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Foreword
We are pleased to present the 2020 Annual Survey on Philanthropy in Higher
Education (ASPIHE). It has been a lengthy process to research and compile this
report due to the restrictions on universities during the Covid-19 pandemic, and we
appreciate the hard work and input of everyone who has participated and made this
project possible.
The survey continues to provide a rigorous and in-depth overview of philanthropic
support to universities in South Africa. It showcases the very important role of
Advancement Oﬀices in the administration and management of philanthropic
support. It also demonstrates the commitment of global and South African
philanthropy to the South African university sector. Data management, prospecting,
cultivation, and stewardship are important elements of resource mobilisation. The
performance of Advancement Oﬀices in the survey demonstrates a high standard
of professional competence and being on a par with, and sometimes surpassing,
global counterparts.
Universities participating in the survey reported a collective total of nearly R1.55
billion in receipted philanthropic income during 2019. While this amount is lower
than both 2017 (R1.71billion) and 2018 (R1.61billion), it is important to note that
the sample size decreased when the University of Johannesburg was unable to
participate because of administrative changes to its systems.
The total Advancement income, deﬁned here as philanthropic income plus SETA
funding, was more than R1.94 billion in 2019. This was higher than the previous year
(R1.91 billion) and slightly lower than the amount of R1.95 billion in 2017.
The report highlights that a larger proportion of philanthropic support is local, a
signiﬁcantly positive trend for South Africa. It however also notes skewed patterns in
wealth distribution remaining consistent over the years, with philanthropic support
and an alumni wealth base favouring the research universities. The authors note that
the ten institutions in the 2019 survey have a complex mixture of legacy identities
and are part of a legacy framework of structural inequality, which impacts the
overall system. They suggest though that within this framework there is potential
for innovative funding support if the aim is to grow the whole system.
To illustrate our point on inequality, in 2013, 94% of all donor income to the
participating institutions went to ﬁve historically advantaged institutions, and 6% to
ﬁve historically disadvantaged institutions. In monetary terms, this equated to R622
million versus R37 million. The income for historically advantaged institutions was
R1.48 billion in 2019 (of a total of 1.55 billion). The implications of this bias in third
stream funding must be analysed. We recommend that all national players consider
the challenges that this inequality presents in the system.
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There is also a need to obtain commentary from the philanthropic sector about the
reasons for preferential support and whether there are speciﬁc concerns or risks
associated with funding the “non-traditional” universities. The continuation of a
skewed funding regime will continue to impact inequality in South Africa and limit
the growth of the whole system. Universities of Technology and Comprehensive
Universities are important contributors to skills development and research in South
Africa and we need to optimise their potential.
Inyathelo is grateful for the continued support of all universities that have
participated in ASPIHE. We wish to express our thanks to the Vice-chancellors and
Advancement Directors and their staﬀ. Without their commitment, we would not
have this broad perspective.
Thank you to Prof. Beverly Thaver, Professor of Higher Education at the University
of the Western Cape, and her research partner Dr Mark Abrahams, for agreeing to
partner with Inyathelo on this important work. They have brought fresh research
insights and will now work with Inyathelo, university Advancement Directors and
Universities South Africa (USAf) on reﬁning the questionnaire and developing a
process for bringing the remaining sixteen universities on board.
We will always be indebted to the Kresge Foundation and its Managing DirectorEducation, Bill Moses, for the enormous support provided to the Advancement
function in higher education.
Nazeema Mohamed
Executive Director, Inyathelo
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1.

Introduction

1.1

Background and purpose
The ﬁndings of the Annual Survey of Philanthropy in Higher Education (ASPIHE) in
South Africa are presented in this Report, using data that covers the 2019 calendar
year. This report is the seventh of its kind following the ﬁrst ASPIHE report in 2014. The
research was undertaken by independent consultants commissioned by Inyathelo:
The South African Institute for Advancement, on behalf of and in the interest of the
participating universities.
The ASPIHE series is about managing cumulative information about the nature
and state of philanthropic support to a segment of universities in South Africa.
Universities are becoming more adept at collecting relevant data that can account
for the philanthropic support received as well as the costs associated with accessing
and managing this kind of support. The participating institutions can draw on
and use the broader analysis to guide and inform their fundraising planning and
strategies. Against this background, 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 higher
education sector
• encourage universities to improve fundraising data collection and management
information systems.

1.2

Scope
ASPIHE ascribes to a general model of Advancement as advanced by the Council
for the Advancement and Support of Education (CASE). That is, that Advancement
is an integrated method of managing relationships with key stakeholders 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

1

See http://www.case.org/About_CASE/About_Advancement.html.
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While Inyathelo promotes the strategic engagement with the external environment
which positions an institution to attract private investment, 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 staﬀing and operating expenditure of the
fundraising, development, and alumni relations functions and speciﬁcally exclude
expenditure associated with other functions 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 RossCASE survey in the United Kingdom (UK), which also limits its scope to the key
Advancement functions of fundraising and alumni relations. 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.
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 ﬁrst year of the study. In subsequent years,
the Survey attempted to capture two distinct categories of SETA income: (i) funding
from SETAs which is classiﬁable as philanthropic income; and (ii) funding from SETAs
which is not classiﬁable 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
reasons, SETA income was excluded from all ASPIHE reports until 2018 but was
noted and enumerated in the individual benchmarking reports which are provided
conﬁdentially 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
signiﬁcant proportion of total Advancement income, key sections of the analysis in
2018 and in the present report provide ﬁgures both with and without SETA income.
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1.3

Participating institutions
Ten of South Africa’s 26 universities participated in this seventh round of the Survey:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

1.4

Cape Peninsula University of Technology (CPUT)
University of Cape Town (UCT)
Durban University of Technology (DUT)
University of the Free State (UFS)
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)

Reporting
This Report presents an analysis of aggregated data about philanthropic support
received by the participating universities for 2019. Where relevant, the Report
draws comparisons with the ﬁndings documented from previous years, primarily
2013 which was the ﬁrst 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 Conﬁdential Institutional Benchmarking Report showing disaggregated 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

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

1.6

Survey methods
The Survey questionnaire and associated guidelines used for the collection of data for
this report were developed in consultation with six of the original ten participating
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institutions in early 2014. The development of the questionnaire and guidelines
was completed in a participatory manner regularly updated with input from the
participating universities.
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. The initial
structure and content of the questionnaire were revised with the help of a group
representing Advancement Directors from the diﬀerent, participating institutions.
The Covid-19 pandemic delayed the distribution of the questionnaire to collect
the data for 2019. All institutions were forced to close for a long period in 2020. For
this report, Advancement Oﬀices were asked to provide the data collected for the
year, 2019 only. The questionnaire was distributed electronically to participating
institutions for completion and all returns were received accordingly. To ensure that
any ﬁnancial calculations supplied were accurate only approved data from Annual
Financial Statements for 2019, were used.
A qualiﬁed statistician processed primary data from individual excel questionnaires
(for 10 institutions) and transported this into a general excel spreadsheet. The
process included creating illustrative statistical comparisons between 2019 (using
primary data) and secondary data from the 2013 Report. The graphic illustrations
(data charts, ﬁgures, graphs), for general and institutional-based Reports, provided
the basis for the narrative.
While the shape of the statistical narrative replicates the 2019 Main Report 2, in
addition, it provides qualitative commentary and questions.
The benchmark in this Report is based primarily on 2013 (as outlined in 1.4). In
addition, where relevant, we have drawn upon the textual narrative from the 2019
Main Report, to assist a (modest) longitudinal analysis.
The sample for 2019 comprises 10 institutions, which is similar to that of 2013. We
alert the reader to the following: when summarising the performance of institutions
in relation to key indicators (Tables 5 and 6), only the (same) 8 institutions present in
2013 and 2019 were included, for computational purposes.

2

This refers to the report titled Annual Survey of Philanthropy in Higher Education 2019 Main Report which covers
the 2018 calendar year.
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2.

