
Annual Survey of Philanthropy
in Higher Education

Annual Survey of Philanthropy
in Higher Education

Sean Jones

2019 Main Report

INYATHELO
The South African Institute
for Advancement

®



Sean Jones 
February 2020

2020 © Inyathelo – The South African Institute for Advancement

2nd Floor, The Armoury, Buchanan Square
160 Sir Lowry Road, Woodstock, 7925
Cape Town, South Africa
Tel: +27 21 465 6981 / 2
Fax: +27 21 465 6953
Email: info@inyathelo.org.za
www.inyathelo.org.za

First published | August 2020
ISBN: 978-0-6399310-1-2



2019 Main Report   |   1

The author and Inyathelo wish to acknowledge the following individuals 
and organisations:

• Inyathelo for editorial input and support with communications and logistics

• DevMan (previously Kidz Africa) for technical and data management support to 

many of the participating institutions

• Michael Daries of Kult Creative for the design and layout

• The heads of Advancement of the participating institutions who have provided 

valuable inputs on aspects of the study over the years

• Staff  of participating universities who sourced information and 

 completed the questionnaire

• The participating universities for their fi nancial contributions towards 

 sustaining ASPIHE

• The Kresge Foundation for its fi nancial support of ASPIHE over the years

 Acknowledgements



2   |   Annual Survey of Philanthropy in Higher Education (ASPIHE)

Acknowledgements 1 

List of fi gures and tables 4

Foreword 6

1. Introduction 8

1.1 Background and purpose 8
1.2 Scope 8
1.3 Participating institutions 10 
1.4 Reporting 10
1.5 Confi dentiality and non-disclosure 11
1.6 Survey methods 11

2. Philanthropic support for higher education 12

2.1 Defi ning the parameters 12
2.2 Total philanthropic income 12
2.3 Income by geographic source 14
2.4 Income by donor sector  15
2.5 Donors by sector 16
2.6 Detailed donor perspectives 17
2.7 Focus on private philanthropy 20

2.7.1 Overview 20 
2.7.2 National and international distribution of private income and 
 private donors 21 

2.8 Donation characteristics 23
2.8.1 Value of donations 23 
2.8.2 Unencumbered donations 25 
2.8.3 Funding from fi rst-time donors 26 
2.8.4 Destinations of philanthropic funding 27 

3. Comparative university fundraising performance 28

3.1 Philanthropic income levels 28
3.2 SETA income 29
3.3 Donor numbers 31
3.4 Annual Funds 32
3.5 Alumni participation rates 32

 Contents



2019 Main Report   |   3

4. Direct university investment in securing philanthropic support 34

4.1 Staff ing 34
4.2 Expenditure 35
4.3 Return on investment 36

5. Summary of key fi ndings and performance indicators 38

5.1 Philanthropic income and donors 38
5.2 Donor sectors 39
5.3 Private philanthropy 39
5.4 Donation characteristics 39
5.5 Staff ing 40
5.6 Expenditure and return on investment 41
5.7 Key performance indicators 42

6. Conclusion 44

6.1 Summary of institutional change and progress 44
6.2 The perpetuation of inequality: HAIs versus HDIs 46
6.3 Shifting fortunes? 48

Appendices 49

A. Survey guidelines 49
B. Extract from Section 18A of the Income Tax Act of 1962 55
C.  Questionnaire 57
 

 

 



4   |   Annual Survey of Philanthropy in Higher Education (ASPIHE)

Figures 

1 Geographic origins of income – 2018 14
2 Geographic origins of income – 2013 14
3 Geographic origins of donors – 2018 14
4 Geographic origins of donors – 2013 14
5 Income by donor sector – 2018 15
6 Income by donor sector – 2013 15
7 Donors by sector – 2018 16
8 Donors by sector – 2013 16
9 Income by philanthropic sector – 2018 17
10 Income by philanthropic sector – 2013 17
11 Detailed perspectives on donors by philanthropic sector – 2018 18
12 Detailed perspectives on donors by philanthropic sector – 2013 18
13 Distribution of private funding – 2018 20
14 Distribution of private funding – 2013 20
15 Distribution of private donors – 2018 21
16 Distribution of private donors – 2013 21
17 Amount of local versus international private funding – 2018 22
18 Amount of local versus international private funding – 2013 22
19 Numbers of local versus international private donors – 2018 22
20 Numbers of local versus international private donors – 2013 22
21 Distribution of donations by value – 2013 and 2018 23
22 Mean value of donations of sector and geographic source – 2018 24
23 Mean value of donations of sector and geographic source – 2013 25
24 Value of largest single donation/grant per university – 2018 25
25 Proportion of unencumbered funding – 2018 26
26 Proportion of fi rst-time donors – 2018 26
27 Proportion of funding from fi rst-time donors – 2018 27
28 Philanthropic funding by purpose - 2018 27
29 Philanthropic income of participating universities - 2018 28
30 Income distribution by university type - 2018 29
31 Types of income per institution – 2018 30
32 SETA income by institutional type – 2018 31
33 Number of donors to participating universities – 2018 31
34 Donor distribution by university type – 2018 32
35 Alumni participation rates – 2018 33
36 Number of staff  – 2018 34
37 Number of staff  correlated with philanthropic income – 2018 35
38 Expenditure on development and alumni relations – 2018 36 
39 Expenditure on fundraising and alumni relations correlated with philanthropic income – 2018 36
40 Expenditure ratios - 2018 37
41 Expenditure ratios including eligible SETA income – 2018 37
42 Mean and median income – 2013 to 2018 44
43 Median expenditure ratios – 2013 to 2018 46
44 Distribution of donor income between HAIs and HDIs – 2013 versus 2018 47

List of fi gures and tables



2019 Main Report   |   5

Tables 

1 Overview of philanthropic income and donors - 2013 and 2018 13
2 Summary of information per philanthropic sector 19 
3 Annual Fund information 32 
4 Key indicators 42 
5 Summary of changes within the original sample – 2013 to 2018 45 
6 Key quantifi able indicators of progress in the original sample – 2013 to 2018 46 



6   |   Annual Survey of Philanthropy in Higher Education (ASPIHE)

I would like to thank the eleven universities that participated in the 2019 Annual 
Survey of Philanthropy (ASPIHE) and Dr Sean Jones for his commitment as the 
principal researcher on the ASPIHE programme. The ASPIHE publication has provided 
a signifi cant contribution to understanding university funding streams and in 
particular the contributions of the philanthropic sector to universities over the past 
six years. The 2019 report notes that philanthropic income generated by the eleven 
participating universities was an impressive total of R1.61 billion. Adding income 
received from SETAs to the philanthropic support raises the Advancement income 
for 2019 to R1.91 billion. 

Dr Sean Jones notes in the introduction to his report that ASPIHE was initiated to:

• Provide a robust mechanism for collecting reliable and consistent information 
about philanthropic support for the Higher Education (HE) sector;

• Enable ongoing assessment of the overall impact of philanthropy on the sector;
• Serve as a basis for benchmarking and development of best practice indicators for 

those in the sector who are responsible for attracting, generating and administering 
philanthropic income;

• Stimulate the development of a body of scholarship on Advancement 
 in South Africa;
• Prompt similarly comprehensive work on other third-stream income in the HE 

sector; and
• Encourage universities to improve fundraising data collection and management 

information systems.

I am pleased to report that the ASPIHE Programme has certainly been successful 
in achieving all these objectives. I do believe though that it may be helpful to 
conduct an evaluation of ASPIHE. Since the inception of the Programme, there have 
been signifi cant developments at universities and Inyathelo. Certainly, the ASPIHE 
Programme has covered a period in HE that has been the most intensive and robust 
and where the funding constraints to the South African HE system were brought 
starkly to the fore. In this context, the focus on generating income from sources 
beyond government has become a national priority.

Inyathelo has been in conversation with Universities South Africa (USAf) and 
the Department of Higher Education and Training about the development of a 
discussion document that clarifi es the meaning of third stream income and which 
proposes terminology that is understood by the entire sector. We have discussed the 
importance of professionalising the Advancement sector by growing and supporting 
a community of practice and establishing accredited courses on Advancement, 
philanthropy and resource mobilisation. 

 Foreword
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Inyathelo is currently being drawn into capacity building initiatives by Universities 
South Africa (USAf) and the Department of Higher Education and Training. Through 
USAf, Inyathelo will be tasked with providing Advancement training via the Higher 
Education Leadership Management Programme (HELM) and we have been asked by 
the Department of Higher Education and Training to participate in the Historically 
Disadvantaged Institutions (HDIs) Capacity Development Programme. Inyathelo 
will also work collaboratively within the US-SA Higher Education Network on the 
promotion of exchanges between South African and American universities on 
Advancement and the generation of third stream income. Through this initiative, we 
have been tasked with drafting a concept document on third stream income which 
will include technology transfer and entrepreneurship in universities.

Our aim is to work towards the inclusion of all twenty six universities in the ASPIHE 
publication and eventually craft a publication that accurately documents third 
stream income.

In conclusion, I would like to thank all who have made these ground-breaking annual 
research reports possible. The support of the Kresge Foundation, the expertise of 
lead researcher Dr Sean Jones and coordination by Inyathelo staff  has generated 
deep insights into previously unmapped philanthropic territory. We have learnt how 
South African universities can raise funds eff ectively and strategically, underpinned 
by a deeper understanding of local and international donors, alumni, grant-makers 
and philanthropists. 

The challenge now facing us is to reach a greater number of tertiary education 
institutions to ensure long-term sustainability and excellence. It is with a sense of 
excitement and anticipation that we look forward to collaborating with more local 
and international educators, and government, for the benefi t of future generations.

Nazeema Mohamed
Executive Director, Inyathelo
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1.1 Background and purpose

This report presents the fi ndings of the Annual Survey of Philanthropy in Higher 
Education (ASPIHE) in South Africa conducted in 2019. The data upon which it is 
based covers the 2018 calendar year. The research was undertaken by EduActive 
Solutions Ltd on behalf of Inyathelo: The South African Institute for Advancement 
with support from the Kresge Foundation. The report is the sixth of its kind following 
the inception of ASPIHE in 2014. 

The ASPIHE series is a response to a paucity of Information about the state of 
philanthropic support to universities in this county. Prior to the fi rst study, no 
reliable national perspectives on philanthropic giving to universities existed, and 
few universities collected comprehensive data on this kind of funding and its costs 
for internal purposes, least of all made it available to others. There was also lack of 
awareness within HE of the value of drawing on data to inform fundraising planning 
and strategy, and little application of data analysis in guiding fundraising practice.
Against this background, ASPIHE was initiated to:

• provide a robust mechanism for collecting reliable and consistent information 
about philanthropic support for the HE sector

• enable ongoing assessment of the overall impact of philanthropy on the sector
• serve as a basis for benchmarking and development of best practice indicators 

for those in the sector who are responsible for attracting, generating and admin-
istering philanthropic income

• stimulate the development of a body of scholarship on Advancement in South Africa
• prompt similarly comprehensive work on other third-stream income in the HE sector
• encourage universities to improve fundraising data collection and management 

information systems.

1.2 Scope 

According to the Council for the Advancement and Support of Education (CASE), 
Advancement is an integrated method of managing relationships with key stake-
holders to improve understanding of an institution and generate support for it. The 
core disciplines associated with this method are alumni relations, communications, 
marketing and fundraising.1 ASPIHE ascribes to this general model of Advancement.

In the South African context, Advancement has taken on an added dimension due 
to the integrated approach advocated by Inyathelo and its emphasis on strategic 

1. Introduction

1 See http://www.case.org/About_CASE/About_Advancement.html.
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engagement with the external environment which positions an institution to attract 
private investment instead of pursuing funds largely by knocking on doors, as is the 
case in the more traditional charitable fundraising paradigm.2 

The current study addresses several facets of Advancement rather than the mode 
of practice in its entirety. More specifi cally, the survey has the narrower and more 
modest purpose of recording and analysing philanthropic and grant income to South 
African universities, as well as the direct costs to universities of attracting this income. 
These costs are limited to the staff ing and operating expenditure of the fundraising, 
development, and alumni relations functions3 and specifi cally exclude expenditure 
associated with other disciplines and components of Advancement such as 
marketing, media relations, public relations, events and communications. 

