieving greater independence from donors was the fact that initial funding 

for SF activity often came from donor support, as detailed in Chapter 5 (see Table 5.1). For 

example, the training and accommodation facilities operated by NATC, SJFFC and ADWAC were 

all established with funding from donor organisations. For ADWAC, this funding was provided 

with the specific objective of establishing a SF system, and for the other two organisations the 

funding came as part of project support for the training of local communities for which the 

facilities were essential. In order to establish Bwiam Lodge, DDB saved and utilised a portion of 

the funding they were given from CFITG to cover the running costs of the organisation, after it 

was decided by the board that this investment was worthwhile in the long term. Furthermore, 

participants reported that external funding for SF was typically the only way these enterprises 

could be established, as there was no other means of securing the levels of income required. 

This is not to say that after an initial contribution from a donor, the NGDOs could not then 

achieve independence. In the case of ADWAC, SF activities were funded specifically as a way of 

addressing the removal of other financial support after the donor organisation ceased 

operations in The Gambia. It has been discussed in Chapter 5 that donors themselves 

reportedly value independence in organisations; for the sake of the sustainability and strength 

of local development activities they do not want NGDOs to rely only upon their support. 

Consequently, donors might see support for SF as a means of improving NGDO independence 
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to a certain degree, but as long as their input is required even for these start-up costs, there is 

still an imbalance in the relationship between the donor and recipient. 

Furthermore, it was not the case that donors would be able to provide support for SF activity 

and consequently remove the need for future funding support which would allow NGDOs to be 

independent. In all of the case study NGDOs, there was a continued reliance on donor funding 

to cover the majority of costs within the organisations. It was not thought or intended that the 

particular SF activities observed would grow to the point of being able to entirely replace this 

external funding. This was largely due to the significant scale of donor funding in comparison 

to levels of income that could be generated by these enterprises within communities, 

particularly in rural areas. One member of staff from DDB explained that Bwiam Lodge could 

not even generate ten percent of the minimum subsidy that the organisations received from 

CFITG per month as part of the child sponsorship programme, so even if that support were 

drastically cut it would still potentially provide more income than SF. Similarly, it was noted by 

staff from SJFFC that when local community members were customers, there was not enough 

financial capacity or custom within the target market to generate substantial revenue. The 

need for donor-funded projects based on the provision of services or infrastructure (access to 

water, education, medical facilities, and so on) comes from the assumption that there is not 

capacity within a community to pay for these amenities – whether through direct input of 

community members or local tax revenue. It is therefore inevitable that the SF activities 

operating in this context cannot entirely cover such costs. 

In relation to reducing dependency on donor organisations, one of the motivations for 

establishing SF, discussed in Chapter 5, was the hope that it would allow NGDOs to be more 

selective about the projects, and associated funding, that they chose to take on. This would 

not necessarily allow NGDOs to go without project funding, but the income generated through 

SF could in theory be used to cover costs between projects and give organisations the 

opportunity to wait for more desirable project ideas and conditions to become available. In 

reality, the ability to be selective was limited by the fact that funding opportunities in general 

were minimal. It was found that the NGDOs were already somewhat selective about the 

projects they took on, in terms of ensuring their appropriateness for meeting communities’ 

needs – but not when it came to selecting projects based on the provision of support and 

running costs for the organisation:  

For us, any opportunity that comes our way we just go in for it, we are not 
selective. We can only be selective if we feel that this particular call for proposal 
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cannot match with the values and the needs of the intended communities… you 
cannot go in for that. (NATC1) 

NATC1 further explained that funding conditions would often be accepted even if there was 

not provision for staffing or running costs, if the benefit to communities would be significant. 

The existence of SF did not appear to allow organisations to be more selective, but did give 

them capacity to cover some of those costs not accounted for in project budgets. As such, the 

problem of inadequate donor funding was not challenged by the existence of SF, and could 

arguably be seen to be perpetuating that system by supporting projects to be successful 

anyway. 

Self-financing was not found to mitigate the influence of donors on NGDO programmes, due to 

the continued dependence on the low levels of external funding available. The case study 

NGDOs were still dependent on a small number of donors for funding, and this was even more 

pronounced for DDB which had a close, and often exclusive, relationship with CFITG; it had 

received some project funding from other organisations in recent years, but not to any 

significant level. However, DDB had demonstrated some independence and initiative by 

establishing Bwiam Lodge without the support of CFITG (and despite the INGO’s concerns) and 

this had enabled them to offer some additional support to communities. But, again, the extent 

of this was limited, and did not challenge the overall donor-recipient structure in place. 

It is possible that SF might be of greater benefit to NGDOs if the nature of their development 

activities were to change. Projects of the style delivered by the NGDOs participating in this 

research involve the input of physical resources which may be expensive and/or need to be 

sourced from outside of the community – or indeed, which may be relatively inexpensive but 

still unobtainable for individuals whose livelihoods are primarily based on subsistence farming 

and who have minimal access to cash. If the nature of those programmes was fundamentally 

different and required few resources, NGDOs may be able to rely more heavily on funding 

from SF activities. For example the “rights-based” approaches that some participants felt 

would be more practical in the new political context (see Chapter 5) might help to reduce 

dependence on large sums from donors. With such an approach to development, communities 

would be encouraged to make requests from the state for support they felt they were entitled 

to, including access to basic services and infrastructure. Moving away from this kind of service-

provision, and focusing on facilitation of community-led development activities, could cut the 

costs associated with NGDOs work and reduce the levels of external funding required. 

Although these approaches were thought to be near-impossible to implement in previous 
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years, the change in government may create opportunities for NGDOs to move away from 

service-delivery, as discussed in Chapter 9. 

7.4 Developing the analytical framework 

In the following chapter, the overarching research question (To what extent, and in what ways, 

can self-financing affect the success and sustainability of NGDOs in The Gambia?) will be 

addressed, informed by the findings presented so far. Before doing so, it is necessary to reflect 

on the analytical framework that was used to inform analysis and contextualise emerging 

findings within existing knowledge. As discussed in Chapter 4, it was felt necessary to 

incorporate participants’ perspectives on success and sustainability into analysis to ensure that 

the findings of the research were relevant to those involved. Furthermore, this was important 

for understanding NGDO motivations and goals for SF (and other activities), particularly given 

the lack of existing knowledge-sharing on this topic and assumptions made in the literature. 

Consequently, during the course of this research, participant views on success and 

sustainability were incorporated into the analytical framework. This process not only improved 

the relevance of the research findings, but also revealed gaps in the existing literature in 

relation to the importance of NGDO staffing and internal management conditions. 

During the participatory group discussions with staff from the case study NGDOs (discussed in 

Chapter 4), participants were asked to identify characteristics they considered to be 

synonymous with a “successful” NGDO. After suggestions were collected, the discussion 

moved on to whether that particular NGDO possessed those characteristics and, if not, what 

could be done to achieve them and what potential barriers they might face. The responses 

from the three group discussions were collated to create a list of characteristics, as noted in 

Table 7.1. This table also includes factors identified during the discussions which were thought 

to influence an organisation’s ability to achieve those characteristics. 
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Table 7.1: Additions to analytical framework from participants 

Characteristic Factors influencing ability to achieve characteristic  
Committed and engaged workforce 

Honesty 
Hard-working staff Job security; Staff development opportunities 
Committed staff Job security; Staff development opportunities 
Respect for organisation vision & mission Job security; Staff development opportunities 
Shared responsibility for meeting goals 

Respectful and supportive working environment for staff 
Good internal communication & information-
sharing 

Staff capacity; Internal transparency (between 
management & staff) 

Supportive working environment 
Valued staff 
Ongoing capacity-building of staff Availability of funds for training/staff development 
Clear organisational structure & responsibilities 

Adequate staff capacity 
Strong knowledge & skills Availability of funds for skills development; 

Communication technology to support training 
Realistic goals/expectations Availability of funds; Staff capacity 
Strong leadership 

Inclusive, sustainable, effective programmes 
Strong networks amongst beneficiaries Communication technology and transport 
Communities’ needs being met Availability of funds; Staff capacity 
Sustainable projects Availability of funds; Staff capacity 

Transparency, accountability, and effective recording-keeping 
Good record-keeping & documentation Staff capacity 
Accountability to communities Communication technology and transport 
Transparency 
Effective reporting Staff capacity 

Well-managed fundraising and income-generation activities 
Successful fundraising Availability of funds; Staff capacity 
Fundraising skills & management Staff capacity; Clear fundraising strategies 
Sustainable income-generation activities 

Strong partnerships and knowledge-sharing 
Sharing knowledge Communication technology and transport 
Supportive of partners Communication technology and transport 

Some of these characteristics were similar in theme, and so were grouped together as 

appropriate (for example, characteristics of “honesty”, “hard-working staff”, “committed 

staff”, “respect for organisations vision and mission”, and “shared responsibility for meeting 

goals” have been summarised as “committed and engaged workforce”). In this way, I have 

interpreted participant responses as opposed to using their answers verbatim, but I was 
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confident in doing so, having clarified my understanding of their views during the group 

discussions. 

In many cases, the characteristics identified by participants corresponded with those drawn 

out of the literature; for example, “accountability to communities” was one of the first 

responses during all three discussions, and aligned with the importance placed on this 

characteristic within the literature. However, there was a disparity with the literature in terms 

of the importance placed on creating and maintaining a satisfying working environment. There 

was some discussion within the literature regarding the creation of working environments in 

which staff are happy to remain. For example, a comparison was made to working in the 

private sector, where pay might be higher but the work is less “value-driven” (Fowler 

1997: 27). However, less importance was placed on such things as internal transparency and 

accountability, and clarity around roles and responsibilities. Some suggested characteristics 

also reflected the participants’ involvement with the practicalities of NGDO operations. For 

example, the importance of effective record-keeping was emphasised, being intrinsic to 

practicing accountability and transparency, and also an important characteristic and outcome 

of success in itself. Consequently several additions have been made to the analytical 

framework, as shown in Table 7.2: 

· Transparency, accountability, and effective record-keeping – This was similar to the 

characteristic of “People-centred development, accountable to service-

users/beneficiaries” but focuses more on the availability of information to communities 

and partners. 

· Committed and engaged workforce – Separate to “Strong governance, staff capacity”, 

this characteristic focuses more on the attitudes of staff and their relationship with the 

organisation; their work ethic rather than skills. 

· Respectful and supportive working environment for staff – Similarly, this characteristic 

reflects the extent to which the organisation is a pleasurable place to work, impacting its 

ability to retain staff and therefore improve its success and sustainability. 

· Strong partnerships and knowledge-sharing – This links to building staff and 

organisational capacity, but participants also referenced the importance of sharing their 

knowledge with others to extend their impact and support partnering NGDOs. 

· Well-managed fundraising and income-generation activities – Although multiple, 

sustainable income streams had already been identified as a characteristic, this reflects 
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the participants’ views that there needs to be adequate capacity for implementing and 

managing income-generating activities on a more practical level. 

The characteristics “Adequate staff capacity” and “Inclusive, sustainable, effective 

programmes” (see Table 4.3) have not been added to the framework as it was felt they were 

already covered under the existing list of characteristics identified from the literature. “Strong 

networks between beneficiaries” has been added to the framework as an indicator of 

“Challenges societal structures, empowers communities” as it was decided this could be seen 

as symptomatic of strengthened or empowered communities rather than a characteristic of 

success by itself. 

The additions made here indicate the limitations of the current literature on NGDOs, which 

does not sufficiently explore the importance of staffing issues and internal ways of working. 

This gap has similarly been discussed by Banks et al (2018), who note that studies into 

development programme effectiveness (specifically microfinance programmes) typically only 

focus on the nature of the product/project being delivered, the broader environment, and the 

characteristics of intended beneficiaries. They found that staff performance had a significant 

impact on programme success and led to variations in outcomes for different organisations 

(Banks et al. 2018). 

In this research project, the methodological decision to centralise the views and experiences of 

NGDO staff has highlighted the omission of their perspective within the existing literature, and 

consequently a missing piece in the puzzle of what makes organisations successful and 

sustainable. It is perhaps unsurprising that NGDO staff would emphasise the importance of 

effective operational practices and a positive working environment, but this does not 

undermine the importance of those characteristics. Without the contribution of individual 

staff, and their skills and commitment to their roles, none of the other characteristics of 

success and sustainability listed could be achieved. 
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Table 7.2 – Analytical framework with participant input 

Additions from participants emphasised in bold italics. 

