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Preface 
 
In 2005, the first research on Private Initiatives (PIs) in the field of Development 
Cooperation took place. Meanwhile, five years, many researches and heated discussions 
have gone by. This present report contains the results of various researches and gives as 
ǎǳŎƘ ŀƴ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tLǎΦ ¢ƘŜ Ψ!ƴŀǘƻƳȅ ƻŦ tLǎΩ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǎ ǳǎ ŀƳƻƴg others who 
are the people behind these initiatives and what drives them. We characterise both the 
activities undertaken by PIs in the Netherlands and in developing countries and show 
what we have learned about their contribution to poverty reduction and to the 
reinforcement of public support. Naturally, research into this actor is work in progress. 
With new research come new insights and it is thus to be expected that current opinions 
have to be adjusted in future.  
 
This publication would not have been possible without the cooperation of many people. 
We are grateful for their unselfish contribution. We particularly thank all PIs that have 
participated in the different researches during the past years. Thanks are also due to the 
NCDO for financing this report and the CIDIN PhD research on PIs, to Anneke Smeets for 
her valuable contribution on public support activities of PIs and to Bram Kinsbergen for 
the cover illustration. 
 
The choice of the researches discussed in this report and the interpretation and 
description of their results are entirely the responsibility of the authors. This also means 
we bear any responsibility for potential mistakes.  
 
Nijmegen, May 2010 
 
Lau Schulpen & Sara Kinsbergen (CIDIN) 
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Introduction 
Over the past five years, private initiatives (PIs) have slowly become part of the Dutch 
system of development cooperation, and recognised as such. This is shown by, among 
other things, their involvement in the policy dialogue between the Dutch Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs (MFA) and the civil society in 2008 and in the foundation of their own 
branch organisation (Partin). Dubbed MoNGOs (My Own NGO) by some (Polman, 2008: 
50), PIs are also included in the extensive list of abbreviations referring to all kinds of 
development agencies and as such they are part of official development jargon. 
 
Being recognised as a player in the wider field of development cooperation implies that 
PIs have also become part of the discussion on development cooperation and are 
themselves under discussion. As is quite often the case in the field of development 
cooperation, the discussion of PIs is not always based on facts. This is partly 
understandable given that a lot is still unknown about these actors in development. As a 
consequence, there is still disagreement about what PIs exactly are, what they do and 
how effective they are. Final answers to such questions cannot yet be given (and 
perhaps never will). In the meantime, however, it is possible to do more than just follow 
our gut feelings. In 2005, the Centre for International Development Issues Nijmegen 
(CIDIN) published the first study containing an initial profile of PIs (Brok & Bouzoubaa, 
2005). This was soon followed by others. In the period 2005-2009, about 35 such PI 
studies appeared in the Netherlands όŜΦƎΦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ǘƘŜǎŜǎΣ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ 
studies, etc.). These studies involved the participation of more than 2,500 PIs via in-
depth interviews, focus discussions and surveys. Not only the PIs themselves were 
subject of these investigations, but also the projects and the Southern partners they 
supported. Fieldwork was carried out in the Netherlands, Ghana, Tanzania, Indonesia, 
Suriname, India, Gambia, Uganda, Ethiopia, South-Africa, Malawi, Kenya and Sri Lanka. 
 
Content-wise, these studies focus on a diversity of matters ranging from cooperation 
between PIs and their partners, the effectiveness and sustainability of their projects in 
developing countries, and their public support activities in the Netherlands. Besides this, 
researchers investigate how the projects are evaluated, how PIs learn and report, and 
how the co-financing system for PIs works. In May 2008, CIDIN decided to proceed with 
a first large-scale and in-depth (PhD) study into PIs as development actors. The first part 
of this study included a survey covering 893 Dutch private initiatives. 
 