In focusing on philanthropic income rather than Advancement more broadly, the 
study endeavours to ensure consistency of data across institutions and permits 
some measure of international comparison following the example of the Ross-
CASE survey in the United Kingdom (UK), which also limits its scope to the key 
Advancement functions of fundraising and alumni relations.4 Similar surveys 
elsewhere in the world, such as the annual CASE-sponsored survey of giving to 
education in the United States (USA) conducted by the Council for the Aid of 
Education (CAE), follow much the same conventions.5

Particular note should be taken of the treatment by the study of income from Sector 
Education and Training Authorities (SETAs) (see Appendices A, B and C). Data about 
SETA income was excluded entirely in the fi rst year of the study. In subsequent years, 
the survey attempted to capture two distinct categories of SETA income: (i) funding 
from SETAs which is classifi able as philanthropic income; and (ii) funding from SETAs 
which is not classifi able as such. This approach was taken to ensure that the latter 
category was excluded from the philanthropic income reported here. Ultimately, 
several university Advancement operations had no records of SETA income as 
they did not deal with it in any way and were unable to obtain it from elsewhere 
in the institution. Others were able to provide a total sum of income from SETAs 
but could not distinguish what was philanthropic and what was not. For these 

   

2 Gastrow, S., “Advancement in the South African non-profi t sector”, pp. 43-45 in Judge M. and Jones, S. (eds.), 2012, 

 Striking the Rights Chords. Cape Town, Inyathelo: The South African Institute for Advancement.

3 Appendix A contains the guidelines on what constitutes eligible expenditure.

4 The Ross-CASE survey is commissioned annually by the Council for the Advancement and Support of Education (CASE) 

in Europe. It collects detailed information about gift revenue and fundraising costs to measure the philanthropic 

performance of higher education institutions in the United Kingdom and has been conducted annually for 17 years. 

The fi ndings of the survey enable institutions to compare themselves with their peers and provide an estimate of the 

impact of philanthropy on higher education in the UK. For further information, see https://www.case.org/resources/

ross-case-2019-report.

5 Voluntary Support of Education, 2018, Council for the Aid of Education (CAE): see https://shop.cae.org.
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reasons, SETA income was excluded from all ASPIHE reports until 2018 but was 
noted and enumerated in the individual benchmarking reports which are provided 
confi dentially to institutions.

As this exclusion disadvantaged in comparative terms the few institutions which 
do record eligible SETA income properly and for which this funding constitutes a 
signifi cant proportion of total Advancement income6, key sections of the analysis in 
2018 and in the present report provide fi gures both with and without SETA income. 

1.3 Participating institutions

Eleven of South Africa’s 26 universities participated in this sixth round of the survey, 
the same as in 2018. These were:

• Cape Peninsula University of Technology (CPUT)
• University of Cape Town (UCT)
• Durban University of Technology (DUT)
• University of the Free State (UFS)
• University of Johannesburg (UJ)
• University of KwaZulu-Natal (UKZN)
• University of Pretoria (UP)
• University of Stellenbosch (SU)
• Tshwane University of Technology (TUT)
• University of the Western Cape (UWC)
• University of the Witwatersrand (Wits)

1.4 Reporting

Overall results from each survey are presented in a Main Report and published 
annually. The current report, which records and analyses aggregated data for 2018, is 
the sixth of these. Where relevant, the report draws comparisons with the fi ndings 
documented from previous years, primarily 2013 which was the fi rst year for which 
data was collected and which thus serves as something of a baseline survey for 
longitudinal purposes. 

In addition to the Main Report, each participating university is supplied annually 
with a Confi dential Institutional Benchmarking Report showing disaggregated 

6 There is not agreement between the universities, and indeed other experts, as to whether SETA income should be classed 

as philanthropic income, donor income, parastatal funding, or none of these. This is a matter to be discussed more fully 

with participating universities in 2020. Whatever the case may be, all appear to agree that SETA funding is Advancement 

income insofar as it is very often the business of Advancement staff  to canvass and partly administer such funds.
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data for the institution itself and comparing it with aggregated data for the year. 
These short individual reports provide participating universities with a basis for 
benchmarking and comparative performance assessment. 

1.5 Confi dentiality and non-disclosure

Inyathelo has entered into non-disclosure agreements with the participating institu-
tions to ensure that all information is treated in confi dence. Data in this Main Report, as 
well as the aggregated data used for comparative and benchmarking purposes in the 
Confi dential Institutional Benchmarking Reports, is therefore anonymous. 

1.6 Survey methods

The survey questionnaire and associated guidelines used in the fi rst round were 
developed in consultation with six of the original 10 participating institutions in 
early 2014. Draft questionnaires and guidelines were circulated to relevant personnel 
at each of these institutions for internal perusal and discussion. Short workshops 
were later conducted at each where critical input was provided. The questionnaire 
and guidelines were then updated on the basis of these inputs and circulated for 
further scrutiny and feedback. A few further revisions have since been made to the 
current survey instrument and guidelines on the basis of consultations pursuant 
from earlier rounds of the survey. The updated versions of the survey guidelines and 
questionnaire, used for the current round of the study, are included as Appendices 
A and C respectively.7 The intention is to establish a reference group representing 
Advancement directors to revisit the structure and content of the questionnaire 
during the course of 2020 and thereafter provide periodic advice and support.

In 2018, the questionnaire was distributed electronically to participating institutions 
for completion and all returns were received accordingly. To ensure that any fi nancial 
calculations supplied were based on institutions’ approved Annual Financial 
Statements for 2018, participating universities were asked to return the completed 
questionnaires in the latter half of 2018 once annual accounts had been audited. 
Data capture and analysis took place in November and December.

7 The author is indebted to the Ross-CASE survey in the United Kingdom (UK) for providing a platform for thinking about 

how to frame the ASPIHE questionnaire and guidelines. To fi t our local context, it has been deemed preferable to 

develop our own rules and criteria, and to devise a somewhat less sophisticated and less onerous survey instrument.
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2.1 Defi ning the parameters

Unless otherwise specifi ed, all funds reported and analysed here refer to grants 
and donations receipted during the period 1 January 2018 to 31 December 2018. 
Amounts pledged but not received during this period have been excluded; these 
are only recorded as philanthropic income in the year in which the funds are actually 
received. Pledges include promised and contracted future philanthropic income, 
such as multi-year grants and stop-orders. For example, a donor may award a 
three-year grant which is paid in annual tranches. For purposes of this survey, each 
tranche is recorded as philanthropic income only in the year of receipt. The balance 
is pledged income and is not recorded as income received until the year in which the 
tranche is transferred to the institution. The same applies to stop-orders; these are 
only included once they have been received, not when they are promised.

A detailed defi nition of what has been counted as philanthropic income for purposes 
of this study, and what has been excluded, is contained in the survey guidelines in 
Appendix A.  

2.2 Total philanthropic income

The 11 participating universities reported a collective total of nearly R1.61 billion 
in receipted philanthropic income during 2018. This is lower than 2017 when the 
total receipted by exactly the same sample was R1.71 billion. In 2018 the mean 
per institution was R146 million versus R154 million the previous year. Total 
Advancement income, defi ned here as philanthropic income plus SETA funding, was 
more than R1.91 billion in 2018 – slightly lower than the amount of R1.95 billion the 
previous year.8

In considering the slight decrease in overall recorded income between these two 
years, some account must be taken of fl uctuations in the value of the South African 
Rand and its impact on recorded philanthropic income from abroad. Much the same 
caveat should be allowed for the very signifi cant growth in philanthropic income 
from the year fi rst covered by ASPIHE, when total philanthropic income was R659 
million, to 1.61 billion in 2018. As is suggested in previous reports, the increase in 
reported income is also likely to be due, in some measure, to improvements in 
universities’ systems for defi ning, identifying, tracking and recording philanthropic 
funding. Indeed, considerable improvements were evident in this regard in the fi rst 
years of ASPIHE. Nonetheless, it is clear that South African HE has benefi tted from 
substantial growth in donor and grant funding over the past six years.

2. Philanthropic support for higher education

8 As noted in the previous report, SETA income in 2017 was under-represented because some institutions provided it in 

a form which disqualifi ed its inclusion. It is therefore likely that the decline in Advancement income between 2017 and 

2018 was signifi cantly greater than is refl ected here.
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The range of total philanthropic income per institution was broad, which is to be 
expected given the mix of traditional and ‘non-traditional’ institutions in the sample.9  
The highest amount of philanthropic support received by a single institution in 2018 
was R393 million and the lowest total received was R6.8 million. Mean philanthropic 
income was R146 million and the median approximately R147 million. If SETA funding 
is included, two universities received total Advancement income during the year of 
R404 million and R403 million respectively.

The highest recorded income to an individual university in 2018 was R212 million 
higher than in 2013 when the fi rst survey was conducted. Mean institutional income 
increased by R120 million between 2013 and 2018 from R66 million to R146 million. 
The median also increased from nearly R23 million in 2013 to R57 million in 2018. 
These are signifi cant diff erences which suggest both that giving to universities is 
growing and that the fundraising machinery in South African universities continues 
to improve its eff ectiveness.

The overall amount of R1.61 billion was attributed to a total of 10 856 donors across 
the 11 institutions. This was an increase in donors between 2013 and 2017 of nearly 6 
501. The increase was partly attributable to the inclusion of a further university in the 
sample (10 in 2013 and 11 in 2018), but also refl ects a signifi cant incline in the number 
of donors across the sample over the six-year period. The university with the lowest 

9 Traditional universities are as defi ned in present government policy. Non-traditional universities are those categorised 

as universities of technology and comprehensive universities. The websites of the Council of Higher Education (CHE) and 

Universities South Africa provide access to details about these categories along with other information and resources 

pertaining to HE in South Africa (see www.che.ac.za and www.usaf.ac.za). As can be seen in Figure 29, seven of the 

participating universities were traditional and four were non-traditional. 

TABLE 1: Overview of philanthropic income and donors – 2013 and 2018

R1.61 billion

R6.8 million

R393 million

R146 million

R57 million

10,856

108

2,984

987

680

11

R1.91 billion

R20 million

R404 million

R174 million

R128 million

10,945

120

2,996

995

696

11

2018

R659 million

R2.7 million

R181 million

R66 million

R23 million

4,355

9

1,873

436

102

10

2013

Total income

• Lowest

• Highest

• Mean

• Median

Total donors

• Lowest

• Highest

• Mean

• Median

Number in sample
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number of philanthropic contributors in 2018 had 108 donors and the university with 
the highest number reported 2 996 donors. There was a median of 680 donors across 
the sample in 2018, which is a signifi cant increase from the median of 102 in 2013. 

2.3 Income by geographic source

For the fi rst four years of the survey the distribution of income from local 
versus international sources hovered around half. In 2016, however, the balance 
shifted and a healthy 56% of donor income emanated from local donors. This 
momentum continued in 2017 when 72% emanated from local sources and only 
28% from international ones; and in 2018 when 69% and 31% came from local and 
international donors respectively (see Figures 1 and 2).

10 The total number of donors refl ected here excludes those who were anonymous and whose origins could not be determined.

FIGURE 3: Geographic origins of 
 donors – 201810

FIGURE 4: Geographic origins of 
 donors – 2013

n National
n International

n National
n International

R506m
31%

R1 101m
69%

FIGURE 1: Geographic origins of income – 
 2018 (ZAR million)

FIGURE 2: Geographic origins of income – 
 2013 (ZAR million)

n National
n International

n National
n International

R307m
47%

R352m
53%

856
8%

9 985
92%

583
13%

3 772
87%
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Although a signifi cant shift occurred in the proportion of income between local and 
foreign sources, the geographic distribution of donors has remained much the same 
throughout the six years of the survey. In 2018 South African donors accounted for 
92% of the total number of donors who supported the participating institutions. This 
fi gure increased from 87% in 2013. Whilst the proportion of local versus international 
donors has always been healthy, it is perhaps worth noting that, in line with the 
overall increase in donors, there has been a real terms increase in numbers of local 
donors from 3 772 to 9 985 – an increase of 6 213 donors, or 265%, during the six 
years of the survey to date (see Figures 3 and 4). This is impressive growth.