Characteristic Factors influencing ability to achieve 
characteristic 

Possible indicators of this characteristic 
being present 

Su
cc

es
s 

Connection to grassroots, 
context-appropriate 
approach 

× Availability of funding for particular 
development themes 

× Requirements of funders (not adaptable to 
context) 

× Evidence of consultations with communities 
× Strategies reflecting changing beneficiary 

needs/different needs of different 
beneficiaries 

Strong principles, value-
driven 

× Conflicting demands, imperative to 
gain/generate income 

× Requirements of funders differing from 
original principles 

× Clear mission statement 
× Internal awareness of/consensus on 

organisational goals 
× External awareness of organisational goals 

Challenges societal 
structures, empowers 
communities 

× Requirements of funders (service-delivery 
focus) 

× Need to fill service-delivery gap for 
constituents 

× Difficulties developing networks due to 
practical challenges (communication, 
transport) or social challenges (conflicts) 

× Projects designed to empower/challenge 
societal structures 

× Awareness of structural 
constraints/challenges demonstrated in 
goals/mission statements 

× Strong networks between beneficiaries 

People-centred 
development, accountable 
to service-
users/beneficiaries 

× Reporting requirements of donors/partners 
× Existence of strategies/mechanisms in place 

to ensure accountability 
× Staff capacity to utilise accountability 

mechanisms 

× Accountability mechanisms in place and 
being utilised 

× Reasonable accountability agreements with 
donors 

× Beneficiaries feel the organisation is 
accountable to them 

Transparency, 
accountability, and 
effective recording-keeping 

× Lack of staff capacity to keep records 
× Difficulties communicating with 

beneficiaries (communication technology 
and transport) 

× Lack of funding to support 
accountability/record-keeping activities 

× Evidence of effective record-keeping and 
reporting 

× Evidence of ability to communicate 
regularly and clearly with communities 

× Transparency/accountability incorporated 
into project design 

Su
cc

es
s/

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y 

Innovative × Requirements of funders (lack of flexibility) 
× Availability of funding for new/innovative 

projects 
× Organisational capacity (staff, facilities) 

× Awareness of different approaches to 
development projects 

× Capacity and opportunity to try different 
approaches 

× Bottom-up project design, not donor-
prescribed 

Cost-effective, efficient × Short-term projects prohibiting long-term 
impact – minimal ROI 

× Bureaucratic requirements of funders 
resulting in over-spend (time and money) 
on reporting 

× Evidence of long-term strategy for projects, 
projects building on previous 
work/investments 

× Evidence of appropriate time spent on 
reporting/bureaucracy 

× Staff perception of efficiency 

Flexible, responsive to 
changing needs 

× Requirements of funders (prescriptive, set 
targets) 

× Dependence on one donor, no support for 
alternative projects 

× Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms in 
place to  track beneficiary needs 

× Evidence of changes to aims/activities in 
line with changing beneficiary needs 

× Relationships with several donors 
(appropriate to different needs) 
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Strong governance, staff 
capacity 

× Lack of funding for 
administrative/management costs – 
inability to attract skilled staff 

× Lack of funding for capacity-building/staff-
development 

× Poor governance structures in place and/or 
not followed 

× Ability to pay staff salaries 
× Finances/support available to cover staff 

development costs 
× Clarity regarding various responsibilities of 

staff and strong leadership 

Committed and engaged 
workforce 

× Lack of funding for capacity-building/staff-
development 

× Lack of funding to attract and retain skilled 
and engaged individuals 

× Lack of clarity around the nature and 
purpose of different roles 

× Staff motivation & recognition 
× Capacity building opportunities for staff 
× Secure employment 
× Staff expressing commitment and 

engagement with work 

Respectful and supportive 
working environment for 
staff 

× Lack of internal communication/knowledge 
of other areas of operation within the 
organisation 

× Lack of opportunity for capacity-
building/staff-development 

× Clear organisational structure & 
responsibilities 

× Evidence of internal communication and 
awareness of other areas of operation 

× Staff expressing feeling valued and 
supported 

Strong partnerships and 
knowledge-sharing 

× Poor communication and access to 
transport 

× Evidence of working with partners 
× Evidence of sharing (giving and receiving) 

knowledge and/or advice from other 
organisations 

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y 

Multiple income streams × Lack of donors operating in the 
geographical/thematic area 

× Lack of capacity to research/write bids 
× Lack of capacity to identify alternative 

income streams 

× Project funding from more than one donor 
× Strategies for generating income from 

various sources 
× Capacity/facilities for researching/writing 

bids 

Well-managed fundraising 
and income-generation 
activities 

× Lack of capacity and coordination/strategy 
for fundraising 

× Unsustainable income-generation activities 
× Lack of clear responsibilities for fundraising 

activity 

× Clear responsibilities for fundraising/IG 
and/or dedicated role 

× Evidence of strategies/plans for 
fundraising/IG 

Strong long-term 
goals/vision 

× Availability of only short-term project 
funding 

× Reliance on short-term goals/strategies 
× Lack of clear long-term strategy 

× Awareness of/consensus on organisational 
goals 

× Clear mission and long-term vision for the 
organisation and strategy to achieve it 

× Strategies for generating income in the 
long-term 

It should also be noted, however, that because these characteristics added to the framework 

have been determined by staff working within a particular context, they may not all be 

universally relevant. It is possible that within the NGDO sector more broadly – for example, 

those in other countries, or varying in size, structure, or mission – some of these additional 

characteristics of success and/or sustainability may not carry the same importance. The 

section of the analytical framework which notes “Factors influencing ability to achieve 

characteristic” has been added to with context-specific items which may not have relevance to 

179 



        

        

           

      

        

             

           

       

 

 

            

       

          

         

        

           

         

          

            

         

        

          

     

        

        

         

    

         

          

         

     

           

assessing NGDO success more broadly. For example, poor communication technology and 

transport infrastructure were identified as having a significant influence on NGDOs’ abilities to 

achieve certain characteristics of success in rural parts of the country, but organisations 

elsewhere not hampered by these constraints may not identify this as a significant influence. 

In line with the participatory approach of this research, the impact of self-financing has been 

assessed in line with the goals and values of those implementing it. As such, it is perhaps not 

possible to apply this specific analytical framework to other contexts, but the approach used to 

construct it would be valid if similar research was carried out elsewhere. 

7. 5 Conclusion 

It has been shown that SF can contribute positively, to a certain degree, to NGDOs’ delivery of 

development programmes. In assessing how SF might affect the internal management and 

administration of an organisation (Research Question 4), it was found that it could support the 

retention of staff and, occasionally, the hiring of additional staff. This was either by paying 

those staff from the income generated through SF, or enabling them to generate some 

additional income by operating SF activities for the organisation. Furthermore, SF was found to 

help with the motivation and commitment of staff, which contributed to retention and, 

potentially, the quality of their work. It was shown in the literature that having a “moral 

incentive” to work for an NGDO was important, given the precariousness of positions and 

typically low pay (Fowler 1997: 83). It was understandable, therefore, that NGDO staff would 

value the opportunity to contribute to their community in some way when project work was 

unavailable, and SF could provide that incentive to remain with an organisation through 

financially difficult times. During the production of this research project’s analytical 

framework, it was determined that a “committed and engaged workforce” and “respectful and 

supportive working environment” were important characteristics of a successful and 

sustainable NGDO. Through its contribution to these characteristics, SF could be considered a 

positive influence on NGDOs and their work. 

In addition, SF was found to enable programme activities to be expanded or improved through 

the provision of particular goods or services, or directly via the income generated. As such, this 

supported NGDOs’ abilities to operate in line with their objectives and values related to the 

development goals of their beneficiary communities and deliver more effective programmes 

(Research Questions 2 and 5). To a certain extent, NGDOs were therefore able to be led by 
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community needs more so than when relying solely on externally-funded and -determined 

project activities, thereby addressing a common point of contention related to NGDO activity. 

However, with regard to both internal management and development activities, the extent of 

the positive impacts of SF was found to be minimal. This was in large part due to the relatively 

low levels of income that were being generated through SF activity, in comparison to the 

amounts of funding that could be received from donors and via INGO partners. It was also 

noted that the problems described here relating to workforce management and monitoring of 

SF activity might be exacerbated if enterprises were increased in scale but staff with specific SF 

management responsibilities were not employed. 

Nevertheless, the relatively small scale of activities arguably protected NGDOs from the 

potential negative consequences of SF which were suggested in the literature. For example, SF 

was not carried out to a scale that would undermine the status of NGDOs, either formally 

(raising questions of profit-making) or informally (offering more support for a fee than for free) 

(see Adams and Perlmutter 1991, Davis 1997, Foster and Bradach 2005, Weisbrod 2004). 

Similarly, and importantly, there seemed to be little risk of “mission creep” (Fowler 2000a), as 

the NGDOs were often enhancing their existing activities through SF rather than undermining 

them. The only enterprise that was not directly linked to programme activities was DDB’s 

Bwiam Lodge, and this avoided “mission creep” by separating from the other activities of the 

NGDO. Staff were not required to prioritise or promote working with the SF activity over 

project work, and those running the Lodge could focus on generating income without concerns 

for programme-related activity, particularly as the beneficiary community were not the target 

customers in this case. It was also found that limits on the scale of SF were often by design, not 

just necessity; there was an awareness of potential issues amongst NGDO staff, and 

consequently they did not pursue expansion of SF to levels comparable with external funding 

opportunities. 

Related to its small scale in this context, and inability to remove dependence on donor 

funding, SF has been shown to do little to change the current system of development finance, 

when carried out within the related structures of development work. This debate will be 

expanded upon further in Chapter 8. It was shown that SF might provide short-term and low-

impact solutions to certain NGDO challenges, without contributing significantly to addressing 

fundamental problems. For example, SF was found to support NGDOs in retaining staff 

between funded projects, and to cover the costs of staff whose salaries were not paid as part 
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of a project budget. However, this did not address the complaint that donor funding should be 

more adequate in covering the majority, if not all, of the running costs associated with a 

development project (Elbers and Arts 2011, Elbers and Schulpen 2011). Similarly, the low levels 

of income meant it was not practical for SF to become a long-term viable alternative if donors 

were to remove their support or make unreasonable demands of the NGDOs (AbouAssi 2013, 

Banks, Hulme, and Edwards 2015). 

However, upon returning to the initial motivations for introducing SF that were discussed in 

Chapter 5, it can be seen that the intended purposes were being met to a certain extent. It was 

previously described that, although addressing funding concerns was a significant motivation, 

the NGDO staff were also driven by a desire to offer additional support to their communities, 

make the most of resources available to them, and redirect project spending back into the 

organisation. As such, the objectives of SF were largely being met on the level of practical, day-

to-day operations of the NGDOs; the question is whether enabling NGDOs to work more 

effectively within this context actually helps to sustain a damaging system and avoids tackling 

the issue of developing a more effective and sustainable funding system for NGDOs in The 

Gambia. This issue will be explored further in the following chapters, supported by the 

expanded analytical framework which accounts for NGDO staff goals and values, as well as 

those characteristics of success and sustainability set out in the dominant literature. 
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Chapter 8 

The Impact of Self-Financing on the Success and Sustainability of NGDOs 

in The Gambia 

This chapter seeks to address the overarching question of this research project: 

To what extent, and in what ways, can self-financing affect the success and sustainability 

of NGDOs in The Gambia? 

Building on the analysis presented in the preceding chapters, the discussion here is guided by 

the analytical framework utilised throughout the research, and centres on assessing the extent 

to which identified characteristics of success and sustainability are affected by self-financing 

(SF) in the cases observed. The analytical framework, presented in Chapter 4, was informed by 

the literature on NGDO effectiveness and the views of research participants, collected from 

group discussions with staff from the case study NGDOs. Identified in the framework were 

fifteen characteristics argued to be indicative of successful and sustainable NGDOs (Table 8.1). 

The impact of SF on each of these characteristics has been assessed, in relation to its ability to 

help or hinder organisations in achieving these characteristics. 

The first half of the chapter will look at those characteristics of success and sustainability which 

relate to NGDOs’ position within the development system: their connection to the “grassroots” 

and understanding of the specific context; their value-driven nature and adherence to 

principles of social justice; and their commitment to putting the interests of communities first. 

It begins with an assessment of the impact of SF on NGDOs’ connections with communities, 

contextualising this in the literature regarding NGDOs’ abilities to capitalise on their 

understanding of the “grassroots” within the current funding system. It will be argued that SF 

can allow NGDOs to address communities’ needs in ways that might not be supported by 

external donors, potentially allowing for more context-appropriate approaches. Self-financing 

may also facilitate regular communication and interaction between an NGDO and community 

members, which may improve (informal) accountability and understanding of the 

communities’ concerns. 
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Table 8.1 – Characteristics of a successful and sustainable NGDO 

Connection to grassroots, context-appropriate approach 

Strong principles, value-driven 

Challenges societal structures, empowers communities 

People-centred development, accountable to service-users/beneficiaries 

Innovative 

Cost-effective, efficient 

Flexible, responsive to changing needs 

Transparency, accountability, and effective recording-keeping 

Strong governance, staff capacity 

Committed and engaged workforce  

Respectful and supportive working environment for staff 

Strong partnerships and knowledge-sharing 

Multiple income streams 

Well-managed fundraising and income-generation activities 

Strong long-term goal/vision 

This assessment is then expanded to consider the impact of SF on NGDOs’ abilities to challenge 

societal structures and empower communities. Although SF did allow NGDOs to operate 

outside of traditional development structures to some extent, the scope of this was limited, 

and it will be argued that this therefore did not challenge the existence of those structures at 

all. Another key element of NGDOs’ supposed role in development was their propensity to be 

value-driven and operate in line with clear objectives and principles. It was found in the review 

of the literature that there was concern that SF might distract NGDOs from these objectives – 

or at least appear to distract them – but it will be argued here that this was not the case. Self-

financing was found to be driven by the same principles that influenced programme work, and 

direct development activities were typically prioritised over SF. 
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The second section of the chapter examines the overall effects of SF on the management and 

operations of NGDOs, beginning with an assessment of its impact on innovation, flexibility and 

efficiency within the organisation. Again, this is contextualised in the arguments, found in the 

literature, that the development funding system is thought to restrict these characteristics. It 

will be shown that SF was unable to fully counter the effects of problematic funding, but it also 

encouraged these characteristics of innovation, flexibility and efficiency, rather than hindering 

them. The chapter goes on to look at the impacts of SF on the governance and management of 

staff within NGDOs. Self-financing was not found to have a significant positive impact on this. 

Systems of effective governance were generally already in place or not, and SF could not cover 

staff costs consistently. The same principles of management that applied to general NGDO 

work also needed to be applied to SF to avoid negative impacts. Finally, the effects of SF on the 

long-term planning and sustainability of the organisations are examined. Following on from 

the discussion in Chapter 7, it is argued that SF can contribute to a diverse funding base, 

though is unlikely to provide a reliable form of alternative income in place of donor funding. 

However, implementing SF into a long-term strategy for the organisation can help to 

demonstrate the organisation’s vision for its future work. 

Reciprocal relationship: The impact of a successful and sustainable NGDO on self-financing 

In order for it to have a positive (or at least, non-damaging) effect on NGDOs, SF activity must 

be successful and sustainable itself. Although it will be shown in this chapter that the research 

observed minimal negative impacts from SF, it is thought that this does not mean the risks 

associated with SF are inherently low. If SF is ineffective, particularly if it is visible and required 

significant investment, it could potentially be disruptive to NGDOs. 

The assessment of effective SF was not restricted to that numerical data on the financial 

success of the activities, in line with the methodological approach of this research. The varied 

levels and types of SF work being carried out would have made direct comparison difficult and, 

although some activities clearly generated more income than others, that did not necessarily 

indicate that those activities were more effective, as the motivations for establishing each 

activity differed between organisations and activities. As such, high levels of income-

generation were not the only characteristic of a successful venture. 