These studies open up the world of the PI. Of course, rather than providing any 
definitive answers they tend to be an initial exploration and one that is not only 
necessary for further studies but also for the structuring of the discussion of the role of 
PIs in development cooperation. In short, after five years of studies, and one and a half 
years after the start of the CIDIN PhD project, it is time to take stock and look ahead. 
That is exactly what this report is intended to do.  
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The report starts with a conceptual explanation of PIs in relation to the socialisation of 
development cooperation and the emergence of new actors. The second part deals with 
the question of where these development actors find their money and includes a short 
clarification of official PI funding. The third part presents a general profile of PIs: who is 
behind them and how do they address the causes of and solutions for poverty. Part 4 
focuses in more detail on the development activities of PIs in the developing countries. 
In addition to outlining the type of activities they support, this part presents the findings 
of different studies of effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of PI poverty reduction 
interventions. The public support activities of PIs are the subject of part 5. The report 
ends with some concluding words.  
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1 Private initiatives in perspective 
 
In a short time, the term private initiative (PI) has become an established expression in 
the Netherlands. This does not mean that it is clear what a PI is. Often research and 
organisations that support PIs do not have a clear definition. The concept of PI therefore 
runs the risk of becoming one of many catch-all concepts in development jargon. The 
following chapters show that it is inŘŜŜŘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ΨǘƘŜ tLǎΩ. Here, we 
first position the PI within the field of development cooperation before proceeding to 
draw up a (broader) definition. 
 

1.1 The Dutch development sector 

Generally speaking, three types of aid channels can be distinguished: multilateral (= aid 
through multilateral organisations like the UN and World Bank), bilateral (= aid through 
governments, like the Netherlands, Belgium and Germany) and the civilateral channel (= 
aid through Non-Governmental Development Agencies such as Oxfam Novib and War 
Child). This distinction is based on the types of organisations that make up the 
respective channels: governmental (= bilateral), intergovernmental (= multilateral) and 
non-governmental (= civilateral). 
 
Such a distinction says nothing about the nature of the activities executed by the 
organisations, the type of partnerships they engage in, the amount of money involved 
or the effectiveness of the organisations. At the same time we need to recognise that 
each of these channels is extremely diverse in nature. Multilateral organisations such as 
the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the World Bank differ 
considerably from each other and such diversity is only enhanced by the constant 
emergence of new multilateral organisations (Develtere 2009). The same applies to 
bilateral donors. Particularly during the last ten years, the old group of 22 Western 
bilateral donors (united in the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)) has been expanded 
to include dozens of new donor countries such as China, India, Brazil and Korea. The 
diversity within the third (civilateral) channel is almost legendary as is already clear from 
the fact that Dutch non-governmental organisations (NGOs) boast about their 
ǎƛƴƎǳƭŀǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ΨōŜƛƴƎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘΩΦ 
 
According to Develtere (2009), all the above actors have several issues in common, 
despite their ever-increasing diversity. All three channels consist of officially recognised 
development agencies that are seen (and see themselves) as professional. Over the 
ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ Ψŀ ŎƻƳƳƻƴΣ ŦƛŜƭŘ-specific language; manners; 
ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΤ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎΤ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΩ όIbid: 231).  
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Besides that, all have been created with the explicit objective of working in the field of 
development cooperation and of contributing to poverty reduction and to closing the 
gap between and within countries. In view of these common characteristics, Develtere 
(Ibid: 3рύ ŀŘŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ Ψƛǎ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ ŀƴ ǳǊƎŜ 
of self-ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ΨŀǾŜǊǎŜ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇŜƭƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōȅ ǘƘƛǊŘ 
ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩΦ !ǎ ŀ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ǘƘŜȅ ΨƭƛǘŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŎƭƻǎŜ ώǘƘŜƛǊϐ Ǌŀƴƪǎ ŀƴŘ become [Χϐ ǘƻ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŜȄǘŜnt 
ƛƳǇŜƴŜǘǊŀōƭŜΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŜǿΣ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ ǿƛǘƘ 
suspicion.  
 
An abundance of new actors seem to be appearing all the time. Apart from the above-
mentioned growth and further diversification of multilateral, bilateral and civilateral 
actors, this is particularly the case for an onrush of alternative actors stemming from a 
process of socialisation (Develtere and Stessens, 2007; Develtere, 2009; De Bruyn and 
Huyse, 2009; Schulpen, 2007a). Socialisation is defined as the process in which, not 
always capable, groups within society become active in a field (e. g., development 
cooperation) seen formerly as the exclusive domain of more or less professional 
groups.1 Although such groups or people can, of course, acquire training in development 
aid, the fact that they are not always professional from the start is an important reason 
to distinguish them from the traditional actors in bilateral, multilateral and civilateral 
channels.2 
 