Philanthropic support for higher education

2.1

Deﬁning the parameters
All funds reported and analysed here refer to grants and donations received and
receipted during the period 1 January 2019 to 31 December 2019. They reﬂect the
portions of pledges and multi-year grants for this period only. Each tranche is
recorded as philanthropic income only in the year of receipt. The deﬁnitions of what
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 10 participating universities reported a collective total of nearly R1.55 billion in
receipted philanthropic income during 2019. Year on year, this amount is lower than
both 2017 (R1.71billion) and 2018 (R1.61billion). However, the sample of universities
surveyed in 2017 and 2018 was 11 and not 10. The mean income per institution was
recorded as R155 million, this was up from the mean income in 2018 which was R146
million and slightly higher than the mean income reported in 2017 (R154 million).
The total Advancement income, deﬁned here as philanthropic income plus SETA
funding, was more than R1.94 billion in 2019, this was higher than the previous year
(R1.91 billion) and slightly lower than the amount of R1.95 billion in 2017.
The variance in total income can be attributed to ﬂuctuations in the value of the
South African Rand and its impact on recorded philanthropic income from abroad.
Since philanthropic income was recorded in 2013, the total has grown from R659
million to R1.55 billion in 2019. Universities have over time improved their systems
for recording and administering this income and through that beneﬁtted from the
growth in donor and grant funding available to universities.
The highest amount of philanthropic support received by a single institution in
2019 was R413 million and the lowest total received was R15.2 million. The mean
was R155 million and the median approximately R66 million. There continues to
be stark diﬀerences in the amounts received by diﬀerent universities and that is
historically the case, with the same universities being able to attract more funding
than others.
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TABLE 1: Overview of philanthropic income and donors – 2013 and 2019

2013

2019

2019 (including SETA)

R659 million

R1,55 billion

R1.94 billion

• Lowest

R2.7 million

R15,2 million

R23.5 million

• Highest

R181 million

R413 million

R466 million

• Mean

R66 million

R155 million

R194 million

• Median

R23 million

R66 million

R107 million

Total donors

4,355

12,554

12,643

• Lowest

9

116

123

• Highest

Total income

1,873

4,262

4,265

• Mean

436

1,255

1,264

• Median

102

663

672

10

10

10

Number in sample

The total income of 1.55 billion (excluding SETA income) while showing a measurably
high increase from 2013, is less than it was in 2018 (1.61 billion). As evident, the total
income of 1.55 billion for 2019, is distributed across 12 554 donors (in 2018, the total
income of 1.61 billion was attributed to 10, 856 donors). Again, like the earlier point,
relative to 2013, there is just under a three-fold increase on the number of donors
from 2013 (4 355 donors). The diﬀerent levels are fairly clear in Table 1.

2.3

Income by Geographic Source
When the Survey started, the distribution of income from local versus international
sources used to be even (Main Report, 2019). This pattern has started to change. In 2016
the balance shifted, with local donors representing 56% of total donor income. This
latter trend evident in 2017 (72% and 28%, respectively, for national and international
sources), continued into 2018. By 2019, the same geographic distribution is observed,
with 69% (national) and 31% (international), as evident in Figures 1 and 2.
A key point emerging from the international total is that when the Survey started
(see 2019 Main Report), the domestic and the global totals hovered around half, for
about four years, but then the former began to outstrip the latter (after 2016, as
per the 2019 Main Report). Eﬀectively, the 2019 ﬁnding shows that funding from
domestic (national) is higher than global (international).
It is clear from Figures 1 and 2 that the domestic philanthropy outstrips that of
international/global for 2019, reﬂecting a steady increase from 2017/2018. It would
be worthwhile to identify the reasons for the decline in international sources.
Notwithstanding the international decline, this emerging trend of domestic giving
potentially reﬂects (citizenship) responsibility on the part of South Africans. Perhaps, a
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stimulus for the latter, is the national signal around the increasing costs and ﬁnancing
of higher education that surfaced with the #Feesmustfall campaign? Understanding the
characteristics of the domestic sources of philanthropy could serve as a basis for further
discussion about the most eﬀective way to stimulate and incentivise (national) giving.

FIGURE 1: Geographic origins of income –
2019 (ZAR million)

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

R483m
31%
R307m
47%

R352m
53%

R1069m
69%
n National
n International

n National
n International

FIGURE 3: Geographic origins of donors – 2019

FIGURE 4: Geographic origins of donors – 2013

1 227
10%

583
13%

11 327
90%

n National
n International

3 772
87%

n National
n International

The earlier trend in terms of a decline in international giving is replicated in terms
of the geographic income of donors, whereby national/domestic philanthropy
predominates, although, in comparative terms, using 2013 as a benchmark, there is a
slight increase (3%, using the 2013 total) at the level of national donors. It is important
to state in overall terms, the number of international donors more than doubled;
while national donors trebled, from 3 772 in 2013 to 11 327 in 2019. Clearly, there is
a trend here that requires further analysis. The question would be how universities
are able to develop strategies to leverage the national donor base, and at the same
time, how the latter as part of broader society can contribute to strengthening the
systemic reforms related to the university sector.
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2.4

Income by donor sector
Universities receive support from diﬀerent donor sectors. The sectors that supported
the 10 universities for 2019 are shown in Figure 5. Trusts and foundations contributed
slightly more (39%) than the private sector (38%) for the 2019 period. The growth in
private sector support has been signiﬁcantly up from 30% in 2018 and 14% in 2013
(see Figure 6).

FIGURE 5: Income by donor sector – 2019

13%

FIGURE 6: Income by donor sector – 2013

10%

21%

39%

4%

14%

38%
61%

n All individuals
n Trusts/Foundations

n Private sector
n Others

n All individuals
n Trusts/Foundations

n Private sector
n Others

The proportion of philanthropic giving is almost equally distributed between trusts and
foundations and the private sector, 39% and 38 % respectively, totalling 77%, a similar
aggregate to that of 2013 as evident in Figure 6, (recording a decline of 1% in 2018, when
it was 78%). Having said this, when we disaggregate the two sources of donor income
for these two types of philanthropy, then whereas in 2013, 61% constituted trusts
and foundations, the income for 2019 is 39% (under half).. By contrast, the private
sector sources more than double, from 14% in 2013 to 38% in 2019. This trend for the
private sector is evident in 2018 already (30%). What is interesting is that income
from individuals and bequests show a steady decline from 21% in 2013, to 13% in 2019
(although the latter hovers at the same level in 2018, (i.e., 14%). Finally with reference
to ‘other’ (foreign government agencies and non-governmental organisations) there
is a steady increase from 2018, i.e., 8%).
The important points for consideration are as follows: The decline in income from
trusts and foundations, suggest that it would be worthwhile to understand whether
this is national or international. The increase in income from the private sector, shows
commitment from national/domestic business which corroborates our earlier point
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about the how the private sector is contributing to the public good, via their donations.
Again, a discussion is required around a strategic plan to leverage this potential source
of income. In addition, it would also be important to consider the shape of the aid/
support coming from foreign governmental agencies. In this vein, shifts in terms of
trends in bilateral and multilateral aid agencies might shed some light on the kind
of data required to develop a future strategy. Finally, the non-governmental sector
support is interesting, insofar as NGOs (as neither state nor private) generate their
funds from non-proﬁt sources, yet are generously giving to universities. 3

2.5

Donors by sector
The international donor community can be classiﬁed into three categories, namely,
multi-lateral, bilateral and non-proﬁt, charitable organisations examples of which are
foundations and trusts. Sources of philanthropy are also from Individuals (reﬂected
in the generosity of alumni); the private sector (as in proﬁt-based companies/
corporations); bequests and endowments. In the 2020 Survey, Individual donors
comprised the vast majority who provided support to the participating universities,
representing 78% of the donor body or 9 792 of the donors (see Figure 7). The rest
was comprised of organisations such as trusts and foundations, corporate entities,
foreign agencies, and non-governmental organisations. It is important to note that
as with 2018, these individual donors only provided 6% of the income whereas
the organisations listed above contributed 94% of the income through grants and
donations. The distribution in 2013 was slightly diﬀerent and can be considered in
Figure 8 for purposes of comparison.

FIGURE 7: Donors by sector – 2019

FIGURE 8: Donors by sector – 2013

4%

5%
11%

13%
5%

9%

75%

78%

n All individuals
n Trusts/Foundations

3

n Private sector
n Others

n All individuals
n Trusts/Foundations

n Private sector
n Others

Universities with historical connections with faith-based non-government organisation for example, continue to
enjoy the support of these organisations based on existing or apparent synergies.
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The philanthropic types from Figure 7, show 78% constituting individuals, with the
private sector making up for much (13%) of the total remaining balance (22%). This
represents a similar shape to that of 2018 (and again slight discernible diﬀerences
when compared to 2013, Figure 8). Individual donors constituting 78%, in turn
provide over 90% of income, with the remaining income emanating from 22% of
the overall body of donors (Figure 7). It would be important to compare this pattern
with international cases, which might have implications for the extent of the return
on investment by the universities in, for example, the sourcing of funds from alumni
(see CASE Report, 2019). However, it would be important to contextualise this trend,
insofar as the alumni category of the 10 institutions included in this study, have a
diverse socio-economic proﬁle arising from their speciﬁc student base, and hence
this will determine the nature of their generosity (i.e. resource-base). This has a ripple
eﬀect on the size and shape of gifts that are in the form of endowments.