In the context of the analysis carried out in this research, it can be said that effective SF activity 

is that which has a positive impact on an NGDO’s success and sustainability (as defined by the 
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characteristics presented above, in Table 8.1). At the same time, it appeared that what 

enabled SF to be effective and contribute positively to NGDOs – or at least, not significantly 

affect other areas of their work – was an alignment with the same characteristics that made 

the organisations successful overall. If SF was not carried out effectively it could have a 

negative impact on those characteristics of success and sustainability identified in the 

analytical framework; if those characteristics were not already present to some extent and 

applied to SF, it seemed likely that attempts at self-financing would fail. 

Throughout this chapter, in addition to presenting the impact of SF on NGDO success and 

sustainability, examples will be presented (in Boxes 8.1-8.4) of the ways in which the methods 

and values of the organisations also influenced the extent to which they could achieve their 

goals for SF. 

8.1 The impact of self-financing on the NGDOs’ role in development 

NGDO connection with communities 

As discussed in Chapter 2, existing literature on NGDO effectiveness indicated that the 

development funding system undermines organisations’ ability to capitalise on their 

connection to the “grassroots” (Banks and Hulme 2012). Despite attempted improvements, 

this system was argued to continue to prioritise the interests of donors, both in terms of 

determining which development should be implemented and in what ways, and in 

encouraging “upward” accountability (Elbers and Arts 2011, Kilby 2006, Murtaza 2012). 

Inappropriate projects were said to lead to ineffective development interventions, and could 

additionally decrease the legitimacy and credibility of NGDOs in the eyes of their beneficiaries, 

which could be damaging to future activities (Amagoh 2015). As shown in Chapter 5, among 

the motivations for establishing SF was the hope that it would allow NGDOs to support their 

communities in ways which might not be favoured by donors and ensure that opportunities to 

support communities in addressing their most pressing needs were not missed due to the lack 

of available funding. It was also intended in some cases that SF might allow for increased 

interaction with local communities, and arguably this could improve communication and 

accountability and develop the NGDOs’ understanding of the local context. 

As detailed in previous chapters, several instances were observed in which the case-study 

NGDOs were able to offer support to their communities which would not be otherwise funded 
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through donor-supported projects. For example, the additional support offered by Ding Ding 

Bantaba (DDB) to community members, in the form of scholarships for youths to attend 

college, went beyond the support typically provided through ChildFund-financed programmes. 

Njawara Agricultural Training Centre (NATC) and Agency for the Development of Women & 

Children (ADWAC) were able to offer useful services to communities that went beyond 

activities which would be supported by their typical donor partners. NATC used its metal 

workshop to repair farmers’ tools and fabricate other items, whilst ADWAC also provided its 

equipment, such as the tractor, to help with individual and community activities. In this way, 

the NGDOs could be seen to be connecting to the actual needs or interests of the 

communities, and finding ways to deliver appropriate activities which may not be otherwise 

supported by donor funding. 

Similarly, the literature identified that, ideally, NGDOs should operate “people-centred” forms 

of development (Banks and Hulme 2012: 2), which prioritised the engagement of communities 

in project design, in addition to increasing accountability to those communities. It was shown 

in the literature that, again, the funding context in which NGDOs operate can be a hindrance to 

this approach, particularly due to the desire to achieve certain measurable “impacts”, 

determined in a top-down manner (AbouAssi 2013, Banks and Hulme 2012, Fowler 1997, 

2000b). This research found that some participants hoped that SF could increase or at least 

maintain interaction with communities beyond project work (especially given the short-term 

nature of many projects), and this in turn could increase accountability and interaction with 

communities. For example, NATC’s metal workshop provided a physical environment in which 

community members would sit and talk with the NGDO’s staff on a regular basis, and could 

report on their development needs and feedback on projects. Similarly, St Joseph’s Family 

Farm Centre (SJFFC) engaged with community members outside of projects through their 

seedling business, which allowed them to provide additional advice and guidance on farming 

techniques as well as improving interactions with those ‘customers’. This was echoed in the 

literature, albeit in very different contexts; for example, Parsons (2002) found that “charity 

shops” in the UK extended the value of charitable organisations beyond their original target 

beneficiaries, but also improved interaction between the organisations and the general public. 

This kind of interaction is not necessarily a suitable substitute for formal engagement of 

communities in project design (and is unlikely to be inclusive of all members of the 

community) but could potentially improve relationships with staff in a way that facilitates 

improved communication and understanding. 
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The fact that the case study NGDOs identified and pursued alternative means by which to 

support their communities and achieve the overall goals of their organisation arguably 

demonstrated that their activities centred on meeting community needs. As such, SF did not 

necessarily improve the extent to which the organisations were “people-centred” – that 

organisational value was apparently already present – but it did provide opportunity to 

manifest this by offering additional support to communities which went beyond donor-

prescribed interventions, and increasing opportunities for informal accountability. The overall 

“people-centred” approach of the NGDOs, and their commitment to and understanding of 

their communities’ needs, also appeared to be a factor in determining the effectiveness of SF 

activity in a number of cases. This point is illustrated by the examples presented in Box 8.1. 

Box 8.1 – Self-financing aligned to characteristics of success and sustainability – 
Connecting to communities 

NATC found success with its metal workshop by identifying a gap in the local market, 
which benefitted the community but also capitalised on an available and engaged 
customer-base. Similarly, the venture had been established with external financial 
support due to its connection to donor-funded projects. Had this not been the case, it is 
unlikely that NATC would have had the capital to set up the workshop and acquire the 
relevant equipment. The SF activity could have been unsustainable and unable to have 
a positive impact on the organisation. 

DDB’s Bwiam Lodge provided an example of the risks if it were not clear that SF was 
focussed on directly supporting communities. Although its purpose was to support the 
organisation in providing additional support for communities, the immediate benefit for 
communities was not as obvious and this had arguably contributed to challenges to the 
non-profit status of the enterprise, as discussed in Chapter 7. However, DDB did have 
some accountability mechanisms in place which were thought to help the situation. 
Representatives of beneficiary communities sat on the board of DDB and received 
reports on the Lodge, and similar reports were made to ChildFund (CFITG). If DDB 
maintained effective accountability mechanisms, this would likely lead to a reciprocal 
beneficial impact: Bwiam Lodge could enable DDB to prioritise community interests and 
needs through additional projects, but it could only be successful if it operated in line 
with community interests and needs identified through accountability processes. 
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NGDO ability to challenge societal structures 

Another of the key characteristics of successful NGDOs, identified in the literature, is that they 

should challenge detrimental societal structures and empower communities, through 

processes of democratisation, encouraging participation in governance, and the development 

of a strong civil society (Banks, Hulme, and Edwards 2015, Hudock 1995, Mitlin, Hickey, and 

Bebbington 2007). There has been much discussion of the ways in which NGDOs’ ability to 

fulfil their role in these processes has been undermined. Again, this has occurred through the 

funding system, but also in relation to the ways in which NGDOs have taken on service-delivery 

roles and development “interventions”, due to the nature of the development system and/or 

the difficulties of challenging political systems in certain contexts (Banks, Hulme, and Edwards 

2015, Fowler 1997, Hart 2001). Indeed, it was shown in this research (see Chapter 5) that 

NGDOs and international NGOs such as ActionAid (AAITG) had been restricted in the type of 

programmes they had been able to deliver in The Gambia, due to concerns over what might 

happen if they were to challenge the government. 

Removing dependence on donor-funded projects could, in theory, enable NGDOs to challenge 

the structures influencing development, by enabling the type of participatory project design 

which may arguably be lacking in the traditional, top-down model (Banks and Hulme 2012). 

This may also enable a move towards rights-based approaches to development, in a context 

where donors and INGO partners are cautious of supporting activities which may challenge 

those with political power. It was seen that SF did enable NGDOs to operate outside of 

traditional development structures in some ways. For example, there were instances in which 

communities were able to go directly to NGDOs for support. Rather than waiting to secure the 

finances from elsewhere, the organisations were able to help either via the SF activities 

themselves or with the income generated through those activities. On some occasions this 

involved communities taking action themselves with support from SF activities rather than 

waiting for government or donor-funded projects, as was the case with those communities 

which used ADWAC’s grader to develop land for local farmers. 

Self-financing could also potentially challenge economic structures which disadvantage 

communities, by introducing services and goods to the market which are not designed to 

generate maximum profit (although, of course, are intended to generate some income for the 

organisations). It was found that the provision of good-quality, cheap goods and services by St 

Joseph’s Family Farm Centre (SJFFC) and NATC meant that individual customers were not 
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disadvantaged by existing market systems, such as the need to travel long distances and 

accept high prices due to the previous lack of competition. 

However, as with efforts to ensure the relevance of programmes and people-centred 

approaches, the extent to which SF impacted the success of NGDOs in this area was limited in 

the cases observed. Challenges to the status quo (such as going against the interests of 

traditional donor organisations) were limited to small-scale, ad hoc instances, rather than any 

significant structural shifts. Although SF enabled NGDOs to address the needs of communities 

in new and innovative ways, project-delivery was still largely dictated by top-down design and 

donor-determined projects. This is not to say that the organisations involved in the research 

did not involve participants in project design or work to address their specific needs. Indeed, 

there was evidence that delivering relevant and effective projects was a priority and clear 

intention of the NGDOs. However it was evident that donor interests influenced which areas of 

community development were prioritised, and this might not always reflect the main concerns 

of the communities or the NGDOs’ understanding of how development could take place. 

Similarly, because SF was not being operated at a level which could replace donor funding, it 

could not in itself support a move towards different forms of development activity, such as 

encouraging projects which were more rights-based rather than concerned with service-

delivery. 

Although SF was found to help NGDOs better address the concerns of their communities in 

some instances, this was in no way a complete shift in the system of programme delivery, and 

additional support was somewhat inconsistent. Although increased interaction may have 

improved informal instances of accountability to communities, it did not significantly impact 

formal accountability mechanisms, and as long as donors were funding the more substantial 

projects implemented by the NGDOs, the donors’ reporting requirements would be prioritised. 

Maintaining values and objectives while carrying out SF 

There was discussion in the literature around the possibility that SF would undermine the core 

values and goals of an organisation, with which this form of income-generation may not be 

compatible (Adams and Perlmutter 1991, Davis 1997, Foster and Bradach 2005, Weisbrod 

2004). One concern was that NGDOs would experience “mission creep”, as the focus of the 

organisation would move towards income-generation and away from meeting the 

development needs of their communities (Fowler 2000a). It has been shown, in Chapters 6 and 
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7, that the case-study NGDOs prioritised their programme activities above SF – in some 

instances to the detriment of that SF activity – and community members did not identify any 

changes to the quality of service they had received since SF was introduced. 

Questions have been raised (see Davis 1997, Weisbrod 2004) about whether income-

generation through enterprise activities can be compatible with the values and principles of 

NGDOs, in the eyes of the public, the organisations’ staff, competitors, and political officials. 

This research assessed these factors, and found minimal concern over the status of the NGDOs 

in the light of their SF activity; the only challenge identified was the instance in which DDB’s 

lodge had been formally categorised as a profit-making business by local government officials. 

It was also found that community members appeared to be supportive of NGDOs’ SF activity, 

and were in favour of the concept of finding alternative means to generate income, so 

concerns in the literature regarding public opinion were not found to be present in these 

cases. However, further research on this topic is required to understand how this activity 

might be viewed by members of the public on the other side of donor-NGDO relationships. 

This includes those providing philanthropic support to NGDOs directly or tax-payers indirectly 

contributing via aid-related funding. 

Furthermore, it was shown in Chapter 5 that the motivations for establishing SF were only in 

part related to the lack of income, and in many cases were largely due to the desire to find 

additional ways to support the community, make the most of existing resources, and/or make 

sure projects were more cost-effective. This indicated that, from the outset, the NGDOs did 

not necessarily see SF activities as a means to simply generate as much income as possible. As 

such the risk of incompatibility between SF and programmes was reduced. The extent to which 

this was the case varied between organisations, particularly between those activities which 

were directly project-linked and those which were intended to generate income in a way that 

was separate from, but in support of, development programmes and the sustaining of the 

organisation, such as DDB’s Bwiam Lodge. However, the separation of Bwiam Lodge’s 

management from the rest of DDB’s other activities allowed the NGDO to retain its focus on 

effective programme delivery. 

When assessing NGDOs against the characteristics of success identified in the literature and by 

participants, it would be difficult to argue that SF activity undermined the particular values of 

the case study organisations. The data collected indicated that, from the inception of SF 

activity through to its implementation, the participating organisations were attempting to 
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operate SF in line with their values and organisational aims, and were driven by the core 

mission to support local communities in achieving their development goals. With regard to 

whether SF impacted NGDOs’ abilities to develop strong principles and values, it is unclear 

whether this was improved beyond the organisations’ previous value-driven nature, but it did 

not appear to be hindered. What SF did potentially provide was an opportunity for the NGDOs 

to demonstrate their commitment to their core values, to the local communities and to donors 

or partner organisations, which may ultimately be of benefit for relationships with those 

actors. Box 8.2 provides examples of the ways in which these pre-existing values and missions 

also influenced the effectiveness of SF, further contributing to the reciprocal relationship 

between that activity and programme work. 

Box 8.2 – Self-financing aligned to characteristics of success and sustainability – 
Prioritising principles and programme goals 

Having a strong connection to programme areas can potentially also make SF more 
effective, as there is an added incentive to succeed at the activity. In cases where there 
was minimal connection to existing project work, the lack of external accountability 
could potentially result in less pressure to perform well. For example, NATC’s 
unsuccessful attempts at establishing vegetable gardens on their site were primarily 
designed to reduce costs and generate some additional money for the organisation, in 
comparison to the successful metal workshop, designed to provide a service lacking 
within the community. 

Similarly, ADWAC had been gifted its garden in Sika without prior consideration for how 
it might be integrated into the broader activities and goals of the organisation. Despite 
the large commitment required to effectively manage the site, there had been no clear 
plan for staffing or development of the associated enterprise. By comparison, the new 
training and accommodation facility was specifically designed not only to generate 
income but also to become a key feature of the NGDO’s operations in the future, and 
there was therefore a greater incentive to plan for its effective use. 