Besides that, there is also a practical reason for making a distinction between these new 
actors and the three old channels. As indicated, the diversity within and between the 
traditional channels is not only extensive, it is also growing. This certainly also applies to 
the civilateral channel to which the new actors (being mainly non-governmental) initially 
belong. Expanding this civilateral channel to include new actors would create an ever 
more obscure entity, almost meaningless as a concept. That is why, in agreement with 
Develtere and Stessens (2006) and Schulpen (2007a), we regard these new actors here 
as belonging to a separate channel and one which we do not designate as being the 
fourth pillar, as in done in Belgium (Develtere and Stessens, 2006), but (also because of 
compatibility reasons) rather the philanteral channel.  
 

1.2 The philanteral channel 

Obviously the discussion does not end there. The voluntary character is a trademark 
that binds the different actors in the philanteral channel.3 Besides this common feature, 
the philanteral channel can be clarified somewhat by making a distinction between 
those organisations for which development cooperation is not the main activity and 
those for which it is (see also: Brok and Bouzoubaa, 2005; Schulpen, 2007a).4 In 
principle, the first group contains all social organisations and institutes which are 
predominantly active in a field outside development cooperation but which develop 
some development cooperation activities as well. This group therefore includes all kinds 
of institutional actors for whom development cooperation is not their primary task.  
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They distinguish themselves from other channels (and especially from the civilateral 
channel) by their different history. They did not come about because of development 
cooperation or to change North-South relations, but instead already existed as 
professional players in their own field. Within this sub-group of the philanteral channel, 
we can distinguish three different actors: (1) (semi)government services (police, fire 
brigade); 5 (2) social, non-profit organisations (schools, hospitals, migrant organisations, 
trade unions); and (3) organisations linked to business (water companies, banks). 
 
Figure 1.1: The philanteral channel ς an initial classification 
 

 
Source: based on Schulpen, 2007a 

 
 
Perhaps the most important feature of these institutional actors is that they, in 
principle, become involved in development cooperation based on their own expertise.  
 
Although there are certainly exceptions, fire departments work with other fire 
departments in developing countries, schools are active in the educational field, 
hospitals in the area of health and water companies initially focus their projects on 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƴƛǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ΨǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ 
field (institutional structure) they develop development activities, often with similar 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘΩ ό5Ŝ .Ǌǳȅƴ ŀƴŘ IǳȅǎŜΣ нллфΥ муύΦ  

For the second group within the philanteral channel, development cooperation is their 
primary objective. These are initiatives by citizens, provided that most of them are 
undertaken in a group setting.  

 

1. (Semi) government 

2. Social institutions 

Development cooperation is 
main purpose 

4. Foundations 

5. Individual supporters 

6. Private Initiatives 

2. Fundraisers 

3. Volunteers 

1. Political lobby groups 

3. Companies 

Development cooperation is 
not main purpose 

Philanteral channel 
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Based on a wider interpretation of development cooperation, Schulpen (2007a) 
identifies a total of six types within this second group of active citizens which range from 
political lobby groups (mainly involved in applying policy pressure), funds and 
individuals that collect money for development agencies, to individuals who go and 
work at a development agency as volunteers (see also figure 1.1). While some of these 
types are committed individuals (type 3, 5), others are organised citizens who want to 
contribute to development cooperation (type 1, 2, 4 and 6).  

Apart from that, some of these actors are involved in activities in the Netherlands, while 
others are active in the developing countries themselves. It should be noted that the 
philanteral channel and thinking about this channel are still developing. It is therefore 
possible that other types of actors will be identified in the future, beside the six types 
identified by Schulpen. The above classification is just an initial step on the way to 
organising this new channel. 
 