2.6

Detailed donor perspectives
The Figures already presented give a broad sense of the distribution of philanthropic
support for the 10 universities across the donor sectors. Figures 9 and 11 allow more
detailed perspectives for 2019 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 9: Income by philanthropic sector – 2019
0% 1% 5%
4% 2%
5%

FIGURE 10: Income by philanthropic sector – 2013

6%

4%
5%

2% 3% 1%
14%

2%
4%
4%

38%
61%

39%

n Individuals (5%)
n Bequests (4%)
n Private sector (38%)
n Trusts and
Foundations (39%)
n Bilateral funding (2%)

n Multilateral aid and
development funding (5%)
n Civil society and religious
organisations (4%)
n Gifts in kind (2%)
n Anonymous (0%)
n Other/ unclassiﬁable (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/unclassiﬁable (2%)
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Income by philanthropic sector: as evident, the support from trusts and foundations
and the private sector, with similar totals, constitute the major proportion of
philanthropic income (following the pattern of 2018). Although when 2019 is
compared to 2013 (Figure 10) shows a decline (a pattern evident already in 2018). It
would be important to identify the types of trusts and foundations that were unable
to support the South African Advancement oﬀices, since 2013.

FIGURE 11: Detailed perspectives on donors by philanthropic sector – 2019
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FIGURE 12: Detailed perspectives on donors by philanthropic sector – 2013
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The overwhelming representation of individuals in the donor body is evident (78%) with
the private sector representing 13%. What is interesting is the decline in giving from trusts
and foundations. It might be worthwhile to analyse / scope alumni giving and generosity,
whether this is relative to particular institutions, including the socio-economic proﬁle of
the student base. In addition, a question is whether the giving is designated for particular
functions in the universities that are included in this study. In a nutshell, what are the nature
of the conditions attached to giving?

TABLE 2: Summary of information per philanthropic sector

SECTOR

YEAR

Median income per
institution per donor sector

Highest total income received
by one institution per donor
sector

Percentage
of Income
from local
sources

Percentage
of income
from foreign
sources

Proportion
of total
donors in
sample

Contribution
to total
philanthropic
income of
sample

2013

2019

2013

2019

75% 78%

3%

5%

2013

2019

2013

2019

2013

2019

2013

2019

R158,031

R983,235

R13,022,203

R40,240,443

56%

42%

44%

58%

0

R710,482

R 3,130,903

R30,247,368 100%

78%

0

22%

1%

<1%

1%

4%

Private sector

R5,557,466

R16,568,169

R34,052,158

R299,738,396

95%

97%

5%

3%

11%

13%

14%

38%

Trusts and
Foundations

R12,948,272

R33,222,389

R144,117,515

R236,641,696

56%

51%

44%

49%

9%

5%

61%

39%

R132,500

R200,000

R22,884,554

R9,281,098

0

0% 100% 100%

<1%

<1%

4%

2%

0

0

R26,031,296

R40,566,527

0

0% 100% 100%

1%

<1%

4%

4%

Civil society
and religious

R1,858,399

R351,450

R17,659,942

R43,181,816

87%

75%

13%

25%

2%

1%

5%

4%

Gifts in kind

0

R643,394

R28,755,037

R14,677,812 100%

97%

0

3%

<1%

1%

6%

2%

Individuals

Bequests

Bilateral
funding

Multilateral
funding
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2.7

Focus on private philanthropy 4

2.7.1

Overview
Private philanthropy provided 64% (Figure 14) of all philanthropic funding in 2013,
when it constituted the largest proportion of donor and grant funding received
by the ten universities. However, it has decreased to 38% (Figure 13) in 2019. The
amount of funding from private philanthropic sources has been decreasing since
2017 and 2018 when it declined from R1.1 billion to R910 million, respectively. Figures
13 and 14 allow for comparison of the proportions of private funding received in
2013 and 2019.

FIGURE 13: Distribution of private
funding – 2019

FIGURE 14: Distribution of private
funding – 2013
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As evident, in Figure 13, income from ‘other sources’ constitute the largest proportion
(62%) of donor and grant funding as received by the 10 universities in 2019, which
shows an increase on the 2013 (36%, Figure 14). Furthermore, local and international
private funding comes in at 38% (Figure 13), showing a decline to that of 2013 (64%,
Figure 14).

4

Private philanthropy flows for development refer to transactions from the private sector having the promotion of
the economic development and welfare of developing countries as their main objective, and which originate from
foundations’ own sources such as endowments, donations from companies, well-endowed individuals, income from
royalties, investments, lotteries (see OECD, Private Philanthropy for Development, 2018)
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FIGURE 15: Distribution of private
donors – 2019
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FIGURE 16: Distribution of private
donors – 2013
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2.7.2

3 672
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n Local and international income from
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National and international distribution of private income and
private donors
In 2013, at the start of ASPIHE there was signiﬁcantly more philanthropic support
from private donors based outside the country, accounting for 84% (Figure 16) of the
total philanthropic income received by the institutions. This proportion has been
signiﬁcantly reduced over time. In 2018, international private income was reduced to
44% and for 2019 only 3% (Figure 17) accounts for international private philanthropic
giving. By contrast, there has been a corresponding increase in the proportion of
funding from local private donors (see Figures 17 and 18) which bodes well for the
higher education sector, although, there are signals in aggregate terms, that there is an
overall decrease in the amount of private philanthropic giving (see Main Report, 2019).
The trend in terms of the preponderance of local over that of international private
donors (already signalled in the 2019 Main Report), continues in 2019. The proportion
of 14% in 2013 decreases to 5% in 2018 and then experiences further decline in 2019.
As evident in Figure 19, the total number of local private donors, by far outstrips that
of international private donors.
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FIGURE 17: Amount of local versus
international private funding – 2019

FIGURE 18: Amount of local versus
international private funding – 2013
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FIGURE 19: Numbers of local versus
international private donors – 2019

FIGURE 20: Numbers of local versus
international private donors – 2013
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2.8

Donation characteristics

2.8.1

Value of donations
The value distribution of gifts or donations in 2019 is reﬂected in Figure 21. The
number of donations between 2013 and 2019 increased from 5 659 to 10 068 (only
slightly higher than in 2018). However, the increasing numbers appear in the lower
value spectrum as indicated in Figure 21 below.

FIGURE 21: Distribution of donations by value – 2013 and 2019
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Using the same sample of 10 institutions, in comparison to 2013, the number of
donations doubled over a seven-year period from 5 659 to that of 10 659 in 2019.
We observe a diﬀerence in the number of donations from 2018 to 2019, at about
400. More noteworthy, the value of the latter is fairly low, i.e. under R1 000, which
might be explained by an evolving individual-staﬀ giving trend. Interestingly, at the
other end of the scale, there is an increase in the size of the donations: 2018 there
were 52 gifts/donations of over a million, whereas in 2019, there are 80 gifts over 5
million. In aggregate terms, it is a low ﬁgure of about 2 % on the total size and value
of donations.
As noted in the 2019 Main Report, the grant sizes from international sources were
much greater than from local sources. The data in Figures 22 and 23 point to a signiﬁcant
shift over the last three years. In 2017 the mean size of international donations
exceeded that of local donations only in the trusts and foundations stream. In 2018
the situation had reversed completely, with only gifts from exclusively, international
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donors – foreign government agencies and international NGOs, exceeding gifts from
local donors, even in the trust and foundation sector. There is now a permanent
trend towards increasing local giving to universities.
FIGURE 22: Mean value of donations of sector and geographic source – 2019
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FIGURE 23: Mean value of donations of sector and geographic source – 2013
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3,0

Mean value of donations by sector and philanthropic source: as noted in the 2019
Main Report, the largest proportion of philanthropic support in Rand terms came
from donors outside SA, although the majority of grants and donations came from
within the country (which implies then that the sizes of the grants and donations
from the international donors, are larger (so, fewer donors, but larger donations. The
mean value of donations from international donors again exceeded the mean value
of gifts from local donors.
The 2019 Report shows that the mean value of donation amounts appears higher
in national sources, an inversion from that of 2013, when international sources
predominated. In other words, in 2019, there tends to be a strong national push
towards donating to universities. It would be important to probe this further, a
point alluded to earlier in this Report. It could reﬂect an increasing responsibility by
sections of South African society to contribute, as a way of advancing the intellectualknowledge base of the country. In addition, when probing for individuals-staﬀ giving,
the diverse base of institutions, with diﬀerent legacy forms of economic and social
capitals, should be considered. Furthermore, a probing question would be about the
extent to which individual-staﬀ, giving at the institutional level, has been inﬂuenced
by the #Feesmustfall campaign (a question posed earlier).