Because of the fact that programme work did take priority over SF when staff were 
tasked with managing both types of activity, SF was inevitably more successful when it 
had some clear benefits for achieving programme goals. The alternative would be to 
identify staff who could be focused only on SF, in which case they would need to have 
clear terms of reference regarding the broader goals of the activity and expectations for 
their role. 
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Impact of SF on NGDOs’ abilities to fulfil their role in development 

Overall, the data suggests that SF has a minimal impact on the extent to which an NGDO can 

effectively fulfil the expectations placed on such organisations within the development arena, 

particularly in relation to the role NGDOs can or should play in comparison to other actors. 

However, it was also evident that the impact that it did have was predominantly positive, as 

there were instances in which SF helped NGDOs achieve the related characteristics of success 

and sustainability, and no apparent ways in which these were directly undermined by SF. 

Despite this, it is arguable whether this therefore means that SF is automatically a worthwhile 

endeavour; enabling NGDOs to function more effectively within a damaging system, without 

challenging that system, could be seen as a way of perpetuating structures which are 

ultimately detrimental to the communities that NGDOs aim to support. This links to the 

arguments in the literature that NGDOs are often part of, and “conspirators” in, the systems 

they should be challenging if they are aiming to be truly value-driven, people-centred and 

empowering (Mitlin, Hickey, and Bebbington 2007, Fowler 2000a). Furthermore, the 

appropriateness of engaging in SF activity can be debated from the perspective that “reliance 

on the market is the cause, not the solution, of global inequality” (Davis 1997: 33). The 

question remains as to whether NGDOs should have to resort to this kind of income-

generation at all, particularly from the ideological position that national or international 

governments or other institutions should provide financial support for grassroots development 

programmes. 

It was not within the scope of this research project to thoroughly assess the effectiveness of 

the development programmes of the case study organisations. However, it was evident that 

their activities did not fully challenge the social, economic or political structures which 

prohibited community-level development in the way that is advocated for in the literature 

(Banks and Hulme 2012, Banks, Hulme, and Edwards 2015, Mitlin, Hickey, and Bebbington 

2007). Projects were more focused on helping community members to improve their 

livelihoods within the current societal structures. Self-financing did not appear to hinder 

NGDOs ability to work in this way, as it did not distract the organisations from their core 

missions and values, but it could be seen to be perpetuating a damaging system. For example, 

donor-funded projects continued to represent an imbalance of power with regard to the 

restrictive and inflexible terms of project design, and although seeking other ways to support 

communities may be seen as an innovative way of circumventing donor influence, it did 

nothing to challenge the fact that external funding was inadequate. 
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Nonetheless, seeking alternative forms of income-generation and ways to support 

communities does not have to follow an all-or-nothing approach. Self-financing may not 

fundamentally change the circumstances facing NGDOs, but this does not necessarily mean it 

is not useful. It has been shown that NGDO staff had little expectation that SF would replace 

the current system of development funding that they were subjected to, but SF supported 

them in attempting to work in line with their own values and goals associated with helping 

their local communities. This included delivering interventions that were specifically asked for 

by the communities. Self-financing did not significantly improve NGDOs’ capacity to empower 

communities, nor did it alter the top-down nature of development, but there is arguably still 

value in its ability to support community-based organisations to address the needs of 

beneficiaries. 

8.2 The effects of self-financing on NGDO management and operations 

NGDO innovation, flexibility and efficiency 

The literature on NGDOs stated that when such organisations came to prominence in the 

development sector, their appeal, relative to governments or international institutions, was 

their ability to deliver innovative projects and services more effectively and at a cheaper cost 

(AbouAssi 2013, Banks and Hulme 2012). NGDOs’ smaller scale and close relationship to the 

“grassroots” was also considered to enable them to be flexible and responsive to the needs of 

communities. As with most of the characteristics of success and sustainability of NGDOs 

identified in the literature, the existing nature of development funding was thought to 

threaten organisations’ abilities to act in this way. The restrictive requirements of funders 

were argued to minimise flexibility and innovation over the achievement of measurable 

outputs, whilst short-term projects were presented as inefficient as they prohibited long-term 

impact and led to resources and time being wasted (AbouAssi 2013). Similarly, the NGDOs in 

this study reported restrictions on moving into new areas of support or in extending project 

activities should more work be needed to support communities, as discussed in Chapter 5. 

Overall, it was found that SF did not typically enable NGDOs to achieve more innovation, 

flexibility or efficiency within their development projects – specifically those that were funded 

by external donors. It has been argued that SF has the potential to improve the innovative and 

flexible nature of NGDOs, in part due to the creation of “unallocated” income. This could be 

put to use when new or unexpected issues arise, or could support pilot projects or the testing 

194 



     

           

       

        

          

        

       

           

          

           

        

              

         

          

         

   

          

       

          

           

          

        

        

         

     

       

           

         

         

      

of novel development approaches which might not attract donor funding (Froelich 1999, 

Parsons 2002). However, because of the continued dependence on donor funding for projects, 

SF was not found to be capable of supporting substantial new projects, particularly not on a 

long-term and consistent basis. Self-financing did nothing to increase NGDOs’ ability to adjust 

or alter project plans if the circumstances or needs of communities changed or were found to 

be different than expected, as they were still required to work within the parameters set by 

donors. 

Similarly, the impact on the efficiency and cost-effective nature of donor-funded projects was 

minimal. As discussed in Chapters 2 and 5, projects could often be considered inefficient due 

to the fact that their short-term nature and, in some case, lack of relevance to the context 

reduced their long-term impact. Although there were examples in which SF allowed NGDOs to 

make the most of project budgets (for example, growing the tree seedlings that were to be 

used in reforestation projects), in the examples observed it was not carried out on a scale that 

meant resources could be redistributed to significantly extend or expand project work. As 

discussed, SF did create some opportunities to implement some additional interventions to 

support communities when the need arose, but there had so far been little opportunity to 

fund substantial additional projects. 

However, in devising and offering these additional forms of support for communities, and 

improving the financial security of the organisations, the NGDOs were able to demonstrate 

innovation, flexibility and efficiency. This was considered to be a positive contribution to their 

reputation in the eyes of communities, donors and partner organisations, as discussed in 

Chapter 6.   The case study NGDOs had all been creative in identifying new ways to support 

their communities, adjusting their approaches to operate beyond the traditional form of 

donor-funded projects and making the most of the skills and resources present within the 

organisations. Confirming the findings of Davis (1997), who observed that SF often arose from 

the acquisition of equipment or inefficiencies within the market, the case study NGDOs 

capitalised on the opportunities of their particular circumstances, identifying opportunities to 

produce goods or services that would benefit communities, either as part of projects, or 

independent from them. NATC, SJFFC and ADWAC all utilised equipment or buildings that had 

been initially provided as part of project work. This allowed the NGDOs to be more cost-

effective, and efficiently use resources for the benefit of local communities. 
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It is also note-worthy that SF was not found to negatively impact the innovative and flexible 

nature of NGDO. There may have been a risk that committing to a particular form of SF might 

lead to dependence on that activity and therefore a lack of responsiveness to changing 

contexts or unwillingness to try new activities. This did not appear to be the case, especially 

considering that all of the organisations had introduced or planned to have multiple SF 

activities attached to different markets. However, with the establishment of SF there is 

evidently a potential risk that the money used for start-up costs could be put to less effective 

use than if it were spent directly on projects to support communities. This risk is minimised if 

the SF directly links to projects, for example if the establishment of a tree nursery and 

investment in the growth of the plants is lower than the cost of buying in tree-seedlings for a 

reforestation project. The risk is greater in those activities which require a large initial 

investment and do not produce a direct benefit for the target communities. The 

accommodation and training facilities built by DDB and ADWAC were examples of this kind of 

activity, both of which were substantial capital projects which were not directly linked to 

existing project work (though may influence future activities in the case of ADWAC). Evidence 

was not yet available as to whether this risk would pay off for DDB and ADWAC in the long 

term, though at the time of research DDB’s Bwiam Lodge was operating effectively and there 

were plans to expand the facilities. The organisation which part-funded ADWAC’s new training 

and accommodation facility (see Table 5.1) evidently felt that the money was well-spent on 

this long-term investment rather than other projects, as its contribution was based on a desire 

to provide an income of the NGDO in the long term. An assessment of risk must clearly be 

made on a case-by-case basis and incorporated into plans for each enterprise. 

NGDO governance and the development of an effective workforce 

As shown in Chapter 4, when developing the analytical framework for this research many of 

the characteristics of success and sustainability that linked to governance and workforce 

management were identified by the participants of the research. Much of the literature on 

NGDO effectiveness focussed on the external factors influencing NGDOs and their overarching 

approaches to development work, rather than examining the experiences of NGDO staff and 

how these might influence success and sustainability, as discussed in Chapter 2. It is 

unsurprising that the development of a decent working environment was seen as important by 

NGDO staff, but it was also evident in the research that the existence of a motivated and 

196 



    

  

 

           
 

            
             

  

               
         

               
           
 

            
            

              
               

             
               

           
               

            
             
              

  

            
            

             
            

             
           

    

             
            
              

              
               

committed workforce was important for effective programme delivery and successful SF 

activity (see Box 8.3). 

Box 8.3 – Self-financing aligned to characteristics of success and sustainability – 
Effective management 

Self-financing can bring management difficulties for NGDOs if not carried out in line 
with the identified characteristics of success and sustainability, but this can also lead to 
the failure of the activity. 

DDB reported that the failure of its fishing boat initiative (see Table 5.1) was due to 
ineffective management and poor record-keeping. Without effective oversight of the 
activity, there was no clear record of how the boat was being used and payment was 
not accurately collected, and the service was not maintained. Eventually, the activity 
was abandoned. 

Without developing a committed and engaged workforce, SF was also likely to struggle. 
This included effective recruitment of skilled workers who understood the value of the 
enterprise. Organisations may not wish, or feel they are able, to spend too much time 
on recruitment processes for SF, as it is not the main focus of the organisation, and 
secondary to programme work. With NATC there appeared to be a feeling that SF 
should not be too formalised, and in line with that some people were recruited to help 
with activities, such as the vegetable garden, as a kind of mutually-beneficial 
arrangement – a way of supporting farmers in the community as much as a way of 
making money for the organisation. As such, formal agreements with strict targets may 
not have seemed desirable or appropriate. However, this led to an increased level of 
risk. It was seen that the activity was short-lived and produced very little for the 
organisation, and resources were potentially wasted. 

Similarly, with ADWAC’s garden, there was a reported lack of effective management of 
the activity, which meant that the SF suffered and resources already invested were 
wasted. There was very minimal oversight of the workers involved in the garden, and 
reportedly no clear terms of reference. Furthermore, such oversight was difficult due to 
the long distance between the ADWAC office and the garden site, which meant that 
staff with other programme-related responsibilities did not have the time to be 
personally monitoring activity. 

In contrast, DDB’s Bwiam Lodge had a dedicated member of staff managing the activity, 
with clear expectations for their role and accountability to the board and management 
staff of DDB. This had helped the SF enterprise to be successful. Several managers had 
previously held the position and been less successful, so this was not a guarantee of 
success – but it did mean that if there were failings the individual could be held 
accountable. 
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Participants indicated that effective NGDO governance practices were important in ensuring 

that there was transparency and accountability within the NGDOs and with local communities, 

and this would be supported by effective record-keeping and reporting. Some of these factors 

were influenced by the nature of development work: for example, the reporting requirements 

of donor-funded projects or systems of NGDO governance, such as regular presentations to 

the organisations’ boards. However, internal transparency and accountability appeared to also 

be determined by the culture and internal processes of the organisation, particularly with 

regard to the less formal sharing of organisational plans with staff. Although SF was not found 

to have influenced this, the case of ADWAC suggested that organisations needed to be aware 

of fostering transparency around SF as much as they did with project work; several staff 

reported they did not know how income from SF was spent or what the plans were for some 

areas of SF, and this reduced morale amongst staff. It was also seen that there was a lack of 

formal internal accountability between those working on SF and the management of the 

organisation, which had led to problems with the activities. As such, it appears that, although 

SF does not inherently lead to or detract from NGDOs’ internal transparency and 

accountability, if it is not carried out with openness and clarity there is potential for putting 

these characteristics at risk. 

Strengthening systems of governance and staff capacity could reduce these risks, and SF could 

help with this. It was discussed in Chapter 7 that SF did support NGDOs in retaining and 

training staff in some instances, though the extent to which this occurred was limited. Data 

collected and evidence presented in the literature (Banks and Hulme 2012, Elbers and Arts 

2011, Elbers and Schulpen 2011) indicated that the nature of project funding – which was 

often short-term and inadequately covered staff costs – greatly undermined the extent to 

which NGDOs could retain staff and build their skills and knowledge. Continued dependence 

on donor funding, regardless of SF taking place, meant that these factors were not removed. 

However, within this challenging context, the NGDOs did find it useful to be able to offer 

additional support to their staff, who may have otherwise have had no income, at least 

temporarily. It was shown that staff from NATC, for example, valued the opportunity to earn 

additional income through the tree nursery when project work was minimal, and reduced their 

living costs by staying at the organisation’s accommodation facilities. 

In this way, SF could also be seen to be contributing to the development of a committed and 

engaged workforce within the NGDOs, by improving the security of jobs and demonstrating 

the respectful and supportive working environment that was reported by participants as being 
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an important characteristic of successful and sustainable NGDOs. The importance of retaining 

skilled staff has been discussed in Chapters 5 and 7; ensuring skills and knowledge are not lost 

from an organisation is important for organisational success and sustainability. It was found 

that in some instances, particularly with NATC and SJFFC, the organisations had been able to 

encourage staff to remain with the organisations between projects by offering additional work 

through SF, and this demonstrated the importance of those staff to the NGDOs’ success and 

sustainability and gave them a reason to stay committed to the organisation. However, the 

ability to do so was limited to a very small number of staff due to the scale of SF and the levels 

of income generated through it, and did not cover staff costs to anywhere near the level that 

project funding from donors would. SF could go some way to improve conditions for staff, but 

any impact it had was not likely to radically alter the experiences of the NGDO staff, who still 

faced insecurity in their jobs. 