1.3  The private initiative 

The type that is the main subject of discussion in the Netherlands (and also the subject 
of the research initially referred to here) is the private initiative. PIs are different from 
other actors that have development cooperation as their main objective due to a 
combination of characteristics. First of all, they consist of a group of people who give 
support in a direct way to one or more developing countries. By definition, they are not 
only active in the Netherlands and do not channel their support through another Dutch 
development agency. A PI implies structural support for organisations, communities or 
groups of people rather than one-off, individual support. Thirdly, PIs do not receive 
direct funds from the MFA, are small in scale and have a voluntary character. The term 
small-scale can be interpreted in two ways. It means having fewer than 20 regular 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΣ ƻǊ ŀƴ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ϵм ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ /L5Lb ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ 
voluntary character on the basis of an upper limit of 20% or less of paid members. The 
exact number of PIs in the Netherlands cannot be defined on the basis of the different 
studies. Estimates vary from 6,400 (Brok and Bouzoubaa, 2005: 62) to 15,000 (Voorst, 
2005: 9). Not only is the margin between these estimates considerable, it is also unclear 
which definition of PI was used by the researchers involved.  
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2  Support for Dutch PIs 

2.1 Private support 

For the majority of PIs Dutch citizens are the main source of income (see also figure 2.1). 
Lƴ нллтΣ 5ǳǘŎƘ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ƎŀǾŜ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ϵнфу Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƛŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ 
ƳƻƴŜȅ ŀƴŘ ƎƻƻŘǎΣ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŎŀǳǎŜ ŘƻƴŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ όŀŦǘŜǊ Ψfaith based 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ) by the Dutch public (Schuyt et al., 2009: 12).6 The same study (Ibid: 36-
37) also shows that 10% of households in the Netherlands support small-scale good 
ŎŀǳǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ϵтн ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊΦ 
If these small-scale good causes are put on par with PIs, they by themselves received an 
ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ϵрн Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ 5ǳǘŎƘ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀƭƻƴŜ ƛƴ нллтΦ7 It is currently still unclear 
whether the economic crisis will influence donations by Dutch households to PIs. An 
earlier economic crisis had a negative effect on donating behaviour to good causes 
between 1 to 3 years after it started (Schuyt et al., 2009: 186). Only time will tell 
whether the current crisis will have the same effect. 
 
Figure 2.1: Main donors to PIs (N = 869, %8) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 
 
The donor is clearly taken by this concrete, direct type of development cooperation. 
People are attracted to the small scale, the short lines between PIs and their partners, 
the personal contacts in the developing countries, the personal tie with the initiator, the 
concrete results and the speed with which things are realised (Man and Van Hemert, 
2006: 22-24). In past years, the rise of PIs has been analysed in different studies from 
the perspective of the donor. In a 2006 study on public support by the National 
Committee for Development Cooperation and Sustainable Development (NCDO), the 
respondents were asked to answer the question of who, in their opinion, was the most 
appropriate actor to supply development aid.  



 13 

45% of the respondents referred in their answer to the professional development 
agencies, followed by the smaller development organisations (37% of responses). These 
organisations scored better than the United Nations, the Dutch government and the 
European Union (Lampert et al., 2006: 35). Moreover, the quarterly research by the 
Dutch Donor panel (2009: 9) focused on the rise of small-scale development 
organisations and the attitude of (potential) donors in relation to these initiatives. The 
results over the years clearly show an increase in confidence in small-scale, local, good 
causes in relation to national organisation, with the latest set of results even showing a 
negative trend. As mentioned above, the high level of confidence the Dutch public have 
in small-scale development agencies is also reflected in donating behaviour. 
 
During the period 2006-2009, the monthly publication Onze Wereld (Our World) made 
inquiries among the Dutch public about i.e. their confidence in large and small 
development organisations. In 2006, 39% of the respondents indicated that they have 
more faith in the small-scale organisations, while only 13% of the large organisations 
were reported to be more trustworthy (Onze Wereld, 2007: 31). In 2007, even more 
people (47%) thought the small organisations offered more benefits (Onze Wereld, 
2008: 10). It is interesting to see that the results changed in 2008 when the preference 
for the PI as development actor decreased to 28.5% (Onze Wereld, 2009: 10). Future 
assessments will reveal whether this trend is going to continue.  
 