FIGURE 24: Value of largest single donation/grant per university – 2019
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Value of largest single donation/grant per university, 2019: the largest single donation
received by one institution in 2019 was approximately 50 million, with a donation
of over 40 million, for a further one institution. Two universities received very large
donations during 2019 of approximately R50 million and over R40 million respectively.
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2.8.2

Unencumbered donations
Unencumbered funds are highly prized by institutions as they can be used freely,
to build university endowments for the future or utilised for special projects that
are identiﬁed locally. The levels of unencumbered funding have been low as a
proportion of overall philanthropic funding. However, the scenario had shifted from
2018 where a single institution, whose unencumbered income comprised 75% of its
total income stood out from the rest.

FIGURE 25: Proportion of unencumbered funding – 2019
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In contrast to 2018, when there was only one institution with the highest proportion
(75%), the 2019 data shows that more institutions were able to source funding without
conditions, which then impacted on the previous institution occupying ﬁrst place, as
evident in Figure 25. What is noteworthy, is that 3 out of the 10 institutions were unable
to source funds without conditions. It would be important to probe for the nature of
the ‘purse-strings’, and whether the conditions are surmountable/insurmountable.
2.8.3

Funding from ﬁrst-time donors
A central function of an Advancement oﬀice is to identify and recruit new donors
as a way to sustain and grow philanthropic income levels. Figure 26 represents the
proportion of each university’s donors who gave to the institution for the ﬁrst time
in 2019. The data indicates great variation across the sample with a high of 47% and
a low of 3%, being new donors.
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Proportion of ﬁrst-time donors (%)

FIGURE 26: Proportion of ﬁrst-time donors – 2019
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What is very encouraging from the ﬁnding for sourcing ﬁrst time donors, is that all
institutions in the sample were able to cultivate a relationship with ﬁrst-time donors.
However, it should be noted that 3 out of the 10 institutions together make up for a
large percentage. The proportion of philanthropic income received from new donors
is also worth noting (see Figure 27).

Proportion from ﬁrst-time donors (%)

FIGURE 27: Proportion of funding from ﬁrst-time donors – 2019
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The proportion of income from new donors is signiﬁcant, with two institutions
receiving 50% of their income from new donors. The highest amount is just under
100 million (99 899 546), with the lowest in the region of 100 thousand (113, 654).
It is not clear whether these new donors are national or international. Hence some
proﬁle would be required, to get a sense of attributes, mission and purpose of these
new donors, how they are aligned to the knowledge economy, and / or the nature of
the conditions placed on the granting of funds.
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2.8.4

Destinations of philanthropic funding
Unencumbered funding at one institution (the highest) accounted for 6.5% of its
total philanthropic income. This ﬁgure (unencumbered) was much lower at most of
the universities for 2019, even non-existent at a few. Most funds were earmarked for
use in designated areas, see Figure 28.

FIGURE 28: Philanthropic funding by purpose – 2019
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Philanthropic support for student funding by far outstrips that of the other missions.
It would be important to probe for the dynamics around this phenomenon
relative to both the national and institutional student base. The indications are
that donor funds are following institutions, rather than students, which then begs
the question with respect to sponsorship of students at institutions that do not
have a high status in the overall South African university system. Since donor
funding is tied to a speciﬁc condition such as student fees, is there room to identify
philanthropic models for greater social impact, with a speciﬁc emphasis on access
(as this pertains to student fees)?
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3.

Comparative university fundraising performance

3.1

Philanthropic income levels
The ASPIHE Survey results have, since the ﬁrst year 2013, pointed out the extreme
inequality in philanthropy income across the sample of universities that participated
over the years. The lowest total donor income for the year 2019 was R15 million (up
from R1.3 million in 2013) and the highest was R413 million (up from R181 million in
2013 and R392 million in 2018 respectively). But the extreme inequality in income
across the sample is clear in Figure 29.

FIGURE 29: Philanthropic income of participating universities – 2019
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The inequality in donor income is illustrated above with so-called traditional
universities attracting the vast bulk of philanthropic resources. This has been the
pattern since the beginning of ASPIHE reporting in 2013. The top ﬁve philanthropic
income earning institutions are still all traditional universities. All the traditional
universities together in 2019 received 96% or R1.48 billion of the total donor income
with the non-traditional universities, sharing the rest (4%) see Figure 30.
The stark inequality in the donor income totals between traditional and nontraditional universities has been persistent and the gap is growing. In the previous
year, 2018, the non-traditional universities garnered 6% of the donor income. Previous
reports have pointed to deep and complex historical, political, and structural factors
that continue to disadvantage most institutions that are not classiﬁed as traditional
by the Department of Higher Education.
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FIGURE 30: Income distribution by university type – 2019
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SETA income
The Sector Education and Training Authorities (SETAs) were legally established to
manage the many skills development needs of the South African economy. A SETA is
responsible for supporting and overseeing skills development and training within a
particular industry sector. The income received from SETAs was previously excluded
but non-traditional universities argued for its inclusion and SETA data was captured
but separated out, as provided in Figure 31 below.

FIGURE 31: Types of income per institution – 2019
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Some Advancement Oﬀices view philanthropic income generation as their sole
preserve and do not work with SETAs; others regard the domain of Advancement
income generation as their domain. Figure 31 indicates that the total or Advancement
incomes of all universities naturally improve when SETA funding is added to the
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mix. The Advancement incomes of four institutions were signiﬁcantly aﬀected by
the inclusion of the SETA income. The SETA income is not as great among traditional
universities; however, the non-traditional universities tend to be more successful
at attracting this form of income. 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 income, it is clearly
a key component of Advancement income and the work of Advancement oﬀices,
particularly in non-traditional universities.

FIGURE 32: SETA income by institutional type – 2019
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3.3

Donor numbers
The patterns of donor numbers have remained constant over the years as the Survey
captured the distribution of donors among the 10 participating universities. In 2019,
95% of donors gave to the traditional universities and only 5% to non-traditional
institutions (see Figures 33 and 34). In 2017 the ﬁgure was 93% and in 2018 it was
94% of the donors that funded traditional universities (similar to when the Survey
started in 2013). Although the number of donors had more than doubled over the
six-year period, the proportion of donors who gave to traditional universities versus
non-traditional universities were thus little diﬀerent between 2013 and 2019.
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FIGURE 33: Number of donors to participating universities – 2019
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FIGURE 34: Donor distribution by university type – 2019
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Annual Funds
The nature of Annual Funds, or the gifts/donation towards Annual funds in a university
setting is such that there is immediate availability of a pool of resources which can
be drawn upon to fund, for example, an innovation, or a programme that might not
ﬁt into a conventional line item. Six of the participating institutions reported on their
Annual Fund operations during 2019. During the previous year, eight universities
provided Annual Funds reports and at the start of ASPIHE, only three universities
operated Annual Funds. The highest income generated through Annual Funds was
R9.4 million and the lowest was R22 600 and a total of 3 954 donors participated in
supporting the Annual Funds at the six institutions. The Annual Funds accounted for
a considerable proportion (31.5%) of the total number of donors to the 10 universities
but only a minor proportion of income (<1%).
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TABLE 3: Annual Fund information – 2019

Annual Fund income

Annual Fund Donors

Lowest income (ZAR)

R22,636

Highest income (ZAR)

R9,401,068

Median income (ZAR)

R817,428

Median

151

6

n (HEIs)

6

n (HEIs)
Sum

105

Most donors

1756

Sum

3954

Alumni participation rates
A good 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.
Universities have been encouraged to distinguish between diﬀerent categories of
individual donors when recording philanthropic income, with most categorising all
individual donors – alumni, staﬀ, students, and others – together into a single class
of ‘individual donors. Of the 10 participating universities, six were able to provide a
record of giving by alumni donations separated oﬀ from giving by other categories
of individuals. The alumni participation rates of these six universities are represented
in Figure 35.