These findings again raise the question of the extent to which SF contributes to the continued 

existence of a damaging system of development funding, by placing the obligation on NGDOs 

to find ways to survive in a difficult context, rather than challenging the overall structures in 

place which disadvantage local NGDOs and their staff. Fowler (1997) discussed the idea that 

there was a “moral incentive” associated with working for a non-profit organisation, and it was 

evident that NGDO staff were motivated to continue working with their organisation in 

difficult times due to their desire to contribute to the development of their communities and 

country, as shown in Chapter 7. This should not, however, mean that difficult working 

conditions are acceptable. Given the extent to which research participants felt that the 

development of a supportive working environment and motivated workforce could contribute 

to the overall improvement of organisations, this also seems counterintuitive to developing a 

successful and sustainable NGDO. Considering that SF provides limited opportunity to improve 

these factors, another solution still needs to be identified that will allow NGDOs to achieve 

these characteristics more consistently. It seems likely that this lies in an adjustment of the 

broader development funding context. However, as previously suggested, the benefits of SF 

and the motivations for introducing it are not limited to its ability to contribute to staffing or 

other NGDO costs, and therefore to judge it only on these terms is inappropriate. If the 

additional work and earnings from SF improve the experiences of staff, allowing them to feel 

positive about supporting their communities and their own families, and strengthen their 

commitment to the NGDOs’ development work, then SF arguably had value for them. 
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Long-term planning and sustainability 

With regard to supporting the continued effective existence and operations of NGDOs, it was 

suggested in the literature and by the research participants that organisations required 

multiple income-streams, well-managed fundraising and income-generation activities, and a 

strong long-term vision and set of goals for the organisation. It is of course important that the 

sustaining of NGDOs does not happen at any cost without a clear purpose – in other words, if it 

is no longer needed, useful to its target beneficiaries, or effective at delivering its programmes. 

This was emphasised by the concern shown within the literature that NGDOs may begin to 

focus solely on their continued existence (particularly if they prioritise income-generation over 

project work) just for the sake of the individuals employed by the organisation (Fowler 2000b). 

However, as long as NGDOs play an important role in the development of their communities, 

and their support is required and requested, it is important that these organisations operate 

sustainably and continue to build on the developments and relationships they have created. 

With regard to NGDOs securing multiple income streams, SF can contribute to this directly, 

though the levels of income may vary greatly. However, as discussed in Chapter 7, the level of 

income generated through SF in all of the case study organisations was not high enough to 

replace donor support for project work. Therefore, it is unlikely to provide an alternative 

source of funds comparable to building relationships with multiple donor organisations. 

Similarly, none of the NGDOs were generating enough income through SF to fully maintain 

their activities between projects. In some instances the activity could support a small number 

of staff on a short-term basis. In this sense, SF could arguably be a useful part of a wider 

portfolio of income streams, providing unallocated and unrestricted funds alongside other 

sources of funding, but in itself it cannot be relied upon to provide an alternative form of 

financial security should donors significantly reduce or remove their support – at least not in 

the long term. 

Participants in the research suggested that having a well-managed approach to fundraising and 

income-generation activities was crucial for sustaining a successful NGDO, and this should 

include SF activities if they are to be implemented. It has been shown that a lack of clear 

planning for SF activity led to problems with its implementation and reduced its success; see 

Box 8.4 for examples. As discussed in Chapter 7, disorganisation and lack of transparency 

around the nature and outcomes of SF activity could lead to some ill-feeling amongst staff, and 

disrupt other activities. 
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Box 8.4 – Self-financing aligned to characteristics of success and sustainability – Long-
term planning and monitoring 

As with any new organisational initiative, plans must be put in place which assess the 
appropriateness, outcomes and risks of the activity. Examples were found of numerous 
factors which, when factored into plans for SF, appeared to determine the success and 
sustainability of the activity. 

For example, for establishing SF, understanding and accounting for the local market was 
important, and in this way NGDOs benefitted from their close connection to 
communities and local economies. NGDOs faced varied geographical challenges and 
DDB’s Bwiam Lodge, for example, was evidently successful due to its location. Much of 
its business came from government ministries, and at the time of the research the 
location in Bwiam was reportedly appropriate for two reasons. Firstly, its close 
proximity to Kanilai, the home village of former-President Jammeh, meant that 
government officials were regularly travelling to the region. Secondly, it was a short 
journey from the capital, Banjul, but far enough away from the distractions of work and 
family commitments. Therefore, this form of SF could not necessarily be copied by 
NGDOs based in other locations. 

Once appropriate SF has been established, it is evidently also important to have an 
ongoing vision for the direction of the activity and what is required to sustain it in the 
long term – as is the case with the NGDOs overall operations. This includes an effective 
system for monitoring activity against the organisation’s goals, and should incorporate 
plans for how any income generated should be used, and clarifying who has 
responsibility for the activity. Participants reported that SF could come under threat if 
activities were not monitored, as activities might be exploited or poorly maintained, 
and efforts and investments might ultimately be wasted. SJFFC had experienced a 
number of setbacks with its SF activity linked to the maintenance of its different 
enterprises: at the time of the research, its on-site water-pumping system was no 
longer working, which affected its ability to grow seedlings for sale; the milling machine 
it had previously operated had broken; and its accommodation facilities had not been 
updated or maintained so under-utilised. It was evident that anticipating maintenance 
costs, in addition to monitoring resources and equipment to identify potential 
problems, was a crucial part of long-term planning. 

Having a clear plan for SF activity, including an explanation for how funds will be used, 
and sharing this with stakeholders and communities, appeared to allow NGDOs to 
minimise concerns that it will be a distraction, or that resources will be misused. This 
was particularly important if external support for the establishment of SF was required. 
The data suggested that partner organisations and donors may be open to supporting 
SF activity, but only if it had a clear purpose and outcomes. 
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No evidence was found to suggest that SF in itself contributed to or hindered the development 

of a well-managed fundraising function within organisations, though in order to succeed it 

arguably requires such. There were also mixed views on how SF might, in theory, impact other 

fundraising, in terms of securing donor funding; some participants felt that it would support 

NGDOs in securing funding as it would appeal to donors, whilst others worried that it would be 

prioritised over project proposal-writing. No evidence was available to suggest that either of 

these eventualities had occurred so far with regard to the case study organisations. 

Alternative income-generation strategies should also be incorporated into a broader long-term 

plan for an NGDO, if it is to sustain its ability to deliver effective development programmes. It 

has been shown in Chapters 2 and 5 that the short-term and unreliable nature of donor 

funding is counterproductive when NGDOs are attempting to work to their own pre-

determined goals and retain a clear vision for the development work they intend to support. 

This is particularly the case if they are required to “chase funds” and alter activities to meet 

the changing interests of donors, (Banks and Hulme 2012, Elbers and Arts 2011). We have seen 

that SF is not necessarily capable of protecting NGDOs against the challenging characteristics 

of donor funding. Nevertheless it can demonstrate the extent to which NGDOs are planning for 

the long-term sustainability of their organisation and the ongoing mission to support 

communities by as many means as possible. This is particularly the case with those activities 

which require a larger initial investment but are expected to produce consistent income in the 

long-term, such as the development of DDB’s Bwiam Lodge and ADWAC’s new 

accommodation and training facility. ADWAC staff in particular expressed hopes that not only 

would its facilities generate a source of income in the long-term, but it would also allow the 

organisation to offer additional services, and save money on hiring facilities for the NGDO’s 

own activities. They hoped that this demonstration of the organisation’s commitment to its 

future activities would provide evidence to donors that its programmes would have long-term 

impact. 

The extent to which SF can help NGDOs to meet their long-term goals and contribute to the 

sustainability of organisations is dependent on the nature of that activity; if it is operated 

successfully, its impact on the effectiveness of other areas of NGDO activity is likely to be 

increased. As discussed, a successful SF enterprise is not necessarily that which generates the 

most income, as NGDOs have other intentions for establishing these activities – and focusing 

on generating the biggest financial gain brings the risk of negatively effecting the quality of 

programme-delivery. In addition to including SF in long-term plans for the NGDO, it is 
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important for organisations to look specifically at what is required to sustain the success of SF 

for as long as needed to achieve the purpose for which it was established and maintain the 

potential benefits. 

8.3 Conclusion 

This chapter has addressed the question of “To what extent, and in what ways, can self-

financing affect the success and sustainability of NGDOs in The Gambia?”. In initially looking at 

SF’s contribution in relation to NGDOs’ fulfilment of their role in development, it was found 

that SF was largely conducive with success and sustainability. It could enable NGDOs to make 

the most of their connection to, and understanding of communities, so as to offer additional 

support that was of relevance to local development needs. This occurred through additional 

projects funded through SF, and the delivery of services that were useful for efforts to achieve 

development goals. This understanding of development needs could also be potentially 

improved by SF though the facilitation of informal accountability mechanisms and increased 

interaction with communities. By establishing additional development-related activities in the 

form of SF, the organisations were often demonstrating the centrality of communities’ needs 

to their work. In most cases they were not just seeking a way to make money for the 

organisation and staff, but identifying ways to help communities. As such, SF also enabled 

NGDOs to operate in line with their values and objectives, and this linked to the assessment 

that the threat of “mission creep” was low. 

However, the effects of SF were found to be limited with regard to NGDOs’ abilities to improve 

those characteristics of success and sustainability which related to their role within the 

development landscape. The scale of additional projects or services was small in comparison to 

the typical externally-funded projects, and did not radically change the existing processes of 

offering support to communities. The majority of development activity was still in the form of 

donor-funded and externally-influenced projects. SF did not consistently support NGDOs in 

introducing projects or ways of working that were more effective in challenging societal 

structures. The circumstances that had previously restricted this (such as donor-led design, or 

the political context) were still in place. The question has also been raised regarding whether it 

is problematic that SF enables NGDOs to survive in a challenging context, and one which 

should arguably be more adequately supported by external funding. SF may improve the 
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success and sustainability of NGDOs within the current system, but more needs to be done to 

address the problems of that system. 

However, it has been shown that SF also brought some practical benefits for NGDOs in relation 

to the running of the organisations, and these cannot be overlooked on the basis of the 

broader structural challenges. It was shown that through SF, NGDOs could exercise their 

innovation, flexibility and efficiency, and that retaining staff through SF could help with the 

development of an engaged and motivated workforce. Again, the scale of the impact of SF on 

these characteristics was small, and it did not counteract the restrictive nature of donor 

funding with regard to opportunities to be innovative and adaptable, or to provide greater job 

security and training for staff. Nonetheless, these are the aspects of NGDO operations that are 

most significant for the individuals managing NGDOs and implementing programmes. They 

enable them to offer support for communities on a daily basis, find value in their work, and 

support their own professional development. Although the scope of these aspects of SF was 

limited, they appeared to have a positive impact for NGDO staff. 

In the cases observed, SF was not found to directly have a negative effect on the success and 

sustainability of NGDOs. There were some instances in which SF could be said to contribute to 

problems within organisation (such as frustration within ADWAC over the lack of planning 

around their farm which linked to wider problems of transparency) and some concerns over 

intentions for the activity (as with Bwiam Lodge and worries it would be used for illicit 

activities). These problems were addressed through improved communication and 

transparency, and were not inherent in the SF but consequences of the contexts in which it 

was implemented. However, it is important to note that this does not mean SF is risk-free or 

inevitably positive. The SF activity observed was either successful in itself, or carried less risk 

because it was implemented on a relatively small scale. When SF activities of the case study 

NGDOs failed (for example, DDB’s fishing boat hire or SJFFC’s milling machine), the 

repercussions had not been significant either because they had not relied on substantial 

investment, did not involve other actors, or were not intended to have a large, transformative 

impact. Should activities be implemented which are larger in scale and do not align with 

programme goals or values of the organisation, there is a greater risk of undermining the 

reputation of the NGDO, damaging the motivation and commitment of the workforce, and 

creating conflict with donors or partners. As discussed, carrying out SF in line with the same 

attributes that make NGDOs’ successful and sustainable overall can help to ensure its impact is 

positive. 
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Chapter 9 

Conclusion 

Community-level non-governmental development organisations (NGDOs) in The Gambia have 

been introducing and implementing self-financing (SF) alongside their development 

programmes without much attention being paid by other actors to the ambitions, motivations, 

risks and opportunities associated with these activities. After it was identified that there was a 

lack of shared knowledge on the subject within and beyond the country, this research project 

was designed to increase understanding of NGDO self-financing in The Gambia and similar 

contexts. 

The research questions that have directed this exploration have been addressed in the 

preceding chapters, with Chapter 8 considering the answers to the overarching research 

question, 

To what extent, and in what ways, can self-financing activities affect the success 
and sustainability of NGDOs in The Gambia? 

These questions were addressed through examination of four case study organisations – 

Njawara Agricultural Training Centre (NATC), Agency for the Development of Women & 

Children (ADWAC), Ding Ding Bantaba (DDB), and St Joseph’s Family Farm Centre (SJFFC) – 

with further data collected from partnering INGOs. Quite unexpectedly, the research was 

undertaken at a time of significant change in The Gambia, as the country experienced the first 

change of government for twenty-two years. The significance of this context for the outcomes 

and implications of this research will be addressed below. 

In collating and summarising the findings of this research, four key findings have been 

identified which have significance for the broader discussion on, and study of, self-financing, 

the ways in which community-based NGDOs operate, and the system of development 

financing more broadly. These are: 

1. Motivations for implementing self-financing went beyond income-generation, and 
reflected and supported the values and goals of the NGDOs; 

2. Despite some improvements to the day-to-day experience of NGDO staff, the impact of 
self-financing on NGDO management and administration was not transformative; 

3. Self-financing did contribute positively to the delivery of development programmes, but 
its impact was relatively small; 
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4. Self-financing had little impact on the established system of development work and its 
funding. 

These key findings are elaborated upon in this chapter, with brief reference to the empirical 

evidence provided in the thesis, and discussion of their significance. Following this, the wider 

implications of the research are set out, with reference to our understanding of self-financing 

specifically, and NGDOs and their funding more broadly. 

The influence of the research design and methodological choices are then discussed, with 

reflections on my position within the specific research setting. Given the significance of the 

changing political context within The Gambia, the implications of this research are then 

discussed with reference to the future of NGDOs in the country. Finally, the chapter ends with 

a reflection on the contribution of the research, and suggestions for further study. 