2.2 Indirect government support 

Although PIs do not receive direct support from the MFA, they are certainly not bereft 
of government support. The fact that the Dutch government indirectly places funds at 
the disposal of PIs is not so strange given the emphasis consecutive ministers of 
development cooperation have placed on stimulating the involvement of citizens in 
development cooperation. Moreover, the MFA and the Dutch embassies in developing 
countries were already receiving frequent requests from Dutch citizens for operational 
and financial support for projects executed by them in developing countries. It was clear 
that neither the ministry nor the embassies had the capacity or the explicit mandate to 
deal with all these requests. However, they did recognise the potential of these PIs to 
enforce the Dutch public support for development cooperation. Although the NCDO and 
the NGO Wilde Ganzen had already supported PIs for a longer period, it was decided 
that this support should be expanded.  
Therefore, in May 2001, the then Minister of development cooperation Herfkens asked 
the five big NGOs and NCDO to develop a system that could provide financial and 
institutional support for the PIs. This request resulted in 2002 in the creation of the 
Approachable Initiatives and Knowledge Centre for Development Cooperation portal. 9 
In 2003 the organisations involved started financing PIs from this Linkis portal. 
 
It is not easy to determine exactly how much was channelled through the Linkis 
organisations, Wilde Ganzen and NCDO to the PIs in the period between 2003 and 2009. 
This is partly due to the fact that the organisations do not define PIs in the same way. 
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Some of the funding is registered under PI grants despite it actually relating to grants to 
NGOs or exclusively public support activities in the Netherlands (Kinsbergen and 
Stoffers, 2008). Another reason relates to the shifts in programmes and/or registering 
expenditures for PIs under different programmes. A second problem in determining 
exact funding to PIǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƻǿƴ 
resources (except for Hivos), although it is not always clear how much money is 
ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘΦ Lƴ нллтΣ [ƛƴƪƛǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ϵмтΣпллΣллл ό[ƛƴƪƛǎΣ нллтΥ тύΦ 
¢ƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ϵмр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ Ǿƛŀ ²ƛƭŘŜ DŀƴȊŜƴ ŀƴŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ϵтΦр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ Ǿƛŀ b/5hΣ ǘƘŜ 
ǘƻǘŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ 5ǳǘŎƘ tLǎ ŀƳƻǳƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵпл ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ  
 
In any event, by no means all PIs submit a funding request to these organisations. 
Almost 35% of the PIs involved in the CIDIN inquiry have never submitted a request for 
grants (CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009). The remaining 65% state that they submitted at 
least one request via the Linkis portal in the period 2006-2007. Almost one third 
submitted several (up to five) requests in this same period. 
 
In view of the fact that part of the funding made available to PIs by organisations like 
NCDO and the Linkis organisations originates from the government, PIs will also notice 
the consequences of the policy changes which take place in 2009-2010. Two ministerial 
memos are important in this context. The Public Support Memorandum (DGIS, 2009a) 
stipulates that, from 2011 onwards, the development organisations can only use 
government funding to finance PIs in the event that their work in the South is taken as 
point of departure. In other words: PIs need to be seen primarily as development 
organisations and not as public support organisations. The stricter conditions for 
funding are annexed here. PIs public support activities in the Netherlands will no longer 
be funded by the government, except in the case of a special fund that, at the moment 
of writing, is still managed by NCDO. Instead they will be put to public tender. The 
special fund will comprise an approximate amount of ϵс ǘƻ ф ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ  
 
The second ministerial memorandum that influences PI funding concerns the private 
channel (better known as the MFS-н ƳŜƳƻǊŀƴŘǳƳύ ό5DL{Σ нллфōύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ Ψ/ƻ-
financing policy framework: the Dutch Co-Financing System (MFS) of the MFA 2011-
нлмрΩ ό5DL{Σ нллфŎΥ рύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜƳƻǊŀƴŘǳƳ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ bDhǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ aC{ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ǎǇŜƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ Ψп҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘŜŘ ƎǊŀƴǘ ŀƳƻǳƴǘΩ ƻƴ 
tLǎΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ȅŜŀǊƭȅ aC{ ƎǊŀƴǘ ƻŦ ϵпнр ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ ŀ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ƻŦ ϵмт Ƴƛƭlion 
will be available from 2011 onwards. By the end of 2010, it will be clear how much 
indirect money will actually be available for the work of Dutch PIs.  
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3  An initial profile of the private initiative 
 
The first part of this report positioned PIs in the field of development cooperation. This 
part continues profiling PIs first by examining the characteristics of the organisations, 
and then explaining and analysing the activities PIs carry out in developing countries and 
in the Netherlands. A distinction is made between PIs that have already existed for a 
number of years and those established more recently. This distinction can throw some 
light on possible developments PIs have gone through over the years.10 
 

3.1 The person behind the PI 

The CIDIN research confirms the findings of the initial studies into PIs, namely that 
principally mid-agers play an active role in these initiatives. The average age of the 
members of PIs is 54. 35% of the members only became active in the field of 
development cooperation after their 50th birthday (see also figure 3.1). The average age 
at which people become active is 43. PIs that have existed for a longer period have a 
higher average age than ones created recently. Nevertheless, in the case of the more 
recent PIs, the average age is about 50.  
 
