
	

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

PEOPLE	AT	THE	HEART	OF	CHANGE:	
	
A	reflection	on	current	practice	and	future	change	of	Georgia	

 
Event summary	



	

Session 1: How can we ensure that the wants, ideas and 
interests of communities are at the heart of the changes we 
seek to create within Georgia? 
Key discussions 
The session opened with a 
video series showing over a 
dozen of change agents 
reflecting what they would like 
to change in the community. 
Asked what would you do if 
you had a million dollars, 
many focused on opening 
more opportunities for youth, 
including creating public 
spaces for youth programs, 
funding informal educational opportunities, building local sports facilities. A video is 
available on the following link https://goo.gl/P26ALc. 

As participants were invited to respond the above question live in the room, there was a 
broad consensus in the responses that communities should be involved in the design of 
the programs, design of problem solutions and their advocacy. There should be more 
channels for their feedback throughout the program cycle. It was also stressed that 
donors and NGOs should spend more time to listen, be ready to consider their ideas 
and help their ideas be heard. Some have noted the need of more accountability 
mechanisms and transparency of workflows in the NGOs. 
 
In the group discussions, participants focused on identifying community champions to 
lead the change, having more equal relationship between NGOs and communities and 
creating a range of tools to let people decide, lead and provide feedback. 
 
Key recommendations 
 
For Donors: 
 

• Support base of people who are passionate about change to lead it; 
• Provide opportunity to potential applicants to discuss the ideas with the funders 

on the regular basis, not only through the application process; 
• Ensure end beneficiaries are part of the design phase and that they are consulted 

throughout important implementation; 
• Support volunteerism - develop volunteer incubator (volunteer centre) in 

Georgia; 
• Let communities decide and lead; 
• Enable local citizens to identify the problems themselves, figure out solutions 

and advocate for changes; 
• Provide as much platforms as possible, where they can talk about their ideas, 



	

wants, etc; help them be heard - make their voices more important; 
• Incorporate simple but transparent accountability mechanisms; 
• Allow for a bottom up mechanism where communities can channel and express 

their vision for change. 
 
 
For NGOs: 
 

• Have constant communication with the community - less deskwork and more 
fieldwork, or deskwork derived from the fieldwork; 

• Have more transparent workflows; 
• Work closely with communities, be prepared to spend more time, ask and listen; 

build input throughout program cycle; 
• Have a range of tools so you can be flexible and innovative to tackle change at 

multiple levels; 
• Do not succumb to the "tyranny of projects", embrace uncertainty and 

understand that actual change takes a lot of time and failures; 
• Be more flexible, take more risks, know the context better; 
• Outreach communities and groups that are less developed. 

 
For change agents: 
 

• Analyze their responsibility as change makers and then be ready for ups and 
downs; 

• Have vision for change; 
• Let people Dream big; 
• First find out what communities really need and then do not stop talking about 

the ways of implementation; 
• Solicit commitment from the activists (symbolic contributions); engage with 

passionate people.  
 

Session 2: How can funders and support agencies better 
help communities to achieve this vision for change?  

Key discussions 

The second session had a lot of emphasis on international donors and NGOs. Before 
moving to group discussions, participants were offered to respond to the above 
question using individually live poll. The analysis of the responses shows participant’s 
concern with four major areas:  

• The need of matching priorities of donors and communities;  
• Trust building and mechanisms for community feedback;  



	

• Creating more space for experimentation and learning and acceptance of 
failures;  

• Building capacity of creating opportunity for and fostering networks of 
communities with other stakeholders; finding core groups of passionate people. 

As the conversation continued in 
groups, a lot of emphasis has 
been made on the issues in the 
current donor environment, their 
relationship with NGOs and 
communities. In particular, 
participants felt that there is a 
gap between communities and 
donors, and lack of 
communication on what donor 
priorities are and why those 
issues are priorities.  

Further, NGOs leaders felt that they need more space and flexibility to change 
plans as the programs unfold, as they navigate in an environment of uncertainty. 
Some stressed that NGOs have to design complex projects due to high 
competition, often for too short-term projects, and have to deal with much 
reporting requirements. 

“Due to high competition and donor requirements, NGOs are creating very complex project 
proposals there is grassroots level work, policy advocacy level, campaigns, engaging, media. 
There is not enough time, to work properly, with beneficiaries, to empower, to be accountable, 
with them, to achieve results.” 

 

Some felt that donors were not giving enough, if at all, opportunities to small 
NGOs and favouring bigger, more international NGOs or NGOs they have 
worked with, “killing opportunities for small NGOs”, and not creating fair 
competitive environment for international and local NGOs.  

Some others have noted the lack of coordination of donors and duplication of 
programs and therefore inefficient use of funds.  

Some of the donor representatives partially agreed that there is an issue of donor 
coordination, as this is a big problem internationally. But they focused that there are 
some good practices in Georgia of coordination, adding that they share resources 
and information on programs of similar profile, or programs working in the same 
region, that they support joint programming under financial framework and their 
plans should be in synergies. 

 
Donors also felt that they find it difficult to discover passionate people with 
good ideas and even though they have created maximum flexibility and space to 
propose ideas relevant for communities, NGOs often do not use the opportunity, 



	

still expect to guess donors’ priorities rather than prove real community needs. 
From donor’s perspectives, some of the NGOs also have paternalistic attitude 
to communities and lack connection, therefore their projects lack credibility. 

 
Key recommendations 

For Donors: 

• Have less beaurocratic procedures for application, reporting and change of 
action plans.  