9.1 Key findings 

The findings presented in Chapters 5-7 have contributed to the understanding of the specific 

impacts of self-financing on NGDOs in The Gambia, and in Chapter 8 it was shown how these 

have together influenced the success and sustainability of organisations. Overall, in answer to 

the main research question, it has been found that SF can make a useful contribution to the 

activities of NGDOs, but its potential for significantly influencing the success and sustainability 

of organisation is small in the context of more prevalent and powerful systems and structure. 

In order to highlight and summarise the implications of this research for broader 

understanding of self-financing and NGDOs, four key findings have been identified. These have 

implications for debates on the role and responsibilities of NGDOs, the practical management 

and administration NGDOs, the impact of SF on development programme delivery, and the 

interaction of SF with the existing funding system, reflecting the areas of existing discourse 

explored in Chapter 2. 

Key Finding 1 – Motivations for implementing self-financing went beyond income-generation, 

and reflected and supported the values and goals of the NGDOs 

The review of self-financing literature found that concerns had been raised relating to the risk 

that SF could lead to “mission creep”, or see NGDOs moving away from their core values, 

motivations, and purposes in pursuit of the highest levels of income-generation possible 
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(Fowler 2000a). Davis (1997) had suggested that a “conflict of cultures” might arise, with staff 

feeling that the values of the organisation were being challenged. In the examples of SF 

examined in this research, this was not found to be the case. 

As detailed in Chapter 5, participants identified a need for additional income for NGDOs, given 

the difficult funding circumstances they were facing. Opportunities for improving financial 

security were sought out, including the selling of goods and services as a means of self-

financing. However, it was shown in Chapter 5 that the majority of activities that incorporated 

an element of SF were not introduced for the sole purpose of generating income. 

Organisations were motivated to find additional ways to support beneficiary communities, and 

to use existing resources effectively and reduce spending. Reflecting the examples presented 

in previous research (Davis 1997, Fowler 2000a, Weisbrod 2004, Yang, Lee and Chang 2011, 

Parsons 2002), it was found that NGDOs would therefore operate such SF activities even if 

external funding was more readily available. These motivations were found to be present 

regardless of whether the SF was directly linked to development programmes or not. 

It was shown in Chapter 6 that NGDO staff had a clear sense of organisational values, and 

these were at the forefront of decision-making when venturing into a new area of activity, 

including the introduction and implementation of SF. In Chapter 7 it was reported that 

individual staff values and objectives for supporting their communities were also important 

motivations for their implementation of SF. As a consequence, the majority of SF activities 

observed provided a direct benefit for community-members as customers or service-users. The 

exception was DDB’s Bwiam Lodge, though similarly the main motivation for establishing this 

venture was not the sustaining of the organisation itself but the ability to offer additional 

projects to communities beyond the relatively narrow remit of projects funded via ChildFund 

International The Gambia. 

Contrary to the threat of an internal “conflict of cultures”, this research found that staff were 

highly supportive of SF and in some cases individually identified and created opportunities to 

introduce new activities. Not only were NGDOs found to prioritise projects and other 

programme-related work over SF, but the very nature of SF was such that it was focussed on 

producing benefits for communities rather than solely concerned with generating income. As 

such, the “essence” of the organisations was not undermined, as warned by Gomez and 

Helmsing (2010: 400). This research therefore contributes significant empirical evidence to the 
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discussion of the impacts of SF on organisational values and missions, given the somewhat 

speculative nature of previous literature, as discussed in Chapter 2. 

Not only was it found that NGDOs continued to operate in line with their core goals and values 

when implementing SF, it was also argued (in Chapter 8) that SF enabled organisations to 

demonstrate the existence of those values and ways of operating which were thought to 

characterise a successful and sustainable NGDO. These included such things as being 

innovative, cost-effective, participatory and relevant (AbouAssi 2013, Banks and Hulme 2012, 

Brass et al. 2018). Confirming speculation in the literature around the potential of SF to 

support these characteristics (Ly 2012, Fowler 2000a), the research indicated that NGDOs were 

endeavouring to demonstrate these traits in other areas of work, even if they were struggling 

to work in line with these values in donor-funded projects. 

It is important to highlight these positive consequences of SF related to organisational values. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, the existing literature on the topic primarily explored the 

motivations and hopes for SF and raised concerns about the potential challenges it may bring, 

but there was a lack of empirical evidence on the benefits beyond financial or material gains. 

Given the importance placed on the moral position and values of NGDOs when discussing their 

role in development (Fowler 1997, Gomez and Helmsing 2010), it makes sense that there is a 

fear that these attributes might be undermined. However, it is equally important to appreciate 

when these qualities have been enhanced, and such contributions should be given as much 

consideration as the more tangible outputs of SF. 

Key Finding 2 – Despite some improvements to the day-to-day experience of NGDO staff, the 

impact of self-financing on NGDO management and administration was not transformative 

This research sought to explore the effect SF might have on the management and 

administration of NGDOs, in terms of how organisations may be able to operate effectively, 

maintain the required levels and quality of resources, and retain skilled and motivated staff. SF 

was not found to cause any significant difficulties for NGDOs’ operations in this regard, despite 

warnings raised in the literature regarding internal management capacity (Davis 1997, Parsons 

2002). This was in part due to the selection of activities which utilised existing skills and 

systems or, in the case of larger-scale enterprises such as Bwiam Lodge, because NGDOs had 

established separate business entities so that programme staff were not burdened with 

additional and distracting work. 
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It was found that SF could be used to help cover some costs associated with the running of 

NGDOs, supporting such things as maintenance and repairs. However, one of the most 

significant aspects of NGDO operations was the retention and development of committed and 

motivated staff, and while SF helped with this to some extent, the overall contribution to the 

maintenance and development of a skilled workforce was minimal. Salaries could not be 

provided at a comparable level to those covered by donor-funded project budgets, and their 

consistency could not be guaranteed. 

These findings raise questions about the nature of employment for NGDO staff in the country, 

and the effect this might have on the delivery of effective development programmes. 

Participants in the research highlighted the importance of having a committed and engaged 

workforce, and a respectful and supportive working environment, as discussed in Chapter 7. 

This discussion was largely missing from the literature on NGDO effectiveness, and there was a 

lack of evidence on the effects of precarious working conditions for NGDO staff, aside from 

claims that “part of the employee’s reward comes from self-fulfilment” and that the 

motivation to help people results in an acceptance of worse conditions (Fowler 1997: 28). 

Although NGDO staff in The Gambia and similar contexts are often better-off than workers in 

other sectors, the lack of job security may undermine the development and potential of a 

skilled workforce, and relies on individuals having the flexibility to survive with inconsistent 

pay or to move regularly for different roles. The importance of skilled NGDO staff to the 

delivery of development initiatives in The Gambia – including on behalf of donor organisations 

with interests in the development of the country – is not reflected in this precarious and casual 

employment system. Given the evidence that NGDOs face similar conditions in other countries 

– based on the literature exploring short-term, changeable, project-based funding (AbouAssi 

2013, Doornbos 2003, Elbers and Arts 2011) – these issues are likely to be prevalent 

elsewhere. As such, it is clear that the problems with this system cannot be addressed by SF 

alone. More needs to be done to understand the experiences of NGDO staff and the role they 

may play in determining the effectiveness of NGDOs’ work. 

Key Finding 3 – Self-financing did contribute positively to the delivery of development 

programmes, but its impact was relatively small 

Analysis carried out in this research covered both the potential threat that SF might undermine 

programme delivery by distracting NGDOs and damaging their relationship with communities 
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and partners, and the possibility that it could contribute positively to programme delivery by 

enabling additional support. 

The existing literature on SF discussed the importance of external perceptions of the activity, 

with respect to concerns over the ethical and practical implications, and competition with 

private companies (Davis 1997, Weisbrod 2004). Participants in the research also reported that 

community perceptions of SF were important, as damage to NGDOs’ reputations could 

undermine programme delivery. This research found that community support for SF activities 

was high, and evidence was presented in Chapter 6 that communities were generally found to 

be supportive of the concept and the use of funds from SF. Importantly, SF did not appear to 

change the way communities perceived the organisations. 

The ways in which NGDOs were able to offer additional support to communities through SF – 

either directly through the activity itself or by using SF income to pay for other activities – 

were discussed in Chapters 5 and 6. This additional support appeared to improve community 

relationships, as NGDO participants reported that they were often under pressure from 

communities to provide continued support which was difficult with inconsistent externally-

funded projects. However, the support that could be provided through SF was limited. 

Initiatives associated with SF were not comparable to the scale of projects funded by donors, 

and there was a lack of consistency in the availability of funds. 

These findings contribute to understanding of the value of SF and its potential for supporting 

NGDO activities. SF can be a useful tool for NGDOs to build their relationships with 

communities through the provision of additional services and projects, and the ability to meet 

some short-term needs. However, this comes with caveats which may vary depending on the 

context in which SF is implemented. 

For example, in contrast to findings from the literature regarding SF based in other countries, 

particularly those in Europe or North America (Davis 1997, Foster and Bradach 2005, Weisbrod 

2004), there seemed to be little concern over public support for NGDOs venturing into this 

type of activity in The Gambia. The reasons for this may vary, but it seems likely that the 

economic circumstances in which the case study NGDOs operated would not create as much 

tension as in other contexts (for example, there was a lack of competition from private 

businesses). Furthermore, social or cultural factors may have encouraged innovative initiatives 

such as those observed, as individuals and communities are familiar with the idea of striving to 

make the most of existing resources when other opportunities may be scarce. 
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In addition, the limited potential to generate enough income to cover additional projects was 

in large part due to the context in which the research took place. The amount of revenue that 

could be generated within rural communities in The Gambia was relatively low due to the 

small scale of local economies. In comparison to examples presented in the literature of SF 

taking place in “developed” economies – for example, setting up a café or entering into a 

licensing agreement (Davis 1997, Weisbrod 2004) – the financial return on investment is likely 

to be small (though this is not the only indicator of successful SF). As such, this research 

contributes a useful case study to the existing literature on self-financing: from a practitioner’s 

perspective, this may inform expectations for the impact it can have in a development context. 

More broadly, it may contribute to theoretical discussion around SF’s potential as an 

alternative form of funding for development and community support activities. 

Key Finding 4 – Self-financing had little impact on the established system of development work 

and its funding 

It has been shown that, in the cases observed, SF was unable to replace donor funding as the 

main source of finance for NGDOs in The Gambia, as the levels of income generated were not 

high enough. It was thought that within the economic context, they could never be high 

enough. It was also shown that it was not the intention of the NGDOs to replace donor funding 

in this way, reflecting the findings within the SF literature presented in Chapter 2 (Davis 1997, 

Fowler 2000a, Weisbrod 2004, Yang, Lee and Chang 2011, Parsons 2002). Despite reductions in 

donor funding, as described in Chapter 5, this was still seen as the only viable way of financing 

development programmes, and it was thought to be the responsibility of donors to ensure 

their funding was adequate. It was also found to be the case that most of the SF activities 

observed had been established with some financial support from donor organisations, either 

directly or indirectly, specifically for that purpose or as an additional benefit from other project 

support. 

It has been argued, in Chapter 8, that SF therefore did little to challenge the balance of power 

between donors, partner INGOs (who often facilitated the securing of donor funds) and 

NGDOs. Consequently, it also did little to address the problems with the nature of donor 

funding that were discussed in Chapter 5 in relation to The Gambia, and in Chapter 2 more 

broadly. In fact, it could be argued that by enabling some NGDOs to sustain themselves despite 

the inadequacy of project funding, SF contributed to the continued existence of these 
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problems. However, it would be difficult to argue that it would be better if NGDOs ended 

operations (due to lack of funding, not lack of need) rather than finding such ways to survive. 

In some instances, SF was able to provide some independence on a small scale, such as the 

provision of projects that would not be supported by donors, as discussed in Chapter 7. This 

went some way towards giving NGDOs more flexibility and autonomy, but it had little impact 

on the overall system of project funding, design, and prioritisation of development issues. 

This research project was approached from a position of questioning whether SF could 

significantly alter the fortunes of NGDOs in The Gambia by offering an alternative system of 

funding which could improve the success and sustainability of organisations in contrast to the 

problematic existing model. Although SF may be useful in other ways (as reflected in the above 

findings), it is an important conclusion that SF alone cannot provide adequate solutions to the 

problems generated by the dominant funding system; the other external influences on NGDO 

activities are much more significant for determining the nature of development work in the 

country. Consequently, the problematic characteristics of the existing development model in 

The Gambia still need to be addressed, with or without SF being considered as part of that 

system. 

9.2 Broader implications of the research 

The debate on donor funding and NGDO effectiveness is well established and has been 

ongoing since the sector began growing exponentially and NGDOs began receiving funding as 

alternatives to state-led development (Davis, Hulme, and Woodhouse 1994, Mitlin, Hickey, and 

Bebbington 2010). This research aimed to contribute to that discussion in a way that is useful 

for NGDOs in The Gambia and similar contexts, but also add to broader thinking about means 

to challenge, survive within, or work alongside the existing system of development funding. 

It has been shown that there are benefits to implementing SF, and it is argued that in some 

instances it may be beneficial for donor organisations to offer support for the establishment of 

SF, particularly when the activity will contribute to sustainable programme work. One 

limitation of this research has been the lack of input from staff from prominent donor 

organisations in The Gambia regarding whether they would support SF. From the 

communication with donor organisations that did take place, it appeared that they did not 

have a formal stance, due to a lack of awareness of SF and the fact that each activity would 

need to be judged on an individual basis. It is anticipated that donor organisations would 
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assess calls for support for SF on their particular merits. It is unclear whether a funding policy 

might arise which specifically encourages NGDOs to identify SF opportunities – though, if this 

did occur, it would almost certainly only be for SF activities linked directly to projects, as we 

have seen in the past. Consequently, it is hoped that donors and NGDOs will be able to utilise 

this research to facilitate dialogue about the possible benefits of SF, drawing on the evidence 

collected which contests some of the typical concerns regarding SF (Davis 1997, Fowler 2000a, 

Gomez and Helmsing 2010, Ly 2012, Weisbrod 2004). Self-financing has also been found to 

have benefits which are likely to be of interest to donors as well as the NGDOs themselves, 

such as reducing dependence on one income source and helping NGDOs to cover match-

funding requirements, or enabling NGDOs to test ideas or gather evidence about development 

activities. As such, donors could be open-minded about SF if it is presented in project 

proposals or other formats. 