2.4 Income by donor sector

The proportion of philanthropic income received by the 11 universities from various 
donor sectors is shown in Figure 5. By far the largest proportion of philanthropic 
funding emanated from trusts and foundations which together contributed 48% 
of all donor income in 2018. Private sector11 contributions made up 30% and the 
balance came from individuals and bequestors (8%) and a variety of other sources 
such foreign government agencies and non-government organisations (14%).12 
 

As the proportions of funding received from the various donor sectors were skewed 
somewhat in 2017 by an anomalous bequest total of R240 million, the fi gures 
for 2018 do not bear comparison with those of the previous year. What is worth 

8% 4%

48% 61%

30%

14%

14% 21%

FIGURE 5: Income by donor sector – 2018 FIGURE 6: Income by donor sector – 2013

n Others
n All individuals

n Others
n All individuals

n Trusts/Foundations
n Private sector

n Trusts/Foundations
n Private sector

11 For the purposes of this study, the private sector encompasses all for-profi t businesses that are not owned or operated by 

the government.

12 The category of ‘other’ donors is fully disaggregated later.
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noting, however, are the shifts which have occurred between 2013 and 2018 (see 
Figures 5 and 6). Particularly signifi cant is the increase in the proportion of funding 
to HE from the private sector, which has shifted from 14% of total donor income in 
2013 to 30% in 2018 – a massive quantum rise of R92 million to R476 million. The 
proportion received from individuals has doubled over this period from 4% to 8% 
(including bequestors), representing a real terms increase from R26 million to R130 
million. There has of course been a corresponding decrease in reliance on trusts and 
foundations from 61% to 48% which have, nonetheless, increased their funding in 
real terms from R402 million to R779 million.

2.5 Donors by sector

As was the case in previous years, individuals comprised the vast majority donors to 
the participating universities in 2018, representing 78% of the donor body or 8 526 
donors (see Figure 7). The balance of 22% was comprised of organisations of various 
kinds such as trusts and foundations, corporate entities, foreign agencies, and non-
governmental organisations. The upshot of this distribution is that 78% of donors 
provided 6% of income, with the remaining 94% of grants and donations emanating 
from 22% of the overall body of donors. The distribution in 2013 were little diff erent 
and can be discerned in Figure 8 for purposes of comparison.

4% 5%

78% 75%

5% 9%

14% 11%

FIGURE 7: Donors by sector – 2018 FIGURE 8: Donors by sector – 2013

n Private sector
n Others

n Private sector
n Others

n All individuals
n Trusts/Foundations

n All individuals
n Trusts/Foundations
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2.6 Detailed donor perspectives

The fi gures already presented give a broad sense of the distribution of philanthropic 
support for the 11 universities across the donor sectors. Figures 9 and 11 allow more 
detailed perspectives for 2018 on the distribution of income and distribution of 
donors across sectors. Various changes can be discerned by comparing the same 
breakdowns for 2013 in Figures 10 and 12.

FIGURE 10: Income by philanthropic sector – 2013

6%
2%

30%

48%

3%
1%

8%
1% 1%

48%

3%

14%

61%

4%

4%

5%

6% 2% 1%

FIGURE 9: Income by philanthropic sector – 2018

n Individuals (6%)
n Bequests (2%)
n Private sector (30%)
n Trusts and Foundations (48%)
n Bilateral funding (3%)
n  Multilateral aid and development 

funding (1%)
n  Civil society and religious 

organisations (8%)
n Gifts in kind (1%)
n Other/unclassifi able (1%)

n Individuals (3%)
n Bequests (1%)
n Private sector (14%)
n Trusts and Foundations (61%)
n Bilateral funding (4%)
n  Multilateral aid and development 

funding (4%)
n  Civil society and religious 

organisations (5%)
n Gifts in kind (6%)
n Other/unclassifi able (2%)



18   |   Annual Survey of Philanthropy in Higher Education (ASPIHE)

FIGURE 11: Detailed perspectives on donors by philanthropic sector – 2018

FIGURE 12: Detailed perspectives on donors by philanthropic sector – 2013

14%

78%

14%

1%

5%<1%

<1% <1%

2% 1%

14%

78%

144%

1%

11%

<1%

9%

<1%

<1%

1%
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TABLE 2: Summary of information per philanthropic sector
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2.7 Focus on private philanthropy

2.7.1 Overview

Private philanthropy constitutes the largest proportion of donor and grant funding 
received by the eleven universities. In 2013 it made up 64% of all philanthropic funding 
to the original sample of 10 institutions. Six years later, this proportion stood at 57% 
among the sample of 11 participating institutions. Although 7% percentage points 
lower in 2017 than in 2013, the quantum of private philanthropic giving was R485 
million higher in 2018 than six years previously. However, the amount of funding 
from private sources in fact decreased signifi cantly between 2017 and 2018 when 
it declined from R1.1 billion to R910 million. Figures 13 and 14 permit comparison of 
the proportions of private funding received in 2013 and 2018.

Private donors made up the largest proportion of donors to the samples (see Figures 
15 and 16) representing 84% of the donor body in 2013 and 83% in 2018. Despite 
the increase in donor numbers over this six-year period, however, the proportion 
of private donors declined from 88% to 83% between 2017 and 2018. This equates 
with a slight real terms increase of 875 private donors between 2017 and 2018 and 
an increase across the six years of 5 359 private donors. 
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2.7.2 National and international distribution of private income and 
 private donors

At the outset of ASPIHE, by far the largest proportion of philanthropic support 
from private donors – or 83% – came from outside the country. This had shifted 
substantially by 2018 when only 44% emanated from elsewhere in the world. 
Naturally, there was a corresponding increase in the proportion of funding from 
local private donors (see Figures 17 and 18). Despite this proportional decrease of 
nearly forty percentage points, the amount received from international private 
donors still increased from approximately R353 million to R405 million between 
2013 and 2018. Even more signifi cant is that the quantum received from local 
private donors increased from R72 million to R505 million over the same period. 
Given the importance of building local philanthropy to HE institutions, this is a 
signifi cant increase. However, it should be noted that the total amount given by 
local private donors actually decreased by R152 million between 2017 and 2018 
(from R657 million to R505 million). This is worrying as it might mark the start of a 
decline in private giving to HE.
 
The proportion of international private donors versus local private donors 
decreased over the years. In 2013, 14% of private donors were located internationally 
and, in 2018, this had declined to 5%. In real terms, this represented a decrease in 
international private donors from 515 in 2013 to 369 in 2018. Conversely, there was 
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a substantial increase in the number of local private donors from 3 157 in 2013 to 
7 729 in 2018. Growth in both the overall number of private donors, and specifi cally 
the number of local private donors, has been one of the most encouraging trends 
in the fi rst fi ve years of ASPIHE. However, the rate of growth slipped signifi cantly 
between 2017 and 2018 which might indicate a looming plateau or possibly even a 
turnaround in the growth of private funding to HE institutions.

FIGURE 17:   Amount of local versus 
international private funding – 2018
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2.8 Donation characteristics

2.8.1 Value of donations

The distribution of gifts or donations by value has altered little over the years of 
the survey. The situation in 2018 is refl ected in Figure 21. What is noteworthy is the 
diff erence in the number of donations between 2013 and 2018 from 5 659 to 10 
028 respectively – this despite an increase in sample size of only one institution.13  
Nevertheless, a higher increase in donor numbers might perhaps have been expected 
in a context of exerted attempts within the HE sector to build giving to universities. 
This is at least partly due to institutions’ relative lack of success with building Annual 
Funds and in so doing increasing their individual donor bases.

 

In 2018, as in all previous years with the exception of 201714, the largest proportion of 
donations (31%) were below R1 000, which is to be expected when the donor base 
consists largely of individuals. At the other end of the scale, gifts of over R1 million 
made up less than two per cent and those over R5 million less than one per cent. 
The number of gifts however more or less doubled in all categories over R10 000, 
including the two top bands of gifts over R1 000 000 and R5 000 000.

FIGURE 21: Distribution of donations by value – 2013 and 2018
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13 The previous report noted that the total number of gifts received by all the participating institutions combined in 2017 

was 28 668. This fi gure was incorrect. When the original data submissions are re-examined, it appears that one institution 

treated the 12 monthly contributions of donors to the Annual Fund each as an individual gift when, in fact, these should 

properly have been viewed as collectively comprising a single annual gift (as the donors received a single Section 18A 

certifi cate covering all instalments). The fi gure provided for 2017 should therefore be disregarded.

14 As mentioned in the previous footnote, the report on 2017 grossly infl ated the number of gifts. It also distorted the 

distribution of gifts by over-stating those in the category R1 000 to R10 000.
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As noted earlier and in all previous reports, the largest proportion of philanthropic 
support in Rand terms came from donors outside South Africa even though the 
majority of grants and donations came from within the country. This suggests that, 
generally speaking, grants and donations from international donors are much larger; 
there are far fewer donors but donation sizes are much greater. Data presented in 
Figures 22 and 23 indicates that a signifi cant shift has occurred in these respects 
over the past few years. In 2013, mean donation amounts were higher among 
international donors almost across the board. Disregarding the categories of bilateral 
and multilateral aid and development funding, which are by defi nition international, 
the situation was reversed in 2017 when the mean size of international donations 
exceeded that of local donations only in the trusts and foundations stream; even 
then, the diff erential was not great. 

In 2018 the situation had reversed completely, with only gifts from exclusively 
international donors – foreign government agencies and international NGOs 
– exceeding gifts from local donors, even in the trust and foundation sector. As 
stated last year, this is in line with the trend towards increasing local giving to 
Universities, but it is also occurring in tandem with static or even declining levels 
of international giving.
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The largest single donation received by an institution in the 2018 sample was over 
R53 million (see Figure 24) compared with just under R100 million in 2013 and R38 
million in 2017. The median largest gift was R10 million and the mean was R14.4 
million. The mean gift size among international donors was R591 000 and among 
local donors it was R110 000.

 

2.8.2 Unencumbered donations

Unencumbered donations can be used freely to build endowments or for special 
projects which do not have a major appeal to philanthropic or other funders. As such, 
unencumbered funds are highly prized and are often associated with an institution’s 
Annual Fund. The survey has collected data on unencumbered income since 2015. 

FIGURE 23: Mean value of donations by sector and geographic source – 2013
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The fi nding in 2018, which was little diff erent from previous years, was that levels 
of unencumbered funding were very low as a proportion of overall philanthropic 
funding. In fact, just under R34.5 million of the R1.61 billion given to the 11 institutions, 
or 2.1%, was unencumbered. This was in a situation where three received none at 
all (See Figure 25). The single exception, whose unencumbered income comprised 
75% of the institution’s donor income, was the institution which received only a 
total of R6.7 million in philanthropic income in 2018. Low levels of unencumbered 
income should be an area of concern for universities, particularly in an economy in 
which core funding for universities is severely stretched and funds for institutional 
innovation and development are even scarcer.

2.8.3 Funding from fi rst-time donors

Identifi cation, cultivation and recruitment of new donors is a critical part of the work 
of Advancement operations, thereby ensuring that their institutions sustain and 
grow philanthropic income levels. The proportion of each university’s donors who 
gave to the institution for the fi rst time in 2018 is shown in Figure 26. It is evident that 
there was a great deal of variation across the sample, with a high of 36% being new 
donors and a low of 4%. There was a mean of 172 new donors and a median of 120. Six 
universities achieved a new donor proportion of 17% or more, which can probably 
be regarded as relatively healthy. The remaining four universities achieved fi rst-time 
donor proportions of between 4% and 11%.
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The proportion of philanthropic income received from new donors is also worth noting 
(see Figure 27). Three institutions received more than 10% of their income from new 
donors, with a high from new donors of nearly R34 million and a low of R252 000. 
The mean amount received from new donors per institution was R9.8 million and the 
median was R2.6 million. Overall, funds from new donors made up R189 million of the 
total of R1.61 billion. These fi gures are somewhat lower than in 2017, when the mean 
amount from new donors per institution was R17.2 million, the median was R6.4 million, 
and R174 million of the overall total of philanthropic income came from new donors.