Figure 3.1: Age of PI members (N = 720, %)  

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 

¶ Men and women are equally represented in PIs. There is a slight rising trend as 
regards the number of women in more recently created PIs. 

¶ 50% of the members of PIs regard themselves as belonging to a religious community. 
For the whole of the Netherlands, this percentage is 58% (CBS, 2009, p. 41). Of the 
religious PI members, 44% belong to the Catholic Church.  



 16 

This means that, Catholics are amply represented: in the Netherlands 29% of 
religious people belong to the Catholic Church (Ibid., p. 14). Protestants are, with 
around 50%, the denomination best represented among the religious PIs. 

¶ 16% (144/N = 893) of PIs that participated in the CIDIN inquiry are migrant PIs. 
Migrant PIs are those whose founder is of foreign descent and/or 50% of whose 
members are immigrants.  

¶ A majority of 60% of the people actively involved in PIs belong to the active working 
population and therefore combine voluntary work with a paid job. Almost 30% are 
retired and the remaining 10% study, are unemployed or are responsible for running 
households.  

¶ As regards education level and income, the members of PIs come from the average 
or above average layers of Dutch society: members with a mean net monthly income 
ƻŦ ϵмΣрос ōŜƭƻƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻǊ ŀōƻǾŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ǳǘŎƘ 
population (CPB, 2009), while almost 70% have completed a higher vocational or 
university education (see also figure 3.2). As regards the Netherlands, a quarter of 
the population has acquired a BA or MA/MSc diploma (CBS, 2009, p. 117). This means 
that people involved in PIs are highly educated; this applies to both the older and the 
more recent PIs.  
 

Figure 3.2: Level of education (N = 720, %) 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 

¶ People actively involved in PIs are mostly situated on the left side of the political 
spectrum, with the Green Party having the largest number of supporters (14%), 
followed by the Labour Party (12%) and the Christian Democratic Party (11%) (see 
figure 3.3). 
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Figure 3.3: Political preference (N = 700, %) 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 
Reasons & motives 
For 21%, a request from an acquaintance was the reason for becoming actively involved 
in a PI (See figure 3.4). However, a more important aspect is travelling to developing 
countries. Going on such a journey is one of the main reasons for establishing both older 
and more recent PIs.11 Figures show that the number of Dutch people travelling to far-
off countries has increased rapidly in recent years. Whereas 750,000 long-haul journeys 
were booked in 2002, this number had increased to 1.27 million in 2007 (NBTC-NIPO, 
2009). The increasing number of visitors to Gambia is clearly reflected in the increasing 
number of PIs that have become active in this West African country. 
 
Figure 3.4: Reasons (N = 763, %) 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 
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The effect of a journey is clearly shown by the fact that 16% of people became active in 
the field of development cooperation in the same year as their first journey to a 
developing country. Well over 60% became active in the following years, and 20% of 
these in the course of the following five years. Only a quarter of the people decided to 
become active first before visiting a developing country later. More than 70% of the 
people who became active after having visited a developing country became active in 
that same country. 
 
People are mainly motivated in their PI work because they can increase their 
understanding of the world around them and because they can improve certain skills. It 
is also important to them that involvement in a PI gives them the possibility to put 
certain meaningful values, such as solidarity, into practice. In the third place there is 
social motivation in that the PI enables you to expand your social network. Involvement 
ƛƴ ŀ tL ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ōǊƻŀŘŜƴ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ /±-
building and personal development play a more important motivational role for younger 
people than for older people. 
 