It is also hoped that some of the evidence collected in this research will demonstrate 

capabilities of NGDOs beyond SF activities, which can contribute to discussions regarding the 

nature of more traditional forms of donor support. It has been shown that SF is not an 

adequate alternative to externally-funded projects if similar forms of development are to be 

maintained. There are ideological and practical arguments against expecting NGDOs in 

contexts like The Gambia to self-finance entirely. Yet some of the attributes demonstrated 

through the implementation of SF, as recorded here, arguably show the potential for 

improving the existing system. 

For example, it is significant that, in the cases observed, NGDOs in The Gambia were 

continuing to work to the same values as ever, and were seeking opportunities to manifest 

those in additional ways, and not just settle for projects influenced by donor interests. If we 

are to consider ways in which the donor-based development funding system needs amending 

rather than replacing entirely (working on the assumption that ODA, philanthropy, etc. are 

valued aspects of global development), it seems that having trust in the capabilities of 

community-based NGDOs to deliver effective development programmes in line with their core 

values is an important part of improving that system (Honig 2018)). In countries such as The 

Gambia, this could mean investing in longer-term projects that would allow organisations and 

communities to build consistently on progress (AbouAssi 2013, Doornbos 2003, Elbers and Arts 

2011); facilitate staff development, and improve motivation and commitment (Honig and 

Gulrajani 2018); be flexible in the face of changing needs or new ideas for better ways to 

operate (Brass et al. 2018); and encourage constructive communication and lesson-learning 
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rather than fear of reporting ‘negative’ results (Ebrahim 2003). The innovation, 

resourcefulness, and resilience demonstrated in NGDOs’ efforts to introduce alternative 

income-generation activities could perhaps then be more effectively put to use in long-term, 

relevant, adaptable projects. 

It is understandable that donor organisations have some fear of the risks associated with 

reducing their control over the use of funds, trying out ‘unproven’ methods, or committing 

large sums of money to one organisation or project, especially when the donor is under 

pressure from stakeholders (members, tax-payers, philanthropists, etc.) to always 

demonstrate cost-effective spending (Fowler 2000a). However, empirical evidence such as that 

presented here demonstrates that organisational values, a clear sense of accountability to 

communities, and an understanding of the repercussions of not meeting agreements with 

donors, all encourage NGDOs to operate in cost-effective and efficient ways when they are 

able to. It appears that those values on which the expansion of the NGDO sector were based 

(Fowler 2000a, Hudock 1995, Hulme and Edwards 1997) are still present, at least within the 

cases observed, and it seems that circumstances which restrict NGDOs in living up to these 

values are mostly imposed on them, not coming from within. 

This also links to the observation made in the development of the analytical framework that 

there appears to be little understanding of the experience of community-level NGDO staff 

amongst those outside of these organisations, and such things as job insecurity may affect the 

motivations, engagement, and development of staff, and ultimately impact programme 

delivery. There was evidently hope for some participants that SF would provide a means to 

retain their employment or generate additional income for themselves, and it appeared that 

this also related to individual desires to continue the work they were doing for the community, 

in which they were invested and for which they had trained. Donor organisations rely on 

NGDO staff to deliver the projects they want to see implemented, yet they reportedly do not 

ensure that the employment conditions are present which would enable staff to work most 

effectively. 

Again, it is understandable that donors want NGDOs to be independent and therefore plans 

need to be in place within the NGDO for taking care of staff. However, considering the 

precarious funding position of NGDOs in places like The Gambia, donor organisations could 

take greater responsibility for demonstrating that the role of NGDO staff in development is 

valued. NGDO staff in The Gambia are reportedly relatively well-paid and receive benefits from 
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their position in the community, so perhaps working conditions are somewhat overlooked, but 

it is likely that the inconsistency of short-term project-based employment hinders 

development of the workforce. Furthermore, this situation appears disrespectful and 

dismissive of the employment rights of these individuals, often highly-trained and experienced. 

Such circumstances would likely be challenged if they occurred in the countries from which 

donor funding originated. In addition, it is likely that these conditions discourage certain 

groups of people from working in the sector, particularly those who have responsibility for 

dependents. For example, very few women were found to be working in NGDOs, particularly in 

rural areas where there were reports of women being more likely to leave work when pay 

decreased because they found it difficult to justify leaving their traditional carer roles if they 

were not earning any money. As such, the sector risks missing out on the knowledge and skills 

of key groups of workers because of these conditions. 

Longer-term project funding again appears to offer a solution; it is understandable that donors 

would not cover staff costs when projects finished, but this is much more challenging for staff 

to manage when projects are only months-long. Longer-term projects (say, 3-5 years) would 

allow for better treatment of staff, including job security, training (which contributes to the 

development of the overall NGDO workforce), and motivation in the role – in addition to the 

other benefits of longer-term projects discussed earlier in this research (Chapters 2 and 5). 

However, as discussed, committing to such project funding requires a degree of trust that 

appears to be lacking in the current funding system, which also undermines the idea that 

certain donors, INGOs and NGDOs are working in “partnerships” (Amagoh 2015). The 

reasoning for this requires further exploration; it is not explicit in donor policies and there 

appears to be little study of the issue to date. But the implication of this lack of trust is that 

NGDOs are either viewed as incompetent at managing projects and their associated finances, 

or that the risk of deliberate misuse of funds is high. As discussed above this, this is despite the 

evidence that, ironically, the benefits of longer-term, consistent funding would be likely to 

bolster the skills, commitment and motivation of staff, and improve capacity for fulfilling 

‘upward’ and ‘downward’ accountability requirements which would mitigate the need for 

greater trust, as evidence could instead be provided. Of course, “good intentions alone may 

not necessarily translate into good results” (Murtaza 2012: 112) and evidence of strong values 

does not necessarily lead to substantial development outcomes. But this is why it is important 

to further identify and examine the impact that internal principles and ways of working might 

have on the achievement of shared development goals. 
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It is hard to believe that deep-seated and institutionalised colonialist or racist attitudes do not 

play a part here, particularly when cases of corruption or bad practices are just as documented 

amongst Western INGOs (as established in Chapter 2). As with all aspects of development 

work a desire to help others cannot be mistaken for an absence of sustained prejudice and 

inequality. We should not allow for the commodification of NGDO assets such as “local 

knowledge”, whilst those who possess them are subjected to prejudice or a lack of interest in 

their personal experiences. This is why it is important to strive to understand the experiences 

of NGDO workers when examining development work. It is inappropriate to demand 

transformative results for the benefit of others, whilst simultaneously subjecting those 

delivering such results to structures and systems that continue to oppress them. 

The complexity of the global development system goes beyond the ways in which it is funded. 

Although funding is primary concern for many development actors, the issues that are 

associated with it reflect broader issues of power. Consequently, it has been clear that the 

extent to which SF activities affect the success and sustainability of NGDOs cannot be judged 

without examination of the broader context. Taken on its own, SF evidently brings benefits in 

many cases, but any progress is minimal in the context of potential changes that could be 

made to the wider system of development funding and project design. Self-financing may help 

NGDOs to thrive within the current system, but it does not challenge the fact that other 

projects are not as effective as they could be because they are hindered by being short-term, 

restrictive, and risk-averse. Consequently, if donor organisations are to offer support to NGDOs 

for SF activities, they cannot think that that will be enough to improve NGDO success and 

sustainability; more needs to be done to work with NGDOs, trust their values and motivations, 

and listen to their expertise. In The Gambia, the current political situation perhaps provides an 

opportunity for donors, INGO partners and NGDOs to consider how best to do this. 

9.3 Reflections on research design and methodology 

Research design and data collection 

As established in Chapter 1, The Gambia was selected as a case study for this research 

following observation of self-financing being implemented by a number of NGDOs in the 

country. However, it was deemed an appropriate case study for a number of reasons, which 

have remained valid upon reflection at the end of the research period. Firstly, it was shown in 

the review of the literature that despite the scale of NGDO research, there are significant 
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geographical and sectoral gaps. Research on NGDOs has been focused “where the action is” 

(Brass et al. 2018: 146), and it was evident that in recent years this has not been in The 

Gambia, as discussed in Chapter 3. Therefore, research into NGDOs in The Gambia is inherently 

useful in its contribution to understanding that specific country, but also contributes to 

understanding of NGDOs operating in those other less-favoured contexts which may be likely 

to share similar characteristics. Specifically, it provides an insight into the experiences of 

NGDOs in countries which are considered “aid orphans”, which despite being amongst the 

poorest nations are not attractive to INGOs and donors, perhaps due to politics, religion or 

colonial history (Koch et al. 2009). 

Unexpectedly, this research also came at an important time of political change in The Gambia, 

which brought with it implications for NGDOs and civil society more broadly. This assessment 

of the experiences of NGDOs at a specific point in the country’s history provides a valuable 

benchmark for future analysis of the effects that the change of political regime may have, 

particularly in relation to the funding of development activities and the inclusion of NGDOs in 

achieving national goals. This may also contribute to analysis in similar contexts of political 

change. 

In addition to adding value to the contribution of this research, the political context also 

created issues for the data collection. As discussed in Chapter 4, there were disruptions to 

fieldwork around the time of the election in December 2016, which hindered access to NGDOs 

further up-country which may have provided additional and more varied case studies. 

However, the selection of the four participating NGDOs was still appropriate and provided a 

useful range of cases, with variations in size (the smallest organisation having 6 employees, the 

largest around 30), geographical and project scope (in terms of the number and distribution of 

communities, and development issues being addressed), and locations (North and South Bank, 

poorly-connected villages and larger rural towns). 

There were also some issues with accessing particular data about NGDOs in The Gambia more 

generally, which were thought to be a consequence of the political turmoil around the 

election, but also the preceding political climate. Identifying relevant contacts in non-

governmental and civil service roles was difficult due to changing personnel, and many 

requests for information were not met. As identified in a UNDP report in 2005, record keeping 

and accessibility was problematic for the NGDO sector, but also in relation to basic statistics 

and data covering various areas of development (UNDP 2005). Low capacity within the civil 
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service was identified in the new National Development Plan (GoTG 2017a), and there remains 

a lack of formality in the sharing of key information in the country; the copies of documents 

such as the National Development Plan, NGO Decree, and Companies Act used in this research 

were accessed via personal contacts rather than formal channels. Despite this, it is not felt that 

there are any significant gaps or errors in the information provided here, and it is hoped that 

the collection of relevant material in this thesis will be of use for future researchers. 

The issue of access to donor organisations in the country was similarly challenging. 

Opportunities to meet with organisations around the time of the election were scarce, and 

communication from the UK was unsuccessful even if contact was established during my time 

in The Gambia. When communication was possible with governmental donor organisations, it 

unfortunately did not lead to the collection of viable data for the research. As mentioned in 

Chapter 6, none appeared to have existing formal positions or policies on self-financing, and so 

staff were not comfortable in claiming whether or not the organisations would support the 

activity. It is hoped that through the completion of this research, donor organisations may be 

willing to engage with the findings and consider responding formally in the future. In terms of 

this project, as discussed in Chapter 6, the lack of donor input was not considered detrimental 

to answering the research questions. The NGDO participants’ perceptions and understanding 

of donor views of self-financing, and their experiences receiving donor support, were the main 

focus of the research, as these were the factors that influenced the pursuit and 

implementation of self-financing. 

Methodological implications 

In Chapter 4, my positionality in relation to the research topic was discussed. Throughout data 

collection I was able to reflect on my influence on the research process and the participants, 

and took steps to limit researcher effects, as discussed. My position as someone who has 

previously worked with NGDOs in the UK and The Gambia had benefits for the research, 

though did create challenges in retaining a neutral position. Primarily, it is felt that my interest 

in the effective development of NGDOs in the country enabled me to take the position of a 

“critical friend” (Mason 2015), and I was able to convey this to participants to encourage 

positive and negative responses to questioning. 

However, I was also aware during analysis that my integration with the participants (spending 

significant amounts of time with them in social settings as well as research settings) could 
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influence my view of NGDOs in relation to other actors, particularly donor organisations. I 

spent a lot of time hearing about the issues of a lack of funding, and was assessing this in the 

context of engaging with numerous accounts of problematic donor conditions in the literature, 

as shown in Chapter 2. However, I was careful to avoid conceptualising donors as the “bad 

guys” in development, reflecting both on the motivations of different organisations and on the 

ways in which this approach could deprive recipients of agency in analysis of the relationship 

(Yanguas 2018). Evidently, challenging systems of donor funding existed (with complex 

incentives and values), but organisations and individuals within the system acted from their 

own set of motivations and intentions. 

That is not to say that I was able to maintain an entirely neutral position. It is acknowledged 

that I approached the research from the perspective that NGDOs have value within the 

development sector, and many of the people who work for them have good intentions for the 

development of their communities. As such, my critique was based on an interest in improving 

the experience and impact of NGDOs, rather than questioning their existence completely. 

Furthermore, I was examining a specific area of NGDOs’ activities rather than assessing the 

quality and impact of their programmes, which made a certain level of assumption that their 

work was valuable. Therefore, to further develop understanding of the NGDO sector in The 

Gambia, more research into programme delivery would provide a useful contribution. 

9.4 The Gambia: Opportunities and challenges in the Third Republic 

The findings of this research relate to a specific time period in The Gambia, characterised by 

radical and unexpected change. The first half of data collection took place before the 

Presidential Election on 1 December 2016, with the remainder occurring after President 

Adama Barrow had taken office, marking the start of the so-called Third Republic in the 

country. As such, the research process provided a unique opportunity to explore how 

development in The Gambia – and the experience of NGDOs – might change in the coming 

years. The change in politics allowed people to speak more openly about the effects of former-

President Jammeh’s administration on NGDO work – though in some circumstances there 

were still hesitations, particularly during data collection in the Foni districts where many 

people were still loyal to Jammeh. Although it was largely business as usual for the NGDOs in 

this early post-election period, it was clear that this new era in The Gambia will bring myriad 
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opportunities for changing – and hopefully improving – development within the country, and 

the role that NGDOs can play in that. 