2.8.4 Destinations of 
philanthropic funding

It has already been indicated that 
2.1% of the total of R1.61 billion in 
philanthropic funding received by the 
11 institutions was unencumbered. 
The remaining 97.9% was earmarked 
for specifi c purposes, by far the largest 
proportion for student funding. 
Indeed, there has been a steady 
increase in the proportion of funding 
earmarked for student funding since 
these fi gures were fi rst collected, 
from 24% in 2015, 23% in 2016, 48% 
in 2017 and culminating – thus far – 
with 53% in 2018. If SETA funding is 
included in the calculation, which it 
is not here, the proportion would of 
course be higher. Other destinations 
of funding are depicted in Figure 28.

15 One institution was unable to specify the purpose or destination of donor income. Another’s data was clearly inaccurate 

and could not be supplied in the form required. For these purposes, therefore, the sample comprised of nine institutions.
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3.1 Philanthropic income levels

As was the case in all previous years in which ASPIHE has been run, signifi cant 
disparities existed between the 11 participating universities in respect of the 
monetary value of philanthropic support received in 2018. The lowest total donor 
income for the year reported by a university was just under R6.8 million (up from 
R1.3 million in 2013) and the highest was R392 million (up from R181 million in 2013). 
The median income for the sample in 2018 was R56 million (up from R18 million in 
2013) and the mean was R146 million. Even the mean and median fi gures however 
hide the extreme inequality in income across the sample, which becomes clearer 
graphically when examining Figure 29.

The strong correlation between institutional type and levels of donor income, with 
so-called traditional universities attracting the vast bulk of philanthropic resources, 
has been evident in all ASPIHE reports to date. In the fi rst year of ASPIHE, for example, 
half the institutions in the sample were traditional universities and between them 
received 91% of the total philanthropic income of the sample. The remaining half, 
which were all non-traditional universities, received just 9% of the total income. This 
correlation was still pronounced in 2018 when the top fi ve philanthropic income 
earning institutions were all traditional universities. In fact, 94% of the total of R1.61 
billion received by the 11 universities in 2018 went to traditional universities and 
6% went to non-traditional ones. This is even more extreme than in 2017 when 
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these proportions were 91% and 9% respectively. In monetary terms, R1.5 billion 
was split between the six traditional universities and the balance of R101 million 
was distributed among the four non-traditional institutions. The latter amount was 
lower than in 2017, when the four non-traditional universities shared R112 million 
as opposed to just R101 million in 2018. Moreover, R59 million of the R101 million 
accruing to non-traditional universities was taken by just one institution, leaving 
R42 million split between the remaining three.

As noted in previous reports, the diff erential in philanthropic income between 
traditional and non-traditional universities is by no means a factor of the relative 
quality of the Advancement operations in these institutions, nor of the institutions 
themselves. No doubt, it is due in large measure to a complex web of historical, political 
and structural factors which have disadvantaged – and continue to disadvantage – 
the vast majority of universities which are not part of the bloc classifi ed as traditional 
by the Department of Higher Education and Training (DHET).

3.2 SETA income

SETA income has always been excluded from the category of philanthropic income 
for the purposes of ASPIHE, even though strong arguments have been made for its 
inclusion. Despite this, in recent years SETA data has been captured, so far as possible, 
and refl ected in the ASPIHE reports separately from philanthropic income. This 
compromise permitted some relief for those Advancement operations – usually 
in non-traditional universities – which are relatively successful at garnering SETA 
income but whose fundraising performance appeared weaker than it was because 
SETA income was excluded. A related issue is that, for various reasons, inclusion of 
SETA data in ASPIHE was problematic for many institutions and only a patchy view 
was ever possible. When SETA data for 2018 was collected, therefore, the survey 
instrument simplifi ed the requirements, and for the fi rst time all participating 
universities were able to supply what is apparently complete data on SETA income 
for the year. These fi ndings are refl ected in Figure 31.

FIGURE 30: Income distribution by university type – 2018
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In viewing the data in Figure 31, it is perhaps useful to distinguish between 
philanthropic income, referring to the grant and donor income covered thus far in the 
report; and Advancement income, referring to philanthropic income plus SETA income. 
Some Advancement operations view philanthropic income generation as their sole 
preserve and do not work with SETAs; others regard the larger canvas of Advancement 
income generation as their domain. This distinction permits recognition of the work 
of the latter Advancement operations, at least some of which are more successful 
at garnering SETA income than philanthropic income and whose institutions regard 
work with SETAs as part of the core business of Advancement. 

As can be seen in Figure 31, the total or Advancement incomes of all universities 
naturally improve when SETA funding is added to the mix. What is noteworthy, 
however, is that the Advancement incomes of the four non-traditional institutions 
were more than double these institutions’ philanthropic incomes and, in some 
cases, three to four times higher. For the most part, the impact of SETA income is 
nowhere near as great among traditional universities. A second point to be made is 
that, in relative terms, non-traditional universities are more successful at attracting 
SETA income than traditional ones. This can be discerned in Figure 31 but is clearer 
in Figure 32, which shows that the top SETA earner by some considerable margin 
was in fact a non-traditional university, as were the third highest and the median 
SETA earners. Whether or not SETA income constitutes donor income16, it is clearly 
a key component of Advancement income and the work of Advancement off ices, 
particularly in non-traditional universities.

FIGURE 31: Types of income per institution – 2018
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16 Some participating institutions argue that SETA funding qualifi es for Section 18A certifi cation on the grounds that it is not 

government funding and emanates from parastatals which channel funds sourced from business. Like foreign foundations, 

for example, SETA administrators do not require Section 18A certifi cates but this does not mean that the funds do not 

qualify as donations.
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3.3 Donor numbers

As in previous years, donors to the 11 participating universities were distributed 
between the institutions in much the same ways as income. In 2018, 94% of donors 
gave to the traditional universities and only 6% to non-traditional institutions (see 
Figures 33 and 34). This was little diff erent from 2017, when 93% of all donors to 
the 11 institutions in the sample gave to the seven traditional universities and 7% 
to non-traditional ones. These fi gures were the same in 2013. Although the number 
of donors had more than doubled over the six-year period, the proportions which 
gave to traditional universities versus comprehensive universities and universities of 
technology were thus little diff erent between 2013 and 2018.

FIGURE 32: SETA income by institutional type – 2018
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3.4 Annual Funds

Eight of the participating institutions operated Annual Funds during 2018 – fi ve 
more than at the start of ASPIHE in 2013. Table 3 summarises information about 
these funds. One of the funds realised R6.8 million and another brought in only R150. 
A total of 5 573 donors, at a median of 156, participated across these eight Annual 
Funds. The Annual Funds accounted for a considerable proportion (57%) of the total 
number of donors to the 11 universities but only a minor proportion of income (<1%).

 

3.5 Alumni participation rates

As a loyal alumni body is the most reliable source of donor funding, a principal 
indicator of the success of universities’ Advancement work is the so-called ‘alumni 
participation rate’. This is the proportion of contactable alumni (as opposed to living 
alumni on record) who participate in philanthropic giving to the institution. 

At the outset of ASPIHE, only one participating institution distinguished between 
diff erent categories of individual donors when recording philanthropic income, 
with most categorising all individual donors – alumni, staff , students, and others – 

FIGURE 34: Donor distribution by university type – 2018
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TABLE 3: Annual Fund information – 2018

Annual Fund income

Lowest income (ZAR) 150
  
Highest income (ZAR) R6,796,400
  
Median income (ZAR) R494,968
  
n (HEIs)  8 
  

Annual Fund Donors

Fewest donors 1
  
Most donors 2 193
  
Median 156
  
n (HEIs)  8 
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together into a single class of ‘individual donors’. In the last survey, however, 8 of 
the 11 participating institutions were able to provide a record of giving by alumni 
donations separated off  from giving by other categories of individual. One of the 
others did not have the skills present to do so, and the systems of the remaining two 
did not have the mechanisms to do so. This is perhaps one indication of the manner 
in which ASPIHE has assisted participating institutions to improve and hone their 
data management and analysis. The alumni participation rates of these 8 universities 
are represented in Figure 35.

As in previous years, alumni participation rates were extremely low with a median 
among the 8 universities of 0.38%. This said, the highest participation rate of 1.81% 
is better than the UK mean of 1.3% refl ected in the Ross-CASE fi ndings for 2018-19.17 

FIGURE 35: Alumni participation rates – 2018
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17 Figures for the UK are drawn from Ross-CASE Report, April 2019, Giving to Excellence: Generating Philanthropic Support 

for UK Higher Education: Council for the Advancement and Support of Education.
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4.1 Staffi  ng

Figures pertaining to Advancement staff  numbers refl ect permanent and contract 
full-time and part-time employees who were formally engaged only in the 
fundraising and alumni relations functions as at 31 December 2018. Interns were 
excluded for the purposes of this analysis. The guidelines provided to universities 
indicating which employees to record are available in Appendix A.  

Figure 36 refl ects the total numbers of Advancement staff  engaged in the participating 
universities in each functional category; that is, in fundraising and development, 
alumni relations, and support. The majority of staff  (44%) were engaged in 
development and fundraising, with alumni relations and support staff  comprising 
23% and 33% respectively. Off ices varied in size from 5 to 42 staff  members.  The 
median staff  contingent was 11 compared with 13 in the UK in 2018-19, although the 
range in the UK extended to several hundred staff  in a few institutions and the mean 
was 24.20  

4. Direct university investment in securing 
philanthropic support

18 FTEs have not been utilised in ASPIHE as some participating universities indicated at the outset that this would increase 

the complexity of the survey, as well as their reliance for information on other offi  ces within their institutions, thus 

increasing the chances of opting out or incomplete survey returns. FTEs were therefore omitted to keep matters simple 

and straightforward for those responsible for completing the survey schedule. Consideration will be given to using FTEs in 

future reports to improve the quality and consistency of data.

19 The guidelines specifi ed that fi gures on costs should include only alumni relations, development, fundraising, and relevant 

support staff . See Appendix A for further details.

20 The fi gure for the UK are drawn from Ross-CASE Report, April 2019, Giving to Excellence: Generating Philanthropic 

Support for UK Higher Education: Council for the Advancement and Support of Education.

FIGURE 36: Number of staff  – 2018
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An analysis of the relationship between the number of staff  engaged in the 
fundraising, alumni development and support functions, on the one hand, and 
donor income for the year, on the other, suggests a close correlation between the 
two; that is, the more fundraising, alumni relations and associated support staff  
an institution engages, the higher is its philanthropic income and vice versa. This 
is of course a crude correlation which reveals nothing about the levels, portfolios, 
qualifi cations, and other potentially instrumental aspects of staff  profi les. A more 
nuanced perspective, which includes these details, might for example reveal that 
a small staff  contingent of highly qualifi ed and experienced individuals is more 
eff ective, at least in terms of attracting donor income, than a large and lesser 
experienced staff  contingent. Furthermore, it might be that the size of the staff  body 
is, at least in some instances, a product of income levels; that is, a large number of 
staff  is necessary to administer large numbers of donors and high levels of income. 
It might therefore be a case of the higher the income, the larger the staff ; rather 
than, the larger the staff , the higher the income. Whilst a deeper analysis would 
clearly be useful, the fact remains that there is – and has been throughout the six 
years of ASPIHE – a direct correlation between the number of staff  engaged and the 
amount of donor income receipted. This is refl ected in Figure 37.