Poverty (visions) 
It is often assumed that PIs have an old-fashioned approach to poverty, resulting in a 
quite traditional approach in developing countries. In 2005, an initial attempt was made 
to gain an insight into the vision of PIs in relation to poverty and development aid (Brok 
& Bouzoubaa, 2005, p. 33-34). This led to the conclusion that PIs are aware that 
development aid can induce dependency and that they attach importance to a 
participative approach to development aid. However, the study by Juffermans (2008) 
shows that PIs have difficulties in actually implementing this participative approach. 
Juffermans analysed the way in which PIs describe developing countries, poverty and 
poor people on their websites.  
He concludes that PIs are inclined to describe the local population as helpless, small and 
exotic and that they often fail to attribute a certain degree of decision-making capacity 
to the local population (Ibid., p. 29). 
 
The CIDIN inquiry also recorded what the members of the PIs see as the most important 
origins of poverty (see figure 3.5). Restrictive economical structures and the absence of, 
and faulty access to, resources like education and healthcare, are stated as being the 
two most important causes of poverty. 25% referred to (armed) conflicts as the most 
important cause of poverty.  
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Figure 3.5: Origins of poverty (N = 712, %) 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 
In relation to desired priorities in development cooperation, a large majority of 73% 
attaches considerable importance to investments that result in improved access to basic 
services like education and health care. In second place is the development of the local 
economy (see figure 3.6). 
 
Figure 3.6: Solutions to poverty (N = 721, %) 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 
The above figures show that PI members hold very different convictions concerning the 
origins of poverty, but that their solutions are rather unanimous. They express a clear 
preference for investments in access to basic services. The same is revealed in the 
(slight) preference of PI members for the strategy of direct poverty reduction.  
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Lobby and policy influencing are in second place, followed by interventions in the area 
of civil society building (see figure 3.7 and box 3.1 for a short definition of these three 
intervention strategies). These visions on the causes and solutions of poverty and the 
different intervention strategies are more or less the same for both older and more 
recent PIs. 
 
Figure 3.7: Intervention strategies (N = 720, %) 
 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 
 
Box 3.1 Three intervention strategies 
 
In Dutch development cooperation, especially with regard to the civilateral channel, we can 
distinguish three intervention strategies:  
 
1. Direct poverty reduction ς This strategy is aimed directly at improving the living conditions 

of people living in poverty by sustainable interventions aimed at direct extension of 
services or at capacity building in order to improve access to basic services. 

2. Civil society building ς This strategy is aimed at the strengthening of plural and democratic 
social structures and organisations in order to improve the organisation and the 
governance of society.  

3. Lobby and policy influencing ς This strategy aims to change local, national and international 
policies, processes and structures that maintain or exacerbate poverty and inequality.  

 
 



 21 

3.2 The organisations 

Figure 3.8 shows a strong increase in the number of PIs in recent years. 50% of PIs were 
founded after 2000. The summary of PI founding data shows us that the number of PIs 
started to increase from the 1970s onwards, and peaked in 2000 and 2006. 
 
Figure 3.8: Establishment of PIs (N = 878) 
 

 
 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 
Almost 90% of the organisations are registered with the Chamber of Commerce, the 
majority (97%) as foundations. 73% of the organisations have the status of Algemeen 
Nut Beogende Instelling (Institution for General Benefit) as designated by the Dutch tax 
department. 16% of PIs have a quality mark. 35% of those have a Verklaring van geen 
Bezwaar (Declaration of Non-Objection) from the Dutch Tax Authorities and 27% have 
the quality mark from the Central Bureau of Fundraising (CBF quality mark).  
Older organisations are more often in the possession of quality marks than newer 
organisations. 31% of PIs are part of a network (e.g., Ghana-Holland platform, Burkina 
Faso platform). Older PIs join networks more readily than new ones.  
 
 



 22 

Figure 3.9: Number of PI members to age of organisation12 (N = 893, mean, X-axis = age PI, 
Y-axis = average number members) 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 
About 40% of PIs have 5 or fewer active members. More than 30% have between 6 and 
10 members. Organisations expand over the years and older organisations have 
significantly more members than younger organisations (see figure 3.9).  
 