• Provide greater flexibility to NGOs, so that they correct projects during 
lifetime without extensive justification and documentation, appropriate and 
relevant requirements pertaining to reporting, taking into consideration the 
specific environment, size of organizations, amounts funded; 

• Think of opening opportunities to less experienced organisations as well. 
• Improve coordination among themselves and CSOs. Aggregation of resources 

could be a resolution, the projects need to be discussed with others; 
• Improve communication with communities so that priorities match and 

community members should know and understand better what donors want 
and expect;  

• Listen to local needs; embrace participatory approach, when it is not too locked 
on objectives and outputs, and there is a room for dialogue throughout the 
project; 

• Provide more long-term support to projects for to see impact; 
• Accountability at all levels should be increased, between donors, and who they 

fund; 
• Raise their awareness about the possibilities there are for go-getters. 

 
For NGOs  
 

• Identify their niche 
area, those with more 
policy development 
expertise should work 
at policy level. Those 
with more networks to 
community should do 
community 
engagement; 

• Improve working with 
other key 
stakeholders, 
including businesses. Business sector is less involved; funding should not 
only come from international donor. This can change as businesses cannot work 
without communities either; 



	

• Do a better job to communicate community needs and priorities upwards 
to the donors. NGOs often to suit to community interests, not the way around, 
to persuade donors of the needs of the problems; 

• Work harder to discover and reach to passionate people. They also need to have 
a closer contact with beneficiaries, it was striking that only 23% of trust NGOs; 

• Have scope for change and they should work together to use the opportunity 
to push donors and advocate for changes, for instance on flexibility of funding. 
They should also understand limitations of the donor agencies to respond and 
that donors are linked o governmental systems. Therefore, it can be slow for 
donors to change.  

• Facilitate partnership of the community with different stakeholders; 
• Hold innovational summits, seed forums and startup contests. 

 
How can technology connect us with change makers and 
boost development in the communities?  

Key discussions 

The session focused for a quick overview of use of technology for finding solutions to 
development problems, governments’ efforts to promote technology and outlook for 
improving Internet access and IT knowledge throughout Georgia. 

The good news is that the government is building 
broadband infrastructure to ensure that people 
have access to innovation centres will allow a 
wide range of people to use internet, improve IT 
skills, network, be involved in trainings, develop 
marketing skills gather different networks and 
democratize IT knowledge overall. 
 

While the speakers noted the importance of technology and its value for wide-ranging 
solutions, it was stressed that technology does not provide a silver bullet, and often it 
needs a clear communication plan for that potential to be used. Speaking from their 
own experience, some noted that many good projects simply have failed because it was 
not supported with good communication campaign.  

Further, it was noted there are already a lot of tools that could be used but are no being 
used. They are easily accessible and will not entail as much costs as production costs 
would.  Therefore it is important making sure people do benefit from the platforms. 
For instance, government can use SMS and technology for early warning for floods or 
earthquakes. 
 
The availability of the tools and technology, however, creates a problem of technology 
overload: because there are so many options, we can hardly find the ones we actually 
need. 



	

 
Further, in group discussions of using technology for development purposes, 
participants noted that the technology can be used to get wider number of views of 
stakeholders through online platforms, that we should also understand that technology 
has its limitations, and that online platforms are not the only channels and should be 
complimented with others.  
 
Technology can be used to open funding opportunities to many actors. For instance, 
crowd-funding platforms, as organisations and individuals have enough skills to 
approach different groups. Internet is a great way to increase awareness about funding 
opportunities.  
 
Technology can be used to share learning on success and failures. Examples include an 
online forum for development actors, an interactive map listing ongoing development 
projects, the planned one and the accomplished ones and more information from 
NGOs what worked and what did not. For instance, what projects were conducted on 
election in what region, who the actors are etc. This could prevent NGOs doing similar 
work or using approaches, which were less successful. Nonetheless, it was noted that 
talking about failures is not easy and it will be difficult to set a practice of sharing 
failures among NGOs. 
 
Key recommendations: 
 
For donors 

• Encourage NGOs to use multiple source of funding, including crowd funding, 
support social entrepreneurship; 

• Appropriate use to set agenda, expose diverse points of view and engage power 
imbalances; 

• Support creation of an online platform which will map on-going and past 
development projects, and their outcomes for sharing information and learning;  

• Encourage the use of already created applications and tools, invest in sharing 
the knowledge. 

 
For NGOS 

• Technology and online tools should be accompanied with a clear 
communication plan for that potential to be used; 

• Be mindful who they target and who cannot be reached through this channel. 
 

For change agents; 
• Increase awareness of funding opportunities among communities and use them 

for their initiatives; including crowd funding platforms; 
• Share learning through online forums. 

 
 
 

 



	

 
Way forward 
 
The participants agreed to continue the discussion and take things forward. Topics of 
interest include: diversification of funding to NGOs and communities, including 
promoting crowd funding platform in Georgia, ways of engaging young people for 
community action, use of technology for community engagement and organisational 
development, use of technology for learning and sharing experiences and overall 
opportunities for learning among NGOs, among change makers. 
 
On an individual level, participants felt ready to focus on three areas. First, engaging 
with community, including new ways of discovering change agents and sharing 
experience; community consultation and input for project design and implementation 
and inclusion of under-privileged in the process; Second: putting accountability at the 
core of social change initiatives, so that development actors become more accountable 
to the people they serve; third: work collectively with others to communicate the 
challenges of small NGOs to the donors. 
 
From the organisational standpoint to support the discussions, they offered to 
contribute space, time and different experience and experience, including working with 
communities and local government, how to conduct creative fundraising campaigns, 
and potential of technology for planning interventions and for social good. 
 
 

 
 