 
4.2 Expenditure

The staff ing and operating costs of the fundraising and alumni relations functions 
at 10 of the 11 participating institutions are represented in Figure 38. One institution 
was unable to provide data on staff ing and operating costs and this institution 
has thus been excluded for these purposes. As might be expected, there was 
considerable variation in expenditure between the institutions, with a median of 
approximately R9 million and a range of approximately R2.6 million to R29 million. 
There is an apparent correlation between levels of donor income and expenditure 

FIGURE 37: Number of staff  correlated with philanthropic income – 2018
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on fundraising and alumni relations. Once again, however, this is a crude analysis 
which fails to consider matters such as line item expenditure and budgetary 
priorities. With this caveat in mind, the gross fi gures suggest that the more an 
institution spends on attracting philanthropic income, the higher the amount of 
such income. Figure 39 refl ects this correlation.

4.3 Return on investment

The eff ectiveness and eff iciency of a university’s fundraising operation can be 
assessed, at least partly, in terms of what is known as the institution’s ‘expenditure 
ratio’ or the cost of its fundraising activities expressed as a proportion of recorded 
donor income. The expenditure ratios of the 10 ASPIHE institutions for which accurate 
fi gures were available in 2018 are refl ected in Figure 40.

FIGURE 38: Expenditure on development and alumni relations – 2018
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FIGURE 39: Expenditure on fundraising and alumni relations correlated with philanthropic income – 2018
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Four institutions had expenditure ratios of 8% or lower, which means that these 
institutions expended 8 cents or less on every R1 they generated. Given that the 
benchmark varies contextually between 8% and 12% in other parts of the world, 
these four universities – as well as another two with ratios of 11% and 12% - can 
be viewed as returning well on their Advancement investment. At the other end of 
the scale, the remaining three institutions had expenditure ratios of between 38%, 
which are considerably higher than the benchmarks of between 10% and 20% in 
other parts of the world.

Securing SETA funding comprises a signifi cant portion of the work-loads of the 
Advancement operations of several participating universities, particularly non-
traditional ones. If such funding is included in the fi nal reckoning, it has the eff ect 
of improving the expenditure ratios, and thus the performance in monetary terms, 
of these institutions. As Figure 41 shows, the expenditure ratios of all but two 
universities improve when SETA income is included, some very signifi cantly. Those 
where the expenditure ratio dropped most substantially, and those whose return on 
investment thus improved most drastically, where non-traditional universities. There 
were slight improvements among traditional universities too, but the SETA funding 
is clearly less signifi cant in the overall scheme of things in traditional institutions.

FIGURE 40: Expenditure ratios – 2018
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FIGURE 41: Expenditure ratios including eligible SETA income – 2018
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5.1   Philanthropic income and donors

a) A collective total of R1.61 billion was receipted in philanthropic income by the 
11 participating universities in 2018. This was R978 million higher than recorded 
for the 10 universities in the 2013 sample, but a decline of approximately R100 
million compared with 2017. If SETA income amounting to R306 million were 
to be included, the aggregate total – or total ‘Advancement income’ – would 
increase to nearly R1.91 billion.

b) Median annual philanthropic income was R57 million which was signifi cantly 
higher than the median of R23 million in 2013. The range was R6.6 million to R393 
million. This highest total in 2018 was somewhat lower than the highest annual 
funding total recorded to date by a single university which amounted to R463 
million in 2017. If SETA income is included, however, the highest Advancement 
income of any institution in 2018 totalled R404 million.

c) A total of 10 945 donors made philanthropic contributions to the 11 institutions 
compared with 4 355 donors in 2013 when the sample was 10 institutions and 9 357 
in the same sample in 2017 – and increase between 2017 and 2018 of 1 588 donors.

d) The median number of donors was 680 compared with 102 in 2013, with a low of 
108 and a high of 2 984 donors.

e) The proportion of income from South African sources was 69% which was three 
percentage points lower than in 2017 but still 16 percentage points higher than in 2013. 
This is a signifi cant shift over the six-year period, particularly against the background 
of such a large increase in donor funding to universities. Collectively, these fi gures 
suggest that increasing numbers of South African individuals and organisations are 
giving signifi cantly more funding to HEIs than six years ago. South African donors 
accounted for 92% of all donors to the sample compared with 87% in 2013. 

f) International donors contributed 31% of philanthropic income but comprised 
only 8% of donors.

g) The highest number of international donors to one institution was 435. In 
contrast, six institutions had 8 or less international donors. The median number 
of international donors was 8 compared with 21 in 2017 and three in 2013.

h) Traditional universities comprised 64% of the sample yet attracted 94% of 
philanthropic resources (up from 91% in 2017) and were favoured by 94% of 
donors. In monetary terms, R1.5 billion went to traditional universities and R112 
million to non-traditional ones.

i) The addition of SETA income to philanthropic income decreases marginally 
the vast chasm between traditional and non-traditional universities as non-
traditional universities are generally more successful at attracting SETA funding 
than traditional ones. The highest amount of SETA income accruing to a single 
institution was R106 million which went to a non-traditional university. The 
inclusion of SETA funding raises ‘Advancement income’ to a high of R404 million 
each in two institutions, both traditional universities.

5. Summary of key fi ndings, performance 
indicators and change
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5.2 Donor sectors

a) The largest proportion of philanthropic income emanated from trusts and 
foundations which contributed 48%. This is an increase against the fi gure of 42% 
recorded for 2017 but a substantial decrease from 61% in 2013. 

b) Declining dependence on trusts and foundations was matched by increased 
levels of giving by the private sector and individuals. Corporates contributed 30% 
of philanthropic income in 2018 compared with 14% in 2013, whilst individual 
donors (including bequestors) increased funding from 4% in 2013 to 8% in 2018.

c) Individuals comprised by far the largest category of donors, making up 79% 
of donors including bequestors. This was an increase from 75% in 2013 which 
equates with a quantum increase of 3 440 individual donors to 8 526 individuals.

d) The private sector provided 14% of donors, up from 11% in 2013, and trusts and 
foundations comprised 5% compared with 9% in 2013.

e) As HE institutions were (and still are) over-reliant on trust and foundation 
funding, most of it foreign, the decrease in trust and foundation funding is to be 
welcomed in tandem with the healthy increases in income from South African 
corporates, individuals and other local sources.

5.3 Private philanthropy

a) Private philanthropy contributed 57% of philanthropic income, totalling R910 
million, and accounted for 9 031 or 83% of donors. The proportion of income from 
private sources was seven percentage points lower than in 2013 (64%) and fi ve 
percentage points lower than in 2017 (62%). Nonetheless, the quantum was R456 
million higher in 2018 than in 2013. 

b) The largest proportion of philanthropic funding from private donors came 
from inside South Africa, with 56% emanating from local sources and 44% from 
international private philanthropists. This represents a signifi cant reversal from 
2013, when 83% of private funding came from outside the country and only 17% 
from inside. In monetary terms, the amount received from local private donors 
was R505 million versus R405 million from private donors abroad.

5.4 Donation characteristics

a) The number of donations increased over the fi ve years of ASPIHE from 5 659 in 
2013 to 10 028 in 2018.21 

21 It has already been noted that the fi gure for the number of gifts contained in the last report were grossly infl ated due to a 

misinterpretation by one of the institutions.
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b) The largest proportion of donations (31%) were below R1 000 whilst those over 
R1 million made up less than two per cent and those  over R5 million less than 
one per cent. The number of gifts in all categories over R10 000, including the 
two top bands of gifts over R1 000 000 and R5 000 000, more than doubled 
between 2013 and 2018.

c) Mean gift sizes were signifi cantly higher among international donors than local 
donors, primarily because the majority of individual donors were local and the 
vast majority of international donors were organisations. The mean donation size 
among international donors was R591 000 and the mean among local donors 
was R110 000. 

d) In the trust and foundations funding stream, the local mean gift size was 
approximately R3.7 million in 2018 compared with R3.4 million among trusts 
and foundations based outside the country. The mean size of gifts in this stream 
increased very signifi cantly among local trusts and foundations from R600 000 
in 2013 to R3.7 million in 2018, which is growth of more than 600%. The shift 
over the same period among international trusts and foundations was from R2.6 
million to R3.4 million – a much more modest growth of 130%. Growth in the size 
of grants and donations by local trusts and foundations thus way outstripped 
those of foreign trusts and foundations.

e) New donor recruitment levels varied greatly, with a high of 519 new donors and 
a low of ten. The mean number of new donors was 172 and the median was 120. 
Three institutions received more than 10% of their income from new donors. The 
mean amount received from new donors per institution was R9.8 million and the 
median was R2.6 million.

f) Unencumbered funding levels were low as a proportion of overall philanthropic 
funding: just R34.5 million of the R1.61 billion given to the 11 institutions, or 2.1%, 
was unencumbered. This was a very slight increase against the 2017 fi gure of 1.9%. 
Median unencumbered income was R695 000, with a maximum of R18.6 million 
and a minimum of zero.

g) The distribution of funds received by purpose was 53% for student funding, 13% 
for research, around 7% each for community engagement and teaching and 
learning, 5% for infrastructure, and the balance for other initiatives.

5.5 Staffi  ng 

a) The 11 universities employed 177 full-time and part-time staff  in fundraising, 
development and alumni relations as at 31 December 2018. This was up from 136 
staff  in the sample of 10 universities in 2013.

b) Forty-four per cent of staff  were engaged in fundraising and development (46% 
in 2013), 23% in alumni relations (28% in 2013), and 32% in relevant support 
functions (26% in 2013).
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c) The median number of staff  per institution was 11 (up from 10 in 2013 but down 
from 14 in 2017), with a minimum of 5 staff  members and a maximum of 42 staff .

d) Crude analysis suggests a correlation between the number of staff  engaged in 
fundraising, development and alumni relations functions and levels of donor 
income: the more fundraising, alumni relations and associated support staff  an 
institution has, the higher its philanthropic income (and vice versa).

5.6 Expenditure and return on investment

a) Considerable variation was evident in expenditure on fundraising and alumni 
relations, with a median of approximately R9 million (up from R5.5 million in 
2013) and a range of R2.6 million to R29 million (R2 million to nearly R33 million 
in 2013).22 

b) In 2018 the mean expenditure ratio was 19% (17% in 2013) and the median was 
12% (31% in 2013), with a range of 2% to 38% (7% to 179% in 2013). Six of the 
institutions had expenditure ratios below 10%-12% and, therefore, are better 
than industry expectations in the UK and USA.

c) Expenditure ratios improve across the board if SETA funding is included in the 
reckoning. In this case the mean and median drop to 11% and 8% respectively 
and the expenditure ratios of non-traditional universities, in particular, are 
considerably better.

d) A correlation is evident between levels of expenditure on fundraising and alumni 
relations and levels of donor income: the higher an institution’s expenditure on 
generating philanthropic income, the higher the income received. 

22 It was noted in the 2013 report that the budget high of R33 million may have been a reporting error by one of the 

institutions. This was borne out subsequently by the dramatic decrease in the budget high in subsequent years and has 

been admitted by the institution concerned.
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5.7 Key performance indicators

The following indicators of performance may be useful to universities in assessing 
their individual performance:

 
TABLE 4: Key indicators

Total institutional 
philanthropic 
income (ZAR)

Total number of 
donors (n)

Total number of 
individual donors 
(n) 23

Total number of 
organisational 
donors (n) 24

Alumni (‘alumni/
individual’) 
participation rate 
(%) 25 (n=7)

Largest gift (ZAR)

Income by 
philanthropic 
sector:

• Individuals (ZAR)

• Bequests (ZAR)

• Private sector 
(ZAR)

• Trusts and 
Foundations 
(ZAR)

INDICATOR Minimum/Smallest Mean MedianMaximum/Largest

2013 2013 201320132018 2018 20182018

SAMPLE 2013 (n = 10)    SAMPLE 2017 (n = 11)

2,776,927

9

0

9

--------

585,000

0

0

756,000

214,522

65,923,769

436
    

330

103

--------

11,525,077

1,787,256

778,128

9,480,881

39,909,126

22,761,751

102

42

57

--------

3,857,398

158,031

0

5,557,466

12,948,272

181,037,562

1,898
       

1,667 

328

--------

49,481,389

13,022,203

3,130,903

34,052,158

144,117,515

6,793,064 

108 

3

19

0.002

2,002,300 

 

35,371 

 -   
 

2,287,300 
 

2,772,300 

146,189,853 

987 

770 

204 

0.52%

14,400,684 

8,542,065 

3,316,254 

43,311,418 

34,225,171 

56,855,891 

680 

611 

114 

0.38%

10,000,214 

786,054 

821,281 

22,563,016 

15,062,242 

392,601,174 

2,984 

2,190 

789

1.81

53,493,418 

 58,994,615 

17,586,886 

158,252,924 

251,145,717 

23 Calculations exclude the category of ‘other/unclassifi ed’ donors, gifts in-kind, and anonymous donors as it is impossible to determine 

whether these were individuals or organisations.