This also raised questions regarding how such changes might affect SF – the need for it, the 

ability for it to succeed, and how it fits within the development funding system and NGDO 

activities. As discussed in Chapter 3, it is anticipated that there will be numerous political, 

economic and social changes that will have direct effects on NGDOs’ development work. These 

include increases in aid to the country and increased involvement of new and existing donor 

organisations; improvements to human rights and the ability of civil society to challenge or 

work with government; investment in infrastructure and the provision of basic services, 

through a strengthened public sector; and a focus on developing rural economies, particularly 

focusing on ‘empowering’ youth and women. It was discussed in Chapter 8 that although it 

was not practical to fund service-delivery-based development projects through SF, it might be 

more useful as a means to fund community activities which are not as resource-heavy, such as 

projects which involve facilitating communities to take action to improve their livelihoods or 

make demands from the state related to service-provision. Given the strengthening of the 

public sector and the promotion of human rights-based approaches (HRBAs) to development 

and social accountability – as seen in the National Development Plan 2018-2021 (NDP, GoTG 

2017a) – such projects are likely to become viable in a way they had not been under the 

previous regime. It must be acknowledged that the development of such things will take time; 

the public sector is still weak and suffering from institutionalised corruption and the loss of 

assets following Jammeh’s alleged theft from the country, and HRBAs will require a social and 

cultural change in many places. However, the ground can start to be prepared for such things, 

and it is encouraging to see that this has been accounted for in the NDP (GoTG 2017a). 

Furthermore, strengthening of the economy in general might support the development of SF, 

improving business and spending within communities. In the long term, NGDOs would need to 

be aware of changes to competition, as more businesses might appear or new markets 

develop. This is unlikely to pose a risk in the near future in places where it has not previously 

been a concern, but organisations do need to ensure that the current national focus on 

livelihoods-development and entrepreneurship amongst rural youths is not undermined by 

competing SF enterprises. Indeed, perhaps there may be prospects for providing opportunities 

for local youths within SF activities, in a more traditional social enterprise model. 

220 



         

      

         

       

        

          

          

           

        

     

           

         

      

         

           

   

       

          

          

     

     

       

        

          

        

           

       

        

                                                           
        

         
        

       
          

     
      

Beyond SF, the changes in The Gambia may facilitate the possible improvements to donor 

funding that have been discussed. It is hoped that donor organisations will be more able to 

work with NGDOs (and INGOs) to properly identify community needs now that the political 

environment is more receptive to the intervention of external actors. There is an opportunity 

and imperative to collect up-to-date information on the challenges facing different 

communities; now that communities and individuals can be more open about the difficulties of 

life in The Gambia, this is likely to become much easier. As mentioned, rights-based 

approaches will be more accessible, and it has already been seen in the period since data 

collection that donor organisations and INGOs have been supporting civil society movements, 

participatory discussions, and community-empowerment activities, particularly relating to, and 

led by, youths and women31. These activities could not have been conducted in this way before 

2017, and they have allowed communities to put their own requests for support at the 

forefront of development work. Such development projects potentially require fewer 

resources (if they are not funding buildings, infrastructure, equipment etc.) so there may be 

less risk to donors if they are to support NGDOs in trying innovative techniques, and more 

opportunity to cover staff costs in the long-term. 

It is unclear whether changes to the development system, and NGDO experiences, might be as 

significant as hoped. Donor organisations – the EU, US Embassy, UN agencies, etc. – are still 

working to international and global agendas, and decision-making at this level may continue to 

affect project design. Similarly, the Gambian government may be focused on working towards 

the internationally-determined Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and be subject to 

external pressure (though there are relatively few references to the SDGs in the NDP)(GoTG 

2017a). Furthermore, the debates around NGDO effectiveness and methods of development 

have been ongoing for several decades, and finding the ‘best’ way to operate is a contentious 

and difficult process. However, making the most of opportunities to work with government in 

determining the national agenda is likely to be of great importance, and if the NDP is carried 

out effectively, hopefully NGDO involvement will be encouraged. NGDOs need to grasp this 

opportunity to improve the system; they have a responsibility to ensure the voice of civil 

31 Examples include the substantial four-year Youth Empowerment Programme – funded primarily by 
the EU Emergency Trust Fund for Africa with support from the joint UN-World Bank agency, the 
International Trade Centre – which aims to address economic causes of youth migration through a range 
of activities with different civil society partners (Youth Empowerment Programme 2019). At the same 
time, the lifting of political restrictions has seen a surge in activity from civil society groups such as 
ActionAid’s affiliated youth organisation, Activista The Gambia, which has been facilitating community 
action and participation through forums such as the Rural Women’s Assembly (AAITG 2017). 
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society is heard, and must consult with communities to effectively represent their shared 

values and goals. Many organisations will be vying for attention and investment, so it is likely 

that those that are assertive and clear about their communities’ needs and possible impacts 

will be the most successful and sustainable. This also requires NGDOs – and their individual 

staff – to accept the challenges and risks that might come with advocacy work, though 

hopefully the political environment will remain favourable and the government will continue 

to be open to NGDO involvement in the country’s development. 

Possible social and cultural changes also need accounting for, particularly related to divisions 

in the country which may be fuelled by the Truth, Reconciliation and Reparation process which 

was launched in October 2018. The removal of an oppressive state which prevented protests 

or challenges to government (or any other institutions) is certainly a positive move for the 

country, but civil society needs to consider how conflicting demands and agendas might affect 

development. Furthermore, the task of developing the country covers so many areas, as 

illustrated in the NDP (GoTG 2017a), that there is a risk that community-level development, 

particularly in rural areas, may not be prioritised or may become neglected. Community-based 

NGDOs must take opportunities to claim their position in national-level decision making 

processes and hold government and other external actors to account. 

9.5 Final remarks 

This research was designed to contribute to knowledge of self-financing and understanding of 

the broader development system within which community-level NGDOs in The Gambia are 

operating. It has provided empirical evidence of the impact of SF, which was significantly 

lacking in the literature, particularly that which related to an African context and the 

contemporary development funding system. It has also contributed to shared understanding 

of the experiences of Gambian NGDOs and the challenges of working within a development 

system characterised by a lack of financial support and short-term, inconsistent projects. Such 

academic research in The Gambia, focussing on the perspectives and experiences of NGDO 

staff, is not thought to have been conducted in recent years, yet it has been shown that 

understanding the values and goals within these organisations is important for identifying how 

to improve the success and sustainability of NGDOs and their activities. This research comes at 

an important time for The Gambia – and may be used to contribute to discussions around the 

development of the NGDO sector – but it is also timely for the many NGDOs across West Africa 
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and in other development contexts which are struggling with reduced global funding and are 

identifying alternative means of income-generation. 

As such, the research presents opportunities for further study to improve understanding of 

NGDO effectiveness, in The Gambia and globally. It would be interesting to examine NGDO SF 

in other countries, particularly those that have received larger amounts of donor funding in 

recent years – the “aid darlings” (such as Botswana, Kenya, Mozambique, or Uganda, 

according to Davies and Klasen 2018) in comparison to the “aid orphans” (Cameroon, Senegal, 

Malawi, for example). Are the challenges the same for NGDOs in these countries? Do the 

desires of NGDOs to find additional ways to support communities and utilise resources 

effectively manifest in the same ways? Lessons from other countries may also be useful in 

assessing what could be done in The Gambia to improve circumstances for NGDOs and make 

the most of the “democratic dividend” and opportunities to strengthen the sector. 

Overall, this research provides another piece for the wider development puzzle, contributing 

to the debate on how “development” could occur and what role different actors play in that. 

Clearly there are no simple answers to these questions, and arguably no correct answers, as 

the development needs of different regions, countries, and communities vary greatly (as do 

the interests of wealthier nations) and networks of power and wealth manifest in different 

ways. It is hoped that the outputs from this research can at least contribute to improving the 

experiences of some NGDOs in The Gambia, and further conversations between community-

level organisations, INGOs and donor organisations, particularly at this historic turning point 

which holds so much promise for the country, and for those watching from elsewhere with 

hope for their own nations. 
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Appendix 1 – Questionnaire for Community Members 

Survey No. ______ 

Facilitator name Date 
Location Time 

Demographic 
information 
1 What is the respondent's gender? a. Male b. Female 

2 What is the respondent's age? a. 18-29 d. 50-59 
b. 30-39 e. 60-69 
c. 40-49 f. 70+ 

3 What is the respondent's occupation? 

Section 1 – Establishing the respondent’s relationship to the 
organisation 

4 Are you currently participating in any projects delivered by ………………………………………….? 

a. Yes b. No c. No answer 

a. Unsure b. No answer 

5 In the past, have you participated in any projects delivered by ………………………………………….? 

a. Yes b. No c. No answer 

Read: Over the last ____ years, …………………………………………. has delivered a number of projects in your 
community. 

4.1 If 'Yes', which of these projects are you participating in? (tick all that apply) 

5.1 If 'Yes', which of these projects have you participated in? (tick all that apply) 
a. Unsure b. No answer 
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6 Is anyone in your household currently participating in any projects delivered by 
………………..………? 

a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 

6.1 If 'Yes', which of these projects are they participating in? (tick all that apply) 

a. Unsure b. No answer 

7 In the past, has anyone in your household participated in any projects delivered by 
.…………….…….? 

a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 

7.1 If 'Yes', which of these projects have they participated in? (tick all that apply) 

a. Unsure b. No answer 
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Section 2 - Overall performance of the organisation 

8 If 'Yes' to 4 or 5 (they have participated in projects) - Overall, how satisfied have you been with 
the support you have received from …………………………………………. as part of these projects? 

a. Very satisfied c. Unsatisfied e. No answer 
b. Quite satisfied d. Very unsatisfied 

9 Overall, do you think …………………….…………. does a good or bad job of supporting your 
community? 

a. Good b. Bad c. Unsure d. No answer 

10 Do you think ………………………..……. has helped to improve your community over the last ____ 
years? 

a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 

a. Don't know b. No answer 

Section 3 - Self-financing activities 

11 Have you used any of the following services from ………………………………………….? 

a. No b. Unsure c. No answer 

10.1 Why do you think this is the case? 

c. 
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12 If 'Yes' to 11 - Overall, how satisfied have you been with the service you received? 

a. Very satisfied c. Unsatisfied e. No answer 
b. Quite satisfied d. Very unsatisfied 

13 Has anyone in your household used any of the following services from 
……………………………………….? 

a. No b. Unsure c. No answer 

Read: …………………………………………. earns money from these activities, which it spend on things like... 

14 Were you aware of this? 

a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 

Read: In the past, …………………………………………. has mostly received income from funding organisations 
such as ... 

15 Do you think it is a good or bad idea for …………………………………………. to try to make their own 
money from enterprises? 

a. Good idea c. Good and bad e. No answer 
b. Bad idea d. Don't know 

15.1 Can you explain why you think this? 

a. Unsure b. No answer 

c. 
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16 Since …………………………………………. introduced these income-generating activities, do you think 
the quality of support they offer to your community has changed? 

a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 

16.1 If 'Yes' - Do you think the support has become…? 

a. Better c. Neither better nor worse e. No answer 
b. Worse d. Don't know 

17 Do you think it would be a good or bad idea for …………………………………………. to increase this 
activity or similar activities? 

a. Good idea c. Don't know e. No answer 
b. Bad idea 

18 Is there any other project or service you would like to see …………………………………………. offer to 
your community? 

a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 

a. Unsure b. No answer 

Section 4 - The nature of the organisation 

19 Has your opinion of …………………………………………. changed over time? 

18. 1 If 'Yes' - Can you give an example? 

c. 

a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 
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19.1 If 'Yes' - In what way has it changed? 

a. Unsure b. No answer 

c. 

20 Do you agree or disagree that …………………………………………. understands the needs of your 
community? 

a. Agree b. Disagree c. Unsure d. No answer 

20. 1 Do you think this has changed over the last ____ years? 

a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 

20.2 If 'Yes' - Do you think they are …? 

a. Better at understanding the community's needs 
b. Worse at understanding the community's needs 
c. Neither better nor worse 
d. Don't know e. No answer 

Does …………….……………………. consult with members of your community when designing 21 projects? 

a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 

22 Do you think the staff at …………………………………………. have the skills required to support you? 

a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 

Do you think the staff at …………………………………………. have the knowledge required to support 23 you? 

a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 

24 Do you think the skills and knowledge of staff have changed over the last ____ years? 
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a. Yes b. No c. Unsure d. No answer 

24. 1 If 'Yes' - In what way do you think it has changed? 

c. 

Read: Thank you for taking the time to answer my questions. If you have any comments on concerns 
that you would like to discuss with the researcher, Hannah Smith, I would be happy to pass on her 
contact details to you. 

a. Unsure b. No answer 
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Appendix 2 – Examples of Self-Financing32 

Njawara Agricultural Training Centre (NATC) 

Accommodation facilities at NATC 

Signs on training facility library and “VIP” accommodation noting funding source. VIP building 
was funded by “income generation” – self-financing income re-invested into the development 

of the site. 

32 All photographs taken by Hannah Smith in 2016 and 2017. 
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Fuel-efficient cooking stoves manufactured at NATC (left) and the outside of the metal 
workshop (right), including horse/donkey cart made for a local community member. 

Tree nursery on site at NATC. 
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Agency for the Development of Women & Children (ADWAC) 

Tree seedlings grown on the land in Sika which was donated to ADWAC by the local 
community. 

New accommodation building under construction in October 2016. 
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Ding Ding Bantaba (DDB) 

Meeting and dining space (top) and a row of bedrooms (bottom) at DDB’s Bwiam Lodge. 
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St Joseph’s Family Farm Centre (SJFFC) 

SJFFC’s plant nursery and demonstration garden, where seedlings were grown for sale to the 
community. Top image taken in January 2016; second image from February 2017, when SJFFC 

was experiencing a water shortage due to a failing water pump system. 
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“Piggery” on site at SJFFC. 

Broken milling machine, previously used by local farmers. 
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Appendix 3 

Ethics Application 
Content removed on data protection grounds
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