FIGURE 35: Alumni participation rates – 2019
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The alumni participation rates were extremely low with a median among the six
universities of 0.32%. However, and as was reported before, the high participation
of 2.23% (up from 1,81% in 2018) is better than the UK mean of 1.3% reﬂected in the
Ross-CASE ﬁndings for 2018-19.
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4.

Direct university investment in securing
philanthropic support

4.1

Staﬃng
Figures pertaining to Advancement staﬀ numbers reﬂect 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 2019. 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: Number of staﬀ – 2019
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The participating universities’ Advancement Oﬀices, record two core functions,
namely Development/Fundraising and Alumni Relations. Each of these core functions
have as their aim, the fostering of relationships with philanthropic stakeholders (in
other words, they connect the mission of the university to donors’ purposes), in
order to raise resources for the institution. These two functions are served by the
category of support staﬀ. The total number of staﬀ recorded for the 10 participating
universities is 174.
Figure 36 reﬂects the percentages of Advancement staﬀ (overall) engaged in the
participating universities in the three (2 core and 1 support-service) functions. The
majority of staﬀ (42%) were engaged in Development and Fundraising, followed
by Support (33%), with both trailed by Alumni Relations (25%). Due cognizance
accorded to administration (i.e. support-service), with Oﬀices varying in size from 3
to 40 staﬀ members.
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Figure 37 shows a direct correlation between the number of staﬀ and the level of
income for the participating universities.
The pattern for the six years of ASPIHE reporting, show a direct correlation between
the number of staﬀ engaged and the number of donor income receipted (2019
Main Report). Arguably, large incomes with several donors need to be managed
by more staﬀ rather than less. On the ﬂipside, a large staﬀ does not automatically
translate to more income. Hence, a more nuanced analysis of the quality-expertise
and qualiﬁcations of Advancement Oﬀice staﬀ aligned to a futures-oriented human
resource strategy, to garner philanthropic aid, might need to be considered. In this
regard, current trends in higher education institutions and the ﬁeld of philanthropy/
giving, globally and continentally (as in Africa), could add further value.
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FIGURE 37: Number of staﬀ correlated with philanthropic income – 2019
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Expenditure
All the participating institutions provided data on their staﬀing and operating
costs of the development/fundraising and alumni relations functions – details are
provided in Figure 38. The considerable variance in expenditure reveals a median
of approximately R9 million and a range of approximately R2.6 million to nearly
R30 million. The numbers do suggest that the more an institution spends on the
investment in staﬀ who engage in functions aimed at attracting philanthropic
income, the higher the amount of such income.
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FIGURE 38: Expenditure on development and alumni relations – 2019
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FIGURE 39: Expenditure on fundraising and alumni relations correlated with philanthropic income – 2019
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Return on investment
The expenditure ratios or the cost of its fundraising activities expressed as a
proportion of recorded donor income have been used to provide an indication of the
eﬀectiveness and eﬀiciency of a university’s fundraising operation. The expenditure
ratios of the ten ASPIHE institutions for which accurate ﬁgures were available in 2019
are reﬂected in Figure 40.
An international benchmark for a good return on an Advancement Investment is
between 8% and 12% (2019 Main Report). This means that three universities below the
10% expenditure ratio might be limited in terms of their expectations to generate a
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FIGURE 40: Expenditure ratios – 2019
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higher return on investment. It is worthwhile to note that six of the institutions with
investments above 14% and more, are considerably higher than the benchmarks of
between 10% and 20% in other parts of the world (2019 Main Report).
Expenditure ratios are also determined by administrative time and eﬀort to generate
income from SETAs.
SETA funding is included in the income related to eﬀorts expended through
Advancement operations, it has the eﬀect of improving the expenditure ratios,
and thus the performance in monetary terms, of particularly non-traditional
universities. The inclusion of the SETA funding, as Figure 41 shows, drastically
improved the return on investment of non-traditional universities. While there
were slight improvements among traditional universities the SETA funding is
clearly less signiﬁcant in traditional institutions.

FIGURE 41: Expenditure ratios including eligible SETA income – 2019
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5.

Summary of key ﬁndings, performance
indicators and change

5.1

Philanthropic income and donors
a) The philanthropic income of the 10 participating universities for 2019 amounted
to a collective total of R1.55 billion. This represented a decline in total income
compared with 2018 when the total income was R1.61 billion. However, if SETA
funds were included in the total Advancement income, it increased to R1.94
billion, slightly more than the 2018 inclusive (aggregate) income of R1.91 billion.
b) The median annual philanthropic income was R66 million which was slightly
higher than the previous year (R57 million for 2018) but signiﬁcantly higher than
the median of R23 million in 2013. The recorded income range was R R15.2 million
to R413 million with the highest income still falling short of the highest annual
funding total recorded to date by a single university which amounted to R463
million in 2017. The highest annual Advancement income received for 2019,
including SETA funding totalled R466 million.
c) For 2019, 12 554 donors provided philanthropic contributions to the 10 institutions
compared with 4 355 donors in 2013. The total number of donors that provided
support grew from 10 856 in 2018 to 12 554 in 2019, an increase of 1 698 donors.
d) The median number of donors was 663 compared with 102 in 2013, with a low of
108 and a high of 2 984 donors 5.
e) The proportion of income from South African sources was 69%, the same as in
the previous year, 2018 which was three percentage points lower than in 2017
but still 16 percentage points higher than in 2013. The percentage totals suggest
that that increasing numbers of South African individuals and organisations are
giving signiﬁcantly more funding to higher education institutions than six years
ago. The national donors accounted for 90% of the philanthropic contributions
for 2019. This was 2% lower than the previous year but higher compared to the
sample of 10 universities (87%) in 2013.
f) The proportion of income from international sources, is 31%, comprising 10% of
total donors (Figure 3).
g) The highest number of international donors to one institution was 842. The
median number of international donors was 10 compared with three in 2013.
h) Traditional universities comprised 70% of the sample, attracting 96% of
international philanthropic resources. This translated to R1.48 billion in monetary
terms going to traditional universities, and non-traditional attracting only a
fraction (4%) of the total international resources.
i) SETA income elevates the levels of income for non-traditional universities, relative
to traditional universities. While this raises the Advancement income, it obscures
the fact that non-traditional universities are less favoured by philanthropy/giving
(both domestically and internationally).

5

The median number of donors is less than the median in 2018 (680) but the diﬀerence can be in the number of
institutions compared to previous years.
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5.2

Donor sectors
a) The largest proportion of philanthropic income emanated from trusts and
foundations (39%) for 2019 period. In comparative terms, the proportion of the
income from the trusts and foundations sector contribution declined from 48%
in 2018 and very signiﬁcantly from its 61% proportion in 2013.
b) In contrast, the contributions by the private sector and Individuals, increased.
The private sector contributed 38% of philanthropic income in 2019 compared
with 14% in 2013, and individual donors (including bequestors) increased funding
from 4% in 2013 to 10% in 2019.
c) Individual donors comprised the largest category of donors, making up 78%
of donors including bequestors that provided support to the participating
universities in 2019. The number of individuals donors increased from 3 440 in
2013 to 9853 reported in 2019.
d) Higher education institutions however continue to rely heavily on the contributions
of the private sector and trusts and foundations, both foreign and national, as they
contribute 94% of the overall philanthropic income as opposed to the 6% coming
from individuals. There have been signiﬁcant increases in the incomes generated
from private sector, trusts and foundations and individuals based in South Africa.

5.3

Private philanthropy
a) The overwhelming representation of donations by Individuals in the donor body
is evident (78%) with the private sector coming out at 13%. What is interesting
is the decline in the giving from trust and foundations. A further point is to
understand alumni giving and generosity, whether this relates to particular
institutions and the make-up of their students. It might be worthwhile identifying
whether the giving is designated for particular functions and / or students in the
10 universities included in this study.
b) A greater proportion of private philanthropy income is coming from inside South
Africa. For 2019, only 3% accounts for international private giving. In 2013, 83%
of private funding came from outside the country and only 17% from inside.
This represents a signiﬁcant reversal in the amounts received from local private
funders vs international private donors.
c) Distribution of private donors: (International) private donors in both 2013 (Figure
16) as well as 2018 (Main Report, 2019, page 21), represented a large proportion of
the donor sample, respectively 84% and 83%. By contrast, what emerges from
the 2019 data-set is the inverse, namely, 87% (Figure 15) emanates from ‘Other
Sources’; and 13% (Figure 16) from local and international private donors.6

6

From Table 1 of the total number, 12 554 of donors for 2019, the total of 1597 comprises local and international
donors from private sources.
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5.4

Donation characteristics
a) The number of donations increased over the six years of ASPIHE from 5 659 in
2013 to 10 659 in 2019.
b) A largest proportion related to the value of philanthropic support in Rand terms
came from donors outside South Africa even though the bulk of the number of
grants and donations came from within the country.
c) The mean gift sizes were signiﬁcantly 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.
d) The growth in the size of grants and donations by local trusts and foundations
outstripped those of foreign trusts and foundations.
e) As in previous years, the new donor recruitment levels varied greatly among the
institutions. The highest number for ﬁrst time donors was 481 and the lowest 8. The
median number of new donors was 109, representing income of about R9 million.
f) Unencumbered philanthropic income levels were low as a proportion of overall
philanthropic funding. Just 2% of the total funding given, or about R28 million
was unencumbered.
g) The distribution of funds received by purpose was 49% for student funding, 17%
for teaching and learning, 9% for community engagement, 3% for infrastructure
and 7% other initiatives.