24 See footnote immediately above.

25 As only one university in the 2013 sample distinguished between categories of individual donor and others did not single out alumni 

donors, the report for that year provided a generous estimate of alumni participation rates by essentially assuming that individuals 

were alumni. In the 2017 survey, nine of the 11 universities by then recorded alumni donations separately from other individuals, 

thereby enabling true calculation of alumni participation rates. As participating institutions are now beginning to provide a sound basis 

for understanding alumni giving, the fi gures for the 2013 sample are therefore best disregarded.
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• Bilateral 
funding (ZAR)

• Multilateral 
aid and 
development 

 support (ZAR)

• Civil society and 
religious 

 organisations 
(ZAR)

• Gifts in kind 
(ZAR)

Human resources 
for fundraising 
and alumni 
relations (n)

Donor income per 
fundraising and 
alumni relations 
staff  member 
(ZAR)

Cost per Rand 
receipted (cents)

0

0

0

0

1

589,689

7

2,749,760

2,646,454

3,189,247

3,822,407

14

4,159,576

17

132,500

0

1,858,399

0

10

3,087,490
 

34

22,884,554

26,031,296

17,659,942

28,755,037

38

11,092,898

179

 -   

 -
   

 -
   

 -

   
5

1,358,613

 

2

3,776,120

 
1,005,305

 
11,447,244

 
1,874,379

 
11

8,381,206

19

25,446

 
13,482

 
708,396

 
589,739

 
16

5,168,717 

12

29,364,979 

6,311,435 

61,910,432 

8,344,661 

42

34,629,438 

38

INDICATOR Minimum/Smallest Mean MedianMaximum/Largest

2013 2013 201320132018 2018 20182018

SAMPLE 2013 (n = 10)    SAMPLE 2017 (n = 11)
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6.1 Summary of institutional change and progress

 As the composition of the ASPIHE samples has shifted slightly year-by-year, due both 
to attrition and addition of new participants, the fi ndings of the survey are not strictly 
comparable across the years. Nevertheless, some perspective of overall change can 
be obtained by comparing mean and median incomes during the project to date. 
Both indicators have increased appreciably during the course of ASPIHE: mean donor 
income rose from R66 million in 2013 to R146 million and median income increased 
from R23 million to R57 million (see Figure 42). No matter the composition of the 
sample, therefore, very signifi cant headway has clearly been made in respect of the 
amounts of donor and grant funding attracted by universities. This being said, there 
was a moderate decline in mean and median incomes between 2017 and 2018, with 
the mean decreasing by R10 million and the median dropping from R108 million to 
R57 million. Whether this is a temporary setback, or whether it signals a prolonged 
plateau or even a downturn, remains to be seen.

A similarly positive overall trend is suggested in Figure 43, which compares mean 
expenditure ratios over the six years. This ratio decreased from just under 35% (or a 
cost of 35 cents per Rand receipted) to 12% (or a cost of 12 cents per Rand receipted). 
When measured in terms of return on investment, therefore, performance within 
the sector has improved substantially over the period. This said, just as mean 
and median incomes declined in the last year of the project, so did the median 
expenditure ratio rise between 2017, when a low of 8% was achieved, and 2018, 
when the median shifted upwards to 12%. There has thus been a slight dip in 
investment returns in the last year of ASPIHE to date.

6. Conclusion

FIGURE 42: Mean and median income – 2013 to 2018

180

160

140

120

100

80

60

40

20

0

D
on

or
 in

co
m

e 
in

 m
ill

io
ns

 (Z
A

R
)

n Mean   n Median

2013

23

66

2014

18

80

2015

72

109

2016

96

136

2017

108

156

2018

57

146



2019 Main Report   |   45

Another valid method of assessing progress is to examine changes which have 
occurred in the original sample between 2013 and 2018; that is, the shifts which have 
occurred among the nine institutions which have participated in the survey since 
its inception through to 2018. Tables 5 and 6 summarise the performance of these 
institutions in relation to several key indicators. 

TABLE 5: Summary of changes within the original sample – 2013 to 201826

Philanthropic income

Income from individuals

Income from Trusts and Foundations

Income from private sector

Total number of donors

Total number of individual donors

Largest annual gift

Staff ing

Fundraising and alumni relations expenditure

Return on investment

INDICATOR
Number of universities that 

decreased or worsened 
performance

Number of universities 
that increased or improved 

performance 
(n = 9)

0

0

3

1

2

2

3

4

3

2

9

9

6

8

7

7

6

5

5

6

FIGURE 43: Median expenditure ratios – 2013 to 2018
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26 In the case of the last two indicators (expenditure and return on investment), information was unavailable for one 

university and the number considered was therefore eight rather than nine.
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As Table 5 indicates, the majority of the nine universities fared well over the six-
year period of the project to date. All increased overall donor income and all also 
improved income from individual donors. The majority increased donor numbers 
and improved their budgets, staff ing numbers, and expenditure ratios. It would 
therefore seem that the fundraising and alumni relations operations of most, if 
not all, the seminal participating institutions experienced good growth over the 
six-year period.

Aggregate changes in the original sample of universities across  the period of the 
survey to date are refl ected in Table 6. As was the case in 2017, there was positive 
change in respect of all the indicators. The donor and grant income of the original 
sample as a whole increased by 198% over the six-year period, from R656 million 
to R1.3 billion. The largest increases were both highly signifi cant: income from the 
private sector increased by 420% and from individuals by 175%. These two donor 
sectors are primarily local (i.e. South African) and are much more sustainable in 
the long-term than Trusts and Foundations, multinational development agencies, 
NGOs, and the other foreign agencies. Growth of this scale in these income streams 
is extremely important and suggests a growing interest in higher education 
funding among donors.

6.2 � e perpetuation of inequality: HAIs versus HDIs 

Despite the achievements of the ASPIHE participating universities in aggregate, the 
analysis presented earlier exposes – as has indeed been the case in all previous 
ASPIHE reports – the existence of myriad ongoing structural inequalities in South 
Africa’s HE sector. The analysis thus far has not been cast along the common 
dichotomous lines of historical advantage and disadvantage, partly because 
reorganisation of the HE system two decades ago blurred these categories by 
blending historically advantaged institutions (HAIs) with historically disadvantaged 

TABLE 6: Key quantifi able indicators of progress in the original sample – 2013 to 2018

Aggregate philanthropic income (ZAR)

Aggregate income from individuals (ZAR)

Aggregate income from Trusts and Foundations (ZAR)

Aggregate income from private sector (ZAR)

Aggregate total number of donors

Aggregate total number of individual donors

INDICATOR % Change20182013

198%

175%

168%

420%

169%

169%

 1,302,269,974
 

31,274,161
 

670,246,649
 

394,745,994
 

7,336
 

5,495 

 656,460,767 
 

17,868,206 
 

398,508,009 
 

94,054,823 
 

4,330 
 

3,256 

(n = 9)
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institutions (HDIs). If the categories of HAI and HDI are imposed analytically upon 
the ASPIHE samples, however, the picture which emerges is even worse than has 
already been presented above.

Three of the universities which provided data for 2013 were HAIs, namely the 
Universities of Cape Town, Pretoria and the Witwatersrand. A further two were a 
result of mergers centred on HAIs, namely the Universities of KwaZulu-Natal and 
Johannesburg. The remaining fi ve participating universities were either HDIs, such as 
the Universities of the Western Cape and Zululand, or a blend of HDIs and tertiary-
level technical and vocational institutions (such as technikons). This distribution 
altered slightly in 2018 with the addition, by this time, of two other HAIs, namely 
the Universities of Free State and Stellenbosch, and the withdrawal of one HDI (the 
University of Zululand). This left a mix of seven HAIs and 4 HDIs in the 2018 sample. 

Figure 44 shows that the inequities evident between traditional and non-traditional 
institutions, which were revealed earlier in this report, are even starker between 
HAIs and HDIs. In 2013, 94% of all donor income to the participating institutions 
went to HAIs and 6% to HDIs. In monetary terms, this equated with R622 million 
(n = 5) versus R37 million (n = 5). The diff erence was even greater in 2018 when 
95% of funding went to HAIs and 5% to HDIs – a diff erence this time of a massive 
R1.58 billion (n = 7) versus R76 million (n = 4). The conclusion of last year’s report 
can only be underscored in this regard: as the aggregate amount received by the 
two categories of institution increased at much the same rate, it must be assumed 
that neither the development and fundraising apparatuses of the HDIs, nor indeed 
the giving policies and cultures of donors, underwent meaningful development and 
transformation during this six-year period. 

FIGURE 44:  Distribution of donor income between HAIs and HDIs – 2013 versus 2018

n HAI n HDI n HAI n HDI

94% 95%

6% 5%

2013 2018

R37 million R76 million

R622 million R1,58 billion
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6.3 Shifting fortunes?

This survey of philanthropic income to HE institutions during 2018 further confi rms 
the general trends and conclusions gleaned from past years whilst also indicating 
a slight downturn most recently in the Advancement performances of many 
participating universities. On the positive side, the proportion of grants and donations 
from South African sources relative to those from abroad increased substantially 
between 2013 and 2018, in terms of both gift or grant numbers and funds received. 
This has gone a long way towards correcting the over-reliance on foreign grants and 
donations which had prevailed previously in the sector. Of course, it also indicates a 
growing propensity by local organisations and individuals to support South African 
HE institutions. A second clear trend has been substantial growth in donor and grant 
income registered by the participating universities, underpinned by improved levels 
of giving by individuals and private sector entities in particular. The data suggest that 
this growth is a response to the severe fi nancial crisis in HE funding which has become 
increasingly pronounced over the past decade. These are clearly encouraging trends 
for the six-year period overall.

On a less positive note, the Advancement performances of most participating 
universities declined in several signifi cant respects in the most recent project year 
between 2017 and 2018. For instance, six of the 11 institutions registered reduced 
philanthropic income compared with 2017, including some very signifi cant individual 
declines of around 40% among some of the institutions which have previously 
topped the philanthropic income chart. However, the institution with the highest 
donor income in 2018 increased its income by a massive £175 million between 2017 
and 2018 and moved from a position of fourth to fi rst in the league of top earning 
universities (when SETA income is included). Another university increased its income 
by R50 million between 2017 and 2018. Similarly, albeit slight less concerning, only 
fi ve of the institutions increased donor numbers and the remaining six experienced 
either a decline in donor numbers (n = 4) or had the same number of donors (n = 2) 
as in 2017. Furthermore, returns on investment on their Advancement operations of 
the majority of institutions declined between 2017 and 2018, with two remaining 
constant and only three improving. 

These mixed fortunes between 2017 and 2018 do run counter to the general trend 
over the full six-year period, during which change was overwhelmingly positive. 
Whether the motley signals indicate the beginning of a prolonged downturn in 
Advancement performance in South African HE, or whether they represent the start 
of a process of intra-sectoral rebalancing among universities, of course remains to 
be seen. What is clear is that, for the time being, the inequalities between traditional 
and non-traditional universities, and between HAIs and HDIs, are etched bold across 
the HE Advancement landscape in this country. Sadly, there has certainly been no 
demonstrable change in this respect.



2019 Main Report   |   49

a. Purpose

The following guidelines are intended for use by participating institutions when 
completing the questionnaire for the Annual Survey of Philanthropy in Higher Educa-
tion. Adherence to the guidelines is vital when it comes to classifying donor income 
and ensuring consistency in the data collected across institutions. 

b. Philanthropic income

1. Although diff erent universities may pursue their own particular approaches, the 
core business of an Advancement operation as traditionally defi ned is to position 
the institution to attract philanthropic income. With the exception of a few 
questions in Section E, therefore, only philanthropic income should be reported 
for the purposes of the survey.