The vast majority of PI members are active on a voluntary basis (94%). Only around 5% 
of PIs have one or more paid employees. Figure 3.10 shows that these are mainly 
organisations that have been around for a number of years. Only 2% of the members 
have a paid position at a PI and 3% have both a paid and a voluntary position. 
Volunteers devote an average 38 hours per month to the PI. The paid employees devote 
an average of 126 hours per month and those with a paid and voluntary role about 93 
hours a month to PI activities. Of these members, 65% devote the majority of their time 
to fundraising with almost half indicating that managing tasks takes up most of their 
time. Besides the time they invest in the PI, 90% of the members say that they donate 
money to the PI concerned.  
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Figure 3.10: Hired staff to age of organisation (N = 893, %) 

 
 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 
¢ƘŜ уфо tLǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎǇŜƴǘ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ϵ39,443,403 in 2007. 
Almost 55% of them had an annual budget at their ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ƻŦ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ϵнрΣлллΦ ¢ƘŜ 
ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƛǎ ϵрлΣнпсΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ōŜƭƻǿ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƭŘŜǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ 
significantly higher budgets at their disposal than newer PIs (see figure 3.11). 
 
In addition to donations from the Netherlands, 37% of PIs also receive donations in the 
developing countries where they carry out their projects. Individuals, that is the local 
population, in those countries also make up the most important group of donors.  
This contribution comes from local fundraising activities or contributions by the target 
group. Almost 20% receive donations from local authorities. 16% can count on financial 
support from religious institutions.  
 
Figure 3.11: Budget of PIs to age of organisation (N = 785, average) 
 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 
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4  PIs in the South: working on development 
 

This chapter focuses in more detail on the activities of PIs in developing countries: their 
activities in the field of development and thereby their direct contribution to poverty 
reduction. A description of the activities of PIs in developing countries is followed by a 
closer look at their performance.  
 

4.1 What do they do? 

The 893 PIs that took part in the CIDIN inquiry are active in 109 different countries. 
More than 3/4 are active in one country. The fact that a PI exists for a lengthy period of 
time means there is a substantially greater chance that it will be active in a number of 
different countries (see figure 4.1). 
 
Figure 4.1: Number of countries to age of organisation (N = 798, Average) 

  
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 
More than 1/3 of PIs are active in Sub-Saharan Africa (See figure 4.2). Asia follows in 
second, while Eastern Europe and Latin America competing for third place. However, 
older organisations are represented more in Latin America, Eastern Europe and the 
former Soviet Union. PIs founded more recently are more active on the African 
continent. 
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Figure 4.2: Regions in which PIs are active (N = 798, %) 
 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 
At country level, the differences between older and newer PIs show that Brazil, Romania 
and the Philippines, in particular, are decreasing in popularity, while Kenya, Gambia, 
Uganda, Nepal and Ethiopia have become more popular in recent years. It is interesting 
to see that all but 5 of the top 20 of countries in which PIs are most active correspond to 
the 20 most popular countries of the established Dutch development agencies (CIDIN 
NGO Database, 2009) (see also table 4.3). 
 
Figure 4.3: Countries in which PIs are active (N = 776, %) 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 
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More than 90% of PIs work together with one or more partners in developing countries. 
27% cooperate with a local (development) organisation, 25% with a local advisor and 
10% with a Western contact living in the country concerned. Educational institutions are 
an important partner (13%), while around 10% collaborate with local authorities.  
 
PI projects are aimed mainly at education and health care (see figure 4.4). Slightly less 
than 10% of PIs invest in projects aimed at income generation. As in the case of the 
countries, there is a strong resemblance between PIs and the established development 
agencies as regards popular themes, with the difference that the established 
development organisations invest most in strengthening local authorities and civil 
society (CIDIN NGO Database, 2009).  
 
Figure 4.4: Topics (N = 810, %) 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 
PI projects are intended mainly to improve the living conditions of children and young 
people (47%), while 13% do not have a specific target group and direct their attention at 
the population in general (see figure 4.5). 
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Figure 4.5: Target groups (N = 805, %) 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 
PIs mainly invest in concrete matters like supplying teaching aids, building schools and 
digging wells (see figure 4.6). In other words, in practice their preferred intervention 
strategy is direct poverty reduction (see also box. 3.1). Although figure 3.7 shows that 
PIs also attach considerable importance to lobbying and influencing policy and civil 
society building, this is not reflected in their actual investments. As regards the themes, 
target groups and types of investment, there are no noticeable differences between 
older and newer PIs. 
 
Figure 4.6: Types of investments (N = 817, %) 

 
Source: CIDIN PI Database, 2008-2009 

 


