5.5

Staﬃng
a) The 10 universities reported that they employed 174 full-time and part-time staﬀ
in fundraising, development and alumni relations as at 31 December 2019. This was
up from 136 staﬀ in the sample of 10 universities in 2013. The previous year, 2018,
177 people were employed by 11 universities that reported their staﬀing ﬁgures.
b) Forty-two percent of staﬀ were involved in fundraising and development (46%
in 2013), 25% in alumni relations (28% in 2013), and 33% in relevant support
functions (26% in 2013).
c) The variance in expenditure by institution reveals a median of approximately R9
million and a range of approximately R2.6 million to nearly R30 million.
d) The numbers do suggest that the more an institution spends on attracting
philanthropic income, the higher the amount of such income. That is, the more
fundraising, alumni relations and associated support staﬀ an institution has, the
higher its philanthropic income (and vice versa).

.
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5.6

Expenditure and return on investment
a) The median expenditure by institution was approximately R9 million and there
was an expenditure range of approximately R2.6 million to nearly R30 million. The
international benchmark for a good return on an Advancement Investment was
calculated as between 8% and 12%.
b) The mean expenditure ratio for 2019 was 18% (17% for 2013). Five institutions had
expenditure ratios below 12%-14% and are better than industry expectations in
the UK and US.
c) Expenditure ratios improved across the board when SETA funding was included.
The mean dropped to 10% and the expenditure ratios of non-traditional
universities, in particular, are considerably better.
d) The higher an institution’s expenditure on generating philanthropic income, the
higher the income received.
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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

INDICATOR

Minimum/Smallest

Maximum/Largest

Mean

Median

2013

2019

2013

2019

2013

2019

2013

2,776,927

15,223,227

181,037,562

413,168,878

65,923,769

155,222,578

22,761,751

66,210,950

Total number of
donors (n)

9

116

1,898

4,262

436

1,256

102

664

Total number
of individual
donors (n)

0

73

1,667

3,545

330

986

42

544

Total number of
organisational
donors (n)

9

17

328

865

103

235

57

123

Total institutional
philanthropic
income (ZAR)

Largest gift (ZAR)

0.98%

0.01

Alumni (‘alumni/
individual’)
participation rate
(%) 7 (n=6)

2019

0.04%

0.28%

585,000

3,124,846

49,481,389

49,301,950

11,525,077

17,624,582

3,857,398

10,043,164

Individuals (ZAR)

0

22,636

13,022,203

40,240,443

1,787,256

8,592,432

158,031

983,235

Bequests (ZAR)

0

159,723

3,130,903

30,247,368

778,128

6,178,443

0

710,482

Private sector (ZAR)

756,000

6,741,762

34,052,158

299,738,396

9,480,881

60,281,715

5,557,466

16,568,169

Trusts and
Foundations (ZAR)

214,522

1,424,000

144,117,515

236,641,696

39,909,126

61,179,394 12,948,272

33,222,389

Bilateral funding
(ZAR)

0

0

22,884,554

9,281,098

2,749,760

2,650,162

132,500

200,000

Multilateral aid
and development
support (ZAR)

0

0

26,031,296

40,566,527

2,646,454

7,845,578

0

0

Civil society
and religious
organisations (ZAR)

0

0

17,659,942

43,181,816

3,189,247

6,931,483

1,858,399

351,450

Income by
philanthropic sector:

7

The 2018 report indicates definitional problems in institutions’ reporting around terms such as ‘individuals’ and ‘alumni’, thus there is no
recording for 2013.
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INDICATOR

Minimum/Smallest
2013

Maximum/Largest

2019

2013

Mean

2019

2013

Median
2019

2013

2019

Gifts in kind (ZAR)

0

103,570

28,755,037

14,677,812

3,822,407

3,578,966

0

643,394

Human resources
for fundraising
and alumni
relations (n)

1

4

38

40

14

17

10

13

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

589,689

1,369,427

11,092,898

31,782,221

4,159,576

8,172,392

3,087,490

4,643,609

2,012,122

2,696,838

32,700,000

29,976,499

19,272,093

12,444,213

5,555,377

9,804,928,

7

2

179

50

17

19

34

16

Annual
expenditure on
fundraising and
alumni relations
(ZAR)
Cost per rand
receipted (cents)
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6.

Conclusion

6.1

Summary of institutional change and progress
The composition of the ASPIHE samples has shifted slightly over the years but the
participation rate has been similar, ranging from nine to eleven universities over this
period. Some perspective of overall change can be obtained by comparing mean and
median incomes during the project to date. During the course of ASPIHE the mean
donor income increased from R66 million in 2013 to R155 million and the median
income increased from R23 million to R66 million (see ﬁgure 41).

FIGURE 42: Mean and median income – 2013 to 2019
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There has been positive movement in respect of the amounts of donor and grant
funding attracted by universities. On closer reading of the years, 2017 to 2019, there
is a recovery in the mean income (although somewhat below 2017). In terms the
median, for the years 2017 to 2019, there is also a decline. Thus 2017 represents the
year of a plateau.
A comparison of the median) expenditure ratios over this period indicate that the
ratio decreased from just under 35% (or a cost of 35 cents per Rand receipted) to 16%
(or a cost of 16 cents per Rand receipted). The return on investment has improved
substantially over the ASPIHE period.
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FIGURE 43: Median expenditure ratios – 2013 to 2019
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Assessing performance/ change on the basis of key indicators: Tables 5 and 6
The data collected for ASPIHE also allowed for examining the changes that have
occurred among the institutions that have participated in the Survey since its
inception through to 2019. 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 2019 8

INDICATOR

(n = 8)

Number of universities
that increased or improved
performance

Number of universities that
decreased or worsened
performance

Philanthropic income

7

1

Income from individuals

7

1

Income from Trusts and Foundations

6

2

Income from private sector

8

0

Total number of donors

7

1

Total number of individual donors

7

1

Largest annual gift

5

3

Staﬀing

3

5

Fundraising and alumni relations expenditure

6

2

Return on investment

6

2

8

The sample for 2013 and 2019, is made up of the same 8 institutions.
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The one key indicator that stands out for all 8 institutions, is the generous philanthropic
contribution of the (South African) private sector. Having said this, the shape of the
performance, is uneven.
The majority of the eight universities fared well and the fundraising and alumni
operations of most participating institutions experienced good growth over the
period assessed. They increased donor income and improved income from individual
donors. The majority increased donor numbers and improved their budgets, staﬀing
numbers, and expenditure ratios.
However, the inverse of positive growth/change relative to these indicators, is
evident in the case of a few institutions. In this respect, one institution’s philanthropic
income decreased/worsened; ﬁve institutions experienced human resource (staﬀing)
constraints and three institutions were limited in terms of generating annual gifts.
Two institutions’ performance in terms of expenditure and yield on investment, was
negative (for the period assessed).
Table 6 shows the aggregated changes in the original sample of universities across
the period of the Survey to date. There was positive change in respect of all the
indicators. The aggregated incomes from individuals and the private sector increased
more than 200%. Another positive is that these two donor types are primarily local
(i.e. South African).