2. The survey is intended to record all philanthropic income to the university, not 
just that garnered directly by the responsible division or department. Even if the 
Advancement operation or its fundraising section was not directly involved in 
negotiating a grant or donation, this income should nonetheless be reported for 
purposes of this survey.

3. Depending on mandate and structure, some university Advancement operations 
may be directly involved in harnessing income which is of strategic signifi cance 
to the institution but is not strictly speaking philanthropic in nature. Examples 
include revenue from sponsorships, the proceeds of technology transfer 
activities, and grants from statutory research funding bodies. As each institution 
may diff er in its expectations of the Advancement operation, universities may 
wish to develop their own separate evaluative criteria and reporting guidelines 
for demonstrating the value of these broader activities.

4. Notwithstanding what follows, a simple way of determining eligibility of income 
from South African sources for inclusion in this survey is that revenue may be 
classifi ed as philanthropic if it qualifi ed for a Section 18A Certifi cate in terms of 
the Income Tax Act. The key here is eligibility: whether or not an18A Certifi cate 
was actually issued, was the funding eligible for such a Certifi cate? If the answer 
is yes, the funding should be included for the purposes of the survey. Revenue 
that was not eligible for a Section 18A Certifi cate should not be classifi ed as 

27 We are indebted to the Ross-CASE survey in the United Kingdom for providing a platform for thinking about how to 

frame this survey. To fi t the local context, it has been deemed preferable to develop our own rules and criteria, and 

to devise a somewhat less sophisticated and less onerous instrument for use in the early stages of the initiative.

 Appendix A: Guidelines for reporting 26
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philanthropic income for the purposes of this survey and should not be included 
here. Section 18A of the Income Tax Act No 58 of 1962 (as amended) is attached. 
In considering eligibility for a Section 18A Certifi cate, institutions should be led by 
the South African Revenue Services’ (SARS) defi nition of a bona fi de donation:

 “A bona fi de donation is a voluntary, gratuitous gift disposed of by the donor out of 
liberality or generosity, where the donee is enriched and the donor impoverished. 
There may be no quid pro quo, no reciprocal obligations and no personal benefi t for 
the donor. If the donee gives any consideration at all it is not a donation. The donor 
may not impose conditions which could enable him or any connected person in 
relation to himself to derive some direct or indirect benefi t from the application of 
the donation.” (see http://www.sars.gov.za/FAQs/Pages/255.aspx)

5. With the above short-cut in mind (see A4), philanthropic funds are defi ned for the 
purposes of this survey in terms of both the source and purpose of the income; 
to be classifi ed as philanthropic income, gifts and donations must emanate from 
eligible sources and must be philanthropic in intent. 

6. Eligible sources include:

a) Donations from individuals of cash and other instruments of wealth (e.g. 
shares, bonds).

b) Bequests or legacy income received from the estates of deceased persons.
c) Gifts-in-kind (e.g. property, art, scientifi c equipment, vehicles) which should be 

recorded following independent valuation and issue of a Section 18A Certifi cate.
d) Donations from registered charitable trusts and foundations. 
e) Donations from the private sector provided that these qualify for Section 18A 

Certifi cates.
f) Donations from foreign governments and their agencies.
g) Donations or grants from multinational aid and development organisations.
h) Donations from religious organisations and civil society organisations.
i) Income from the National Lottery Distribution Trust Fund and other government-

sponsored agencies dedicated to provision of grants for developmental purposes 
(e.g. the Youth Empowerment Trust, various agencies that fund Arts and Culture). 
Funding from statutory research bodies is excluded (see A7 below).

j) Funds emanating from Skills Education Training Authorities (SETAs) which 
carry no contractual obligations for provision of services or benefi t for the 
SETA and which would be eligible for a Section 18A tax certifi cate if required by 
a SETA. Note that the survey allows for capturing of data about SETA income in 
Section E.

k) Grants made by foreign aff iliated organisations such as 501(c)(3) organisations 
in the United States, charitable trusts in the United Kingdom, and similar entities 
in other countries. The value of the award from an aff iliated organisation 
should be counted in the year of receipt by the university rather than the year 
of receipt by the aff iliated organisation (if diff erent).
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7. Funds from the following sources are ineligible for consideration as philanthropic:

a) All funding from the South African government, including the national De-
partment of Higher Education and Training (e.g. subsidy, infrastructure grants). 

b) All research funding from statutory bodies and other research grant-making 
organisations.

c) Proceeds generated by exploitation of intellectual property rights held by the 
university.

d) Funds that emanate, or are transferred, from within the institution (e.g. 
transfers from reserves or endowments to a particular fundraising campaign, 
contributions from internal cost centres to a project). 

e) Yields on investments, even if the capital itself emanated from philanthropic 
sources. This is because the income is derived from university-held investments; 
it is not a philanthropic act for an institution to give funds to itself.

f) Funds from Skills Education Training Authorities (SETAs) which carry a 
contractual obligation to provide a service or services for the SETA. Information 
about all SETA income is nonetheless requested in Section E.

8. Qualifying as an eligible source is not in itself suff icient for funds to be classifi ed 
as philanthropic. In addition to being eligible in terms of B6 above, funds may 
only be classifi ed as philanthropic if they were given with philanthropic intent. 
This is giving that:

a) Does not result in any economic benefi t (with the exception of tax relief) nor 
confers full or part title to any product in return for the funding. Although some 
forms of giving (e.g. grants) involve a written contract with specifi ed or expected 
outputs, these may still be classifi ed as philanthropic as long as the funder does 
not own any output, product or deliverable or have any control over it.

b) Confers full ownership of the funds upon the university once received. 
Notwithstanding this, the funder may demand return of the donation, or part 
thereof, if it is not utilised for the intended or agreed purposes. 

9. For the purposes of the survey, funds are excluded from the defi nition of philan-
thropic income where:

a) There is a contractual obligation on the part of the university to provide goods 
and/or services to a funder contingent upon receipt of the funding. In this 
case, a quid pro quo relationship has been established between the two and 
the funding cannot be regarded as philanthropic in intent. 

b) A funder has either exclusive rights to information or other products resulting 
from the funded activity, or has exclusive rights to publish research or other 
results via its proprietary media and communication apparatus. 

c) A funder has rights to intellectual property which might potentially result 
from the funded activity. 

d) Financial benefi ts accrue to a funder as a direct consequence of the funded 
activity (e.g. gratis teaching of the funder’s employees). 
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e) A funder is able to infl uence or determine operational decisions relating to 
the funded activity. This does not aff ect a funder’s right to know that a gift 
is being utilised for a designated purpose or to require internal or external 
monitoring and evaluation which may impact upon operational decisions.

f) There is an agreement linked with the funding for provision of consultancy 
services to the funder or an associated party.

10. The exclusionary criteria provided above preclude most forms of corporate 
sponsorship from classifi cation as philanthropic income. In addition, corporate 
sponsorship is excluded if it involves:

a) Services or activities which are subject to VAT as a chargeable supply.
b) Contractual obligation by the university to provide a sponsor with any 
 benefi ts whatsoever.

11. Income from sponsorship as defi ned above is not considered to be philanthropic 
income for the purpose of the survey as there is clearly a distinction, in terms 
of motivation, between sponsorship and philanthropy. Nonetheless, several 
questions address sponsorship in Section E of the questionnaire. If the information 
is not available, ‘unknown’ should simply be entered into the cell.

c. Income versus pledges

1. Participating universities should report as philanthropic income only funds actually 
received within the relevant fi nancial year. Pledges do not count as philanthropic 
income until the year in which the funds are received.

2. Pledges include promised and contracted future philanthropic income. Income 
which has yet to be received from multi-year gifts or grants falls into this 
category. For example, a foundation might award a three-year grant which is paid 
in annual tranches. Each tranche is to be recorded as philanthropic income only 
in the year in which the tranche is received. The balance is pledged income and is 
not recorded as income received until the year in which the tranche is transferred 
to the university. The same applies to stop-orders; these are only included as 
income once the funds have been received, not when they are promised.

3. In instances where reporting on pledges is requested or desired by the institution, 
only documented, confi rmed pledges should be recorded. These are standing 
orders, direct debit mandates, documented gift agreements or other signed 
documentation from the donor which confi rm the size of the donation and a 
timetable for the transfer of funds.

4. If and when declaration of pledges is requested, oral pledges and bequests should 
not be included because these are revocable.
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D. Types of local and international income

1. Gifts or legacies from individuals should be classifi ed as local or international 
sources of philanthropic income according to the residential status of the giver. 
Funding from donors or bequestors based outside South Africa should be 
classifi ed as international. Funding from those based inside the country should 
be classifi ed as local.

2. Grants or donations from private trusts, corporate trusts and foundations should 
be classifi ed as local if the trust or foundation is registered as such in South Africa 
and the source of the funds is South African (e.g. DG Murray, Raith, Fuchs). Whether 
or not there is an off ice in South Africa, income from trusts and foundations is to 
be classed as international when the entity is headquartered outside the borders 
of the country, which almost invariably means that the primary or initial source of 
the funds is also external (e.g. Elma, Ford, Mott, Mellon Atlantic, Carnegie, Kresge).

3. Corporate funding is to be classifi ed as local if the funds emanate from a local 
business banking account. International corporate funding is income that is 
either transferred to the university from a business bank account outside the 
country or channelled from a corporate via an associated foreign organisation 
(e.g. 501 (c)(3) in the USA, charitable trust in the UK).

4. The distinction between corporate funding and funding from a corporate trust is 
that the former emanates from the company or corporate directly, whereas the 
latter is a separate legal entity which is distinct from the corporate and exists for 
the purposes of disbursing grants and donations.

5. Funding from foreign governments and associated agencies, as well as from 
multinational aid and development organisations (e.g. European Union, UNICEF, 
Save the Children) is classifi ed as international income.

6. Funding from civil society, religious and other organisations is classifi ed as 
local if the organisation is formally registered in South Africa and the funds are 
transferred from a South African bank account. Such income is international either 
if the entity is formally registered outside South Africa or the funds emanate from 
a foreign bank account (or both).

7. Payments from overseas donors, including linked charitable entities such as UK 
trusts and 501 (c)(3) organisation in the USA, should be counted according to the 
Rand (ZAR) value on the date received by the institution in South Africa. 
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E. Donors versus gifts

1. Participating institutions are asked to take note of the distinction between 
numbers of donors and numbers of gifts. These are of course diff erent; there may 
be multiple transactions – or ‘gifts’ – from a single donor in any year. 

2. The survey questionnaire is concerned primarily with recording the number of 
donors per donor sector, not the number of gifts or transactions. Institutions 
should take note of this when completing the questionnaire.

3. In defi ning sources of income, grants or donations received as a single transfer 
from an associated overseas entity (e.g. 501 (c)(3) in the USA, charitable trust in 
the UK) should be disaggregated by donor; that is, the number of donors would 
be the total number of people and/or organisations that contributed to the 
amount of the grant or donation.

F. Costs and staffi  ng

1. In Section D, please include only development/fundraising staff  and alumni 
staff . Even if these staff  are part of a larger Advancement structure, do not 
include marketing, communications, corporate relations or any other staff . This 
is because university fundraising cost ratios are calculated by reference only 
to development and alumni costs rather than those associated with all of the 
Advancement disciplines. This narrow approach is necessary, fi rst, because there 
is a great deal of variation between universities regarding what is included under 
the rubric of Advancement; and second, so that the fi ndings of the survey are 
comparable internationally.

2. The number of staff  included should be entered in terms of Full-Time Equivalent 
(FTEs). Your human resource off ices should be in a position to provide you with 
the number of FTEs linked with your operation for the year. Please be careful to 
include only actual FTEs and exclude vacant positions.

3. Cost-to-employer includes the cost to the university of an employee’s full 
package, i.e. gross salary plus total contributions by the university to pension 
funds, medical aid schemes and the like but excluding site costs. It is the total line 
item cost of a staff  member included in the budget.

 Sean Jones
 August 2019
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Appendix B: Extract from Section 18A of the
Income Tax Act of 1962 (as amended)

18A. Deduction of donations to certain public benefi t 
organisations ---

1) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 23, there shall be allowed to be 
deducted from the taxable income of any taxpayer so much of the sum of any 
bona fi de donations by that taxpayer in cash or of property made in kind which 
was actually paid or transferred during the year of assessment to –

(a) any –
(i) public benefi t organisation contemplated in paragraph (a)(i) of the 

defi nition of ‘public benefi t organisation’ in section 30(1) approved by 
the Commissioner under section 30; or

(ii) institution, board or body contemplated in section 10(1)(cA)(i), which – 
(aa) carries on in the Republic any public benefi t activity contemplated 

in Part II of the Ninth Schedule, or any other activity determined 
from time to time by the Minister by notice in the Gazette for the 
purposes of this section; and

(bb) complies with the requirements contemplated in 
subsection(1C),if applicable and any additional requirements 
prescribed by the Minister in terms of subsection (1A);

(b) any public benefi t organisation contemplated in paragraph (a)(i) of the 
defi nition of ‘public benefi t organisation’ in section 30(1) approved by the 
Commissioner under section 30, which provides funds or assets to any 
public benefi t organisation, institution, board or body contemplated in 
paragraph (a); or

(bA) any agency contemplated in the defi nition of “specialized agencies” in section 
1 of the Convention on the Privileges and Immunities of the Specialized 
Agencies, 1947, set out in Schedule 4 to the Diplomatic Immunities and 
Privileges Act, 2001 (Act No. 37 of 2001), which –
(i)  carries on in the Republic any public benefi t activity contemplated in 

Part II of the Ninth Schedule, or any other activity determined by the 
Minister by notice in the Gazette for the purposes of this section;

(ii)  furnishes the Commissioner with a written undertaking that such 
agency will comply with the provisions of this section; and

(iii)  waives diplomatic immunity for the purposes of subsection 5(i); or
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(c) the Government, any provincial administration or municipality as contem-
plated in section 10(1)(a) or (b) to be used for the purpose of any activity 
contemplated in Part II of the Ninth Schedule, as does not exceed ten per 
cent of the taxable income (excluding any retirement fund lump sum ben-
efi t and retirement fund lump sum withdrawal benefi t) of the taxpayer as 
calculated before allowing any deduction under this section or section 18.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THIS FORM

� ese instructions should kindly be read in conjunction with the accompanying 
Guidelines for Reporting.         
           
(a) Please enter round numbers only. Cents should be excluded from monetary fi gures and 

rounded off  to the nearest Rand.       
(b) Figures should be based on the accounting year spanning 1 January to 31 December and 

should be drawn from the fi nal audited accounts for the year. 
(c) Monetary amounts should be entered without spaces, commas or a currency indicator 

e.g. R7500 should be entered as 7500. Commas will automatically be inserted.
(d) When a fi gure lower than 1 is entered, it will appear as either 1 or 0, even though the 

actual value entered will be recorded correctly.
(e) Kindly complete all boxes. Boxes will turn white when a value is entered. If you are 

uncertain about whether particular items should be included, please use your best 
judgement and try to give an answer. If data are not available, please enter ‘unknown’ 
and the box will turn yellow. If not applicable, type ‘n/a’.

(f) As cost ratios are generally calculated by reference only to development and alumni 
budgets, rather than the costs associated with all the Advancement disciplines (e.g. 
marketing), this survey is concerned only with expenditure on the former. Please bear 
this in mind when completing Section D.

(g) The form should be signed by the Chief Financial Off icer (or equivalent) or an 
 authorised delegate.

a. History and positioning of advancement 
        

1. How long has your institution had 
a formal fundraising/development/
Advancement off ice?  

2. What is the designation of the head of 
 fundraising/development/Advancement?

3. What is the designation of the 
 immediate line manager of the 
 Head of Advancement? 

   

Appendix C: Questionnaire

Select from drop-down

Select from drop-down If other, please type here

Select from drop-down

Select if dual line management

If other, please type here

If other, please type here

RESPONSES
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4. To whom does the line manager of 
the Head of Advancement answer?

5. Is the Head of Advancement regarded 
as a member of the institution’s 
most senior management team 
(e.g. senior executive team)? 

6. Does the institution have an associated 
but separate entity (e.g. Foundation, Trust) 
or several entities registered in South 
Africa through which gifts and grants 
are processed?    
     

7. Does the institution have an entity 
or entities (e.g. 501 c[3], Trust) 
elsewhere in the world, or an 
intermediary organisation (e.g. CAF), 
which processes donations?

8. Does the institution engage the services 
of employees or contractors (full-time or 
part-time) to assist with its advancement 
activities in any foreign location?

9. How many living alumni are on record? 

10. How many of the living alumni who 
are on record are contactable by post, 
email, SMS and/or telephone? 

11. In what province is the University located?

12. Would the University be classifi ed as 
primarily urban, primarily rural or both 
rural and urban?

Select yes/no If yes, how many? How many, if any, 
are dormant?

# of alumni

# of alumni

Select yes/no If yes, select number of employees/contractors

Select yes/no

Select from drop-down If other, please type here

Select from drop-down

Select from drop-down

Select yes/no If yes, type country or countries
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b. Philanthropic income     
        

1. Philanthropic income from individuals 
(alumni, friends, staff , students, etc.)

2. What portion of the  fi gures provided 
for B1 above emanates alumni? If you 
do not distinguish alumni from other 
individuals, please type ‘unknown’.

3. Bequests/legacies

4. Philanthropic income from the 
 private sector

5. Philanthropic income from Trusts 
 and Foundations

6. Philanthropic income from foreign 
governments and associated agencies

7. Philanthropic income from 
international/multinational aid 
and development organisations

8. Philanthropic income from civil society, 
religious, educational and other 
organisations

RESPONSES

Local individuals International individuals

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

Local Trusts & Foundations
International Trusts 
& Foundations

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

Local organisations International organisations

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

Foreign government agencies

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

Aid and development 
organisations

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

Local alumni International alumni

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

Local bequests/legacies
International bequests/
legacies

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

Local private sector International private sector

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

Note: Kindly do not include any SETA income here. Allowance 
is made for recording revenues from SETAs in Section E.
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9. Gifts in kind

10. Income from anonymous sources

11. Other/unclassifi able philanthropic 
 income

12. What was the total Rand value of 
unencumbered funds received 
during the course of the year; that 
is, philanthropic funds not donated 
for a designated purpose?

13. What was the total Rand value of 
funds received from fi rst-time donors 
to the University during the year and 
how many such donors were there?

Local organisations International organisations

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

Local anonymous International anonymous

# of 
sourcesValue (ZAR)

# of 
sourcesValue (ZAR)

Local fi rst-time donors International fi rst-time donors

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

Local organisations International organisations

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

# of 
donorsValue (ZAR)

Please describe as far as possible the source of income 
classifi ed as ‘other’:

Local sources International sources

Value (ZAR) Value (ZAR)
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c. Gift and grant characteristics      
           
  

1. What was the amount of the largest 
donation or grant received during 

 the year?

2. What donor sector did the largest 
philanthropic donation or grant 
(recorded in C1 above) emanate from?

3. How many donors gave total amounts in 
the following categories?

[a] R5 million or greater

[b] R1 million to R4,999,999

[c] R500,000 to R999,999

[d] R100,000 to R499,999

[e] R50,000 to R99,999

[f] R10,000 to R49,999

[g] R1,000 to R9,999

[h] Less than R1,000

Value (ZAR)

# of donors

Select from drop-down

RESPONSES

# of donors

# of donors

# of donors

# of donors

# of donors

# of donors

# of donors
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4. How much philanthropic income was 
received for the following purposes? In 
classifying income, consider the primary 
purpose of the donation or grant:

[a] Student funding (e.g. bursaries and 
scholarhips)

[b] Infrastructure (e.g. new buildings, 
refurbishment, equipment, 
laboratories)

[c] Research (only research projects 
funded from philanthropic sources 
channelled through Advancement)

[d] Community engagement (i.e. 
where the primary purpose is 
engagement with society although 
there may also be research an/or 
teaching components)

[e] Teaching and learning (e.g. 
curriculum change and innovation, 
staff  development)

[f] Other projects whose primary 
purpose is not one of the above

Local sources International sources

Value (ZAR) Value (ZAR)

Local sources International sources

Value (ZAR) Value (ZAR)

Local sources International sources

Value (ZAR) Value (ZAR)

Local sources International sources

Value (ZAR) Value (ZAR)

Local sources International sources

Value (ZAR) Value (ZAR)

Local sources International sources

Value (ZAR) Value (ZAR)
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5. Does the institution have an 
 Annual Fund?

6. How much income was generated by 
 the Annual Fund during the year?

7. How many individuals/organisations 
gave to the Annual Fund?

8. How many of the individuals who 
gave to the Annual Fund are alumni?

# of donors

# of alumni

Select yes/no

Value (ZAR)
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d. Costs and staffi  ng     
        
      

1. How many full-time, permanent and 
 fi xed term staff  were on the books in 

Development and Alumni Relations 
as at 31 December 2017? 

 [Please insert number.]

2. How many part-time staff  were on 
the books in Development and Alumni 
Relations as at 31 December 2017? 

 [Please insert number.]

3. How many paid interns and/or volunteers 
provided assistance to Development 
and Alumni Relations during the year?

4. What was the full cost-to-employer 
expenditure on staff ing for the year in 
Development and Alumni Relations 
(including support and other staff )?

5. What was the total non-staff /operating 
expenditure, excluding staff ing costs, for the 
year in Development and Alumni Relations?

6. If not included in D4 above, what was total 
staff  expenditure on overseas Development 
and Alumni Relations operations? 

7. If not included in D5 above, what was total 
 non-staff /operating expenditure on 
 Development and Alumni Relations 
 overseas off ices?

Development Alumni Support and other

Development Alumni Support and other

RESPONSES

Development Alumni Support and other

Value (ZAR)

Value (ZAR)

Value (ZAR)

Value (ZAR)
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e. Miscellaneous

1. What was the total monetary amount 
of funding received for named Chairs/
positions and infrastructure?

2. Was the amount in E1 above reported 
earlier in Section B of this questionnaire?

3. What was the University’s total operating 
expenditure during the year as per its 
audited  fi nancial statements?

4. How many full-time and part-time students 
were registered at the University in 2017?

5. SETA funding [Please include only the 
total (c) if you are unable to separate 
amounts classifi able as donations from 
those that were not donations]

[a] Funding classed as donations in 
terms of the Income Tax Act, i.e. 
funding that qualifi ed for a Section 
18A certifi cate whether or not one 
was issued

[b] Funding not classifi able as 
donations

[c] Total funding received from SETAs

RESPONSES

Value (ZAR)

Select yes/no

Value (ZAR)

Contact Distance

Value (ZAR) # of SETAs

Value (ZAR) # of SETAs

Value (ZAR) # of SETAs
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f. Details of person completing this form  
         
        

1. Date completed

2. Name of the institution

3. Name of the person 

[a] First name

[b] Surname

[c] Title (select from drop-down)

4. Job designation

5. Email address

6. Telephone number

7. Postal address

8. Post code

Date Month Year

RESPONSES
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g. Signature

To be signed by the University’s Chief Financial Offi  cer or equivalent or an 
authorised delegate.

I declare that the information provided in this form is accurate to the best of my knowledge.

Initials and surname

Designation

Signature

Date

� ank you for your time.
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Notes



c. 



INYATHELO
The South African Institute
for Advancement

®

e  info@inyathelo.org.za  |  t  +27 21 465 6981  |  f  +27 21 465 6953

2nd Floor, The Armoury, Buchanan Square, 160 Sir Lowry Road, Woodstock 7925

  www.facebook.com/inyathelo

 www.twitter.com/inyathelo

    www.pinterest.com/inyathelo

 www.linkedin.com/company/inyathelo-the-south-african-institute-for-advancement

www.inyathelo.org.za