TABLE 6: Key quantiﬁable indicators of progress in the original sample – 2013 to 2019

INDICATOR

(n = 8)

2019

% Change

625,878,285.00

1,295,435,209.00

107%

17,612,899.00

58,507,809.00

232%

378,671,078.00

512,314,038.00

35%

85,973,112.00

270,450,008.00

215%

Aggregate total number of donors

4,220.00

9,312.00

121%

Aggregate total number of individual donors

3,285.00

7,157.00

118%

Aggregate philanthropic income (ZAR)
Aggregate income from individuals (ZAR)
Aggregate income from Trusts and Foundations (ZAR)
Aggregate income from private sector (ZAR)

6.2

2013

e perpetuation of inequality: HAIs versus HDIs
Each of the institutions in the 2020 Survey, has gone the extra mile, in terms of
generating income, despite their adversities. A key aspect of the latter, is a legacy
framework of structural inequality that marks the overall system (of which the 10
institutions are but a sub-set). In this regard, the restructuring of the system after
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2004 (which included a reduction in the size of the landscape, through a merger 9
process), sought to cut through the systemic inequities. The ten institutions in the
2020 Survey have a complex mixture of legacy identities. 10 Mindful of the latter, these
ten universities disaggregated along the legacy binary of historically advantaged and
historically disadvantaged, result in six and four, respectively. When the assessment
of philanthropic resource allocation is conducted, using these categories 11, there is
evidence of continuing and stubborn inequities, a pattern replicated from earlier studies.
In 2013, 94% of all donor income to the participating institutions went to historically
advantaged institutions (5) and 6% to historically disadvantaged institutions (5).
In monetary terms, this equated with R622 million versus R37 million. For 2019 the
income for HAIs was R1.48 billion (on a total of 1.55 billion).

FIGURE 44: Distribution of donor income between HAIs and HDIs – 2013 versus 2019
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Figure 44 shows that the inequities evident between traditional and non-traditional
institutions, 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. A very similar pattern is
evident in 2019 (see Figure 44).

9

We are referring here specifically to the mergers’ process, that resulted in three institutional-types, namely, University,
University of Technology and Comprehensive Institutions (Council on Higher Education, 2004:50).
10 Of the ten universities, seven are classified as ‘separate and incorporated Universities’. These are the University of Cape
Town, University of the Free State, University of Kwazulu-Natal, University of Pretoria, Stellenbosch University, University
of Witwatersrand and the University of the Western Cape. With the exception of one, the remaining six have a legacy
identity of historically advantaged institutions. What is noteworthy, of the six historically advantaged institutions, two
are defined as ‘separate’ (‘untouched’), three have incorporated units/schools from historically advantaged institutions;
while one is a merger (KZN). The historically disadvantaged institution has incorporated a unit from a historically
advantaged institution. Thus, the 7 (traditional) universities in this study have a complex mixture of legacy identities.
This is similarly the case with the remaining three institutions. Through the mergers’ process, technikons with historical
advantage and disadvantage legacies were integrated (i.e. merged), resulting in the institutional-type of Universities of
Technology.
11 The inequity is further compounded when institutions are disaggregated along the lines of traditional (7) and nontraditional (3) universities.
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6.3

A preliminary note on the ﬁndings
There are positive achievements and success stories of the respective institutions’
carrying out – what could be perceived as – a somewhat insurmountable function,
i.e. generating additional income. No doubt, this takes on added value when
looked at within the economic context of ﬁnancial austerity measures and by
consequence, each institution’s particular make-up. Thus, against the backdrop of
dwindling resources nationally, the 10 institutions are managing to attract resources.
Furthermore, we observe that in certain instances (albeit speciﬁc institutional types)
there are strong indications that the performances in the Advancement Units have
parity of esteem in relation to some of their international counterparts. However,
there are some challenges.
As has been revealed in the 2020 Survey, benchmarked against 2013, with a glimpse
across the 2019 Main Report, the results in aggregate terms, suggest a steady decline
in philanthropic income, as well as a shift in the nature of the donor base. With
respect to the latter, there is an evolving domestic philanthropic trend. This is highly
commendable and suggests (as outlined earlier), levels of civic responsibility 12 by
South Africans. It would be worthwhile to scope the latter, to get a sense of giving/
altruism, more speciﬁcally though, the responsibility assumed by the local donors
for raising the knowledge (intellectual-skills-innovation) base of (South African)
society. On the ﬂipside the decline in international private sources, such as trusts and
foundations, is of concern, more so within the context of an unstable global economy
which impacts on all countries. In accounting for the decline, it is also important to be
mindful that for the full period of the ASIPHE Survey, the international philanthropic
radar has been in the direction of historically advantaged institutions. This means
they have more conﬁdence and trust in previously advantaged institutions. The hard
question here is whether this is not in eﬀect reproducing the past discriminatory
legacy practices? Perhaps, through engagement with international philanthropy
there might be scope for collaborative-joint strategies aimed at greater, collective
social impact. Thus, there are opportunities.
In seeking to understand the shape, size and patterns of philanthropic income and
expenditure, it would be important to integrate into an analysis, national - contextual
factors that enhance or possibly limit higher education’s ability to optimally attract
philanthropic income. Similarly, consideration might also be accorded to global
contextual factors. International giving is also steered by global development
blueprints such as the Sustainable Development Goals. Thus, for higher education,
are there conditions inside in the higher education sector that have some potential
to attract funding within this stream?

12 See Learning to Give: https://www.learningtogive.org/resources/civic-responsibil
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SETA funding as a source of (philanthropic) income
We acknowledge that SETA funding is not narrowly philanthropic, yet, several of the
institutions in this survey, draw on this category of resources. Our hunch is that the
SETA funding targets programmes and / or qualiﬁcations with high social relevance,
in other words, emerging ﬁelds of study that tend to be somewhat more responsive
to society’s needs.
Given that it is a basket of funds that support students in particular (novel) areas of
education and training, linked to researching emerging socially relevant knowledge
areas, potentially, these are innovations. This could in turn provide a collaborative
platform to develop strategies that might attract the more narrowly-based forms of
philanthropy. It could provide a competitive edge to leverage funding at global and
national levels. Either way (and including the institutional level), digital technologies
would command a high level of attention.

6.4

A ﬁnal interpretative lens: window of opportunity
One aspect arising from the 2020 Survey, is that there is a tendency to view the
area of philanthropic giving, in a linear-type way. By this, we mean that volumes of
(monetary) wealth are given to institutions, who are the recipients. The recipients
in this Survey, comprise a set of institutions that are very diverse, in terms of both
historical legacies as well as a (democratically) reformed landscape since 2000 (see
Footnotes 8 and 9).
As evident in this Survey, giving assumes diﬀerent forms in terms of shape and size,
from small, medium, to large scale. The givers are individuals, collectives either as
foundations, trusts and private companies. We have observed in this Survey that
bigger and established donors/givers tend to channel their wealth into the more
established research-led universities. In this category, with the exception of one,
the remaining universities’ legacy of racial-based advantage, inadvertently, provide
these institutions with a competitive edge in the philanthropic market which
includes endowments from individuals with historical wealth accumulation. In this
framework of giving/ philanthropy, the beneﬁts accrue to these institutions and
undoubtedly are distributed in ways that strengthen the institutional base and by
implication, the national system.
Having cleared this ground, it would be remiss of us not to mention that in this
framework of giving, there are those institutions with complex legacy identities
(Footnote 8), whose role in the philanthropic market, is weaker. In addition, these do
not have the beneﬁts of a wealth-base constituency, which in turn weakens the extent
to which they can build a strong fundraising platform. Notwithstanding the SETA-
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base (as the Survey shows), the questions remains as to how these institutions might
strengthen their role in the ‘market’. In other words, consolidate their operations, but
from a position of strength (rather than weakness which is the deﬁcit philanthropic
framework model). In this respect, our questions would be: how can institutions
draw on their uniqueness, that is diﬀerent, yet has a signiﬁcant function for South
African society? The instrument here, could be a coordinated national strategy
to assist with ‘showcasing and branding’ the unique identity (for example, at the
level of professional qualiﬁcations mixes, chartering of innovative applied research
programmes, among others). In eﬀect, this becomes the instrument to facilitate
the leveraging of philanthropic actors, engagement in multi-level partnerships and
dialogues. The latter could include a communication mechanism that keeps the
philanthropic community abreast of changes in the South African higher education
landscape. We would further highlight that institutions would need to increase
the pace, pulse and shape of their social media presence (we made the point about
information communication technology as outlined earlier).
Following the above point, and as this Survey shows, there is an increasing trend of
national giving emanating from both the private sector (industry) and individuals
(at the level of staﬀ and alumni). We propose that there be an exploration into the
shape of these forms of philanthropy as it starts to evolve in the SA setting, as an
outcome of democracy. In this respect, dimensions of terminology, institutional
typology 13 and the comparative rationale of the Survey, could be reviewed.
We end by emphasising that the underlying principle of giving, is not one based
on a zero-sum concept. Each institution in this Survey inasmuch as they generate
income (regardless of the size) makes a productive contribution. In this way they
strengthen the overall phenomenon of giving to the higher education sector. At
a systems level: what mechanisms could be established for enabling diﬀerent
institutional types to harness their innovation, energy and talent, as a way of
maximising their social impact?
On an optimistic note, there is an opportunity to establish a systems-based platform
for inﬂuencing the practices of ‘giving’. In this way, philanthropy becomes a twoway process.

13 In a exploration of the changed higher education landscape, it would be important to review the use of terminology such
as tradition and non-traditional universities.
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Appendix A: Guidelines for reporting

a.

Purpose
The following guidelines are intended for use by participating institutions when
completing the questionnaire for the Annual Survey of Philanthropy in Higher Education. 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 diﬀerent universities may pursue their own particular approaches, the
core business of an Advancement operation as traditionally deﬁned 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 signiﬁcance
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 diﬀer 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
classiﬁed as philanthropic if it qualiﬁed for a Section 18A Certiﬁcate in terms of
the Income Tax Act. The key here is eligibility: whether or not an18A Certiﬁcate
was actually issued, was the funding eligible for such a Certiﬁcate? 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 Certiﬁcate should not be classiﬁed as
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 Certiﬁcate, institutions should be led by
the South African Revenue Services’ (SARS) deﬁnition of a bona ﬁde donation:
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“A bona ﬁde 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 beneﬁt 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 beneﬁt 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 deﬁned for the
purposes of this survey in terms of both the source and purpose of the income;
to be classiﬁed 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, scientiﬁc equipment, vehicles) which should be
recorded following independent valuation and issue of a Section 18A Certiﬁcate.
d) Donations from registered charitable trusts and foundations.
e) Donations from the private sector provided that these qualify for Section 18A
Certiﬁcates.
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 governmentsponsored 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 beneﬁt for the
SETA and which would be eligible for a Section 18A tax certiﬁcate 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 aﬀiliated 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 aﬀiliated organisation
should be counted in the year of receipt by the university rather than the year
of receipt by the aﬀiliated organisation (if diﬀerent).

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

7. Funds from the following sources are ineligible for consideration as philanthropic:
a) All funding from the South African government, including the national Department 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 suﬀicient for funds to be classiﬁed
as philanthropic. In addition to being eligible in terms of B6 above, funds may
only be classiﬁed as philanthropic if they were given with philanthropic intent.
This is giving that:
a) Does not result in any economic beneﬁt (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 speciﬁed or expected
outputs, these may still be classiﬁed 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 deﬁnition of philanthropic 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 beneﬁts 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 inﬂuence or determine operational decisions relating to
the funded activity. This does not aﬀect 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 classiﬁcation 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
beneﬁts whatsoever.
11. Income from sponsorship as deﬁned 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 ﬁnancial 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, conﬁrmed pledges should be recorded. These are standing
orders, direct debit mandates, documented gift agreements or other signed
documentation from the donor which conﬁrm 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 classiﬁed 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
classiﬁed as international. Funding from those based inside the country should
be classiﬁed as local.
2. Grants or donations from private trusts, corporate trusts and foundations should
be classiﬁed 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 oﬀice 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 classiﬁed 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 classiﬁed as international income.
6. Funding from civil society, religious and other organisations is classiﬁed 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 diﬀerent; 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 deﬁning 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 staﬃng
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, ﬁrst, because there
is a great deal of variation between universities regarding what is included under
the rubric of Advancement; and second, so that the ﬁndings 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 oﬀices 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.
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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 beneﬁt
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 ﬁde 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 beneﬁt organisation contemplated in paragraph (a)(i) of the
deﬁnition of ‘public beneﬁt 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 beneﬁt 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 beneﬁt organisation contemplated in paragraph (a)(i) of the
deﬁnition of ‘public beneﬁt organisation’ in section 30(1) approved by the
Commissioner under section 30, which provides funds or assets to any
public beneﬁt organisation, institution, board or body contemplated in
paragraph (a); or
(bA) any agency contemplated in the deﬁnition 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 beneﬁt 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
(c)

the Government, any provincial administration or municipality as contemplated 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 beneﬁt and retirement fund lump sum withdrawal beneﬁt) of the taxpayer as
calculated before allowing any deduction under this section or section 18.
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Appendix C: Questionnaire
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 ﬁgures 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 ﬁnal 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 ﬁgure 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 Oﬀicer (or equivalent) or an
authorised delegate.

a. History and positioning of advancement
RESPONSES

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

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?
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Select from drop-down

Select from drop-down

If other, please type here

Select from drop-down

If other, please type here

Select if dual line management

If other, please type here

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?

Select from drop-down

If other, please type here

Select yes/no

Select yes/no

If yes, how many?

How many, if any,
are dormant?

Select yes/no

If yes, type country or countries

Select yes/no

If yes, select number of employees/contractors

# of alumni

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?

# of alumni

Select from drop-down

11. In what province is the University located?

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

Select from drop-down
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b. Philanthropic income
RESPONSES

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

Local individuals

Value (ZAR)

International individuals
# of
donors

Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

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

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

Value (ZAR)

International alumni
# of
donors

Local bequests/legacies
Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

International bequests/
legacies
Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

3. Bequests/legacies

Local private sector

4. Philanthropic income from the
private sector

Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

Local Trusts & Foundations

5. Philanthropic income from Trusts
and Foundations

Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

International private sector
Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

International Trusts
& Foundations
Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

Foreign government agencies
Value (ZAR)

6. Philanthropic income from foreign
governments and associated agencies

Aid and development
organisations

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

Value (ZAR)

Local organisations

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

Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

International organisations
# of
donors

Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

Local organisations
Value (ZAR)

International organisations
# of
donors

Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

9. Gifts in kind

Local anonymous
Value (ZAR)

International anonymous
# of
sources

Value (ZAR)

# of
sources

10. Income from anonymous sources

Local organisations

11. Other/unclassiﬁable philanthropic
income

Value (ZAR)

International organisations
# of
donors

Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

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

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 ﬁrst-time donors
to the University during the year and
how many such donors were there?

Local sources

International sources

Value (ZAR)

Value (ZAR)

Local ﬁrst-time donors

International ﬁrst-time donors

Value (ZAR)

# of
donors

Value (ZAR)

# of
donors
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c. Gift and grant characteristics
RESPONSES

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?

Value (ZAR)

Select from drop-down

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

[a]

R5 million or greater
# of donors

[b] R1 million to R4,999,999
# of donors

[c]

R500,000 to R999,999
# of donors

[d] R100,000 to R499,999
# of donors

[e]

R50,000 to R99,999
# of donors

[f]

R10,000 to R49,999
# of donors

[g]

R1,000 to R9,999
# of donors

[h] Less than R1,000
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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:
Local sources

International sources

Value (ZAR)

Value (ZAR)

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

Local sources

International sources

Value (ZAR)

Value (ZAR)

[c]

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)

[a]

Student funding (e.g. bursaries and
scholarhips)

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
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5. Does the institution have an
Annual Fund?

Select yes/no

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

Value (ZAR)

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

# of donors

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

# of alumni
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d. Costs and staﬃng
RESPONSES

1. How many full-time, permanent and
ﬁxed term staﬀ were on the books in
Development and Alumni Relations
as at 31 December 2019?
[Please insert number.]

2. How many part-time staﬀ were on
the books in Development and Alumni
Relations as at 31 December 2019?
[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 staﬀing for the year in
Development and Alumni Relations
(including support and other staﬀ)?

Development

Alumni

Support and other

Development

Alumni

Support and other

Development

Alumni

Support and other

Value (ZAR)

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

Value (ZAR)

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

Value (ZAR)

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

Value (ZAR)
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e. Miscellaneous
RESPONSES

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 ﬁnancial statements?

4. How many full-time and part-time students
were registered at the University in 2019?

Value (ZAR)

Select yes/no

Value (ZAR)

Contact

Distance

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

[a]

Funding classed as donations in
terms of the Income Tax Act, i.e.
funding that qualiﬁed for a Section
18A certiﬁcate whether or not one
was issued

[b] Funding not classiﬁable as
donations

[c]

Total funding received from SETAs

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

Value (ZAR)

# of SETAs

Value (ZAR)

# of SETAs

Value (ZAR)

# of SETAs

f. Details of person completing this form
RESPONSES
Date

Month

Year

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
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g. Signature

To be signed by the University’s Chief Financial Oﬃcer 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
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Notes
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Notes
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Notes
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