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How to stop donors asking about
your administration costs

Charities need to stop talking about their
administration costs and focus on telling
donors where their money goes

Caroline Fiennes
Guardian Professional

Kak oryyuts 1OHOpPOB
3aJaBaTh BOIIPOCHI O BallIUX
aAMHUHUCTPAaTUBHBIX Pacxoaax

BnaroTBopuUTENbHBEIM  OpraHM3auusm
nyywe  nopexe  roBopUTb O  CBOMX
agMUHUCTPaTMBHBIX —pacxodax W novauie
O0OBSACHATL XXepPTBOBATENSIM, HA YTO MOLLMN UX
AeHbrn

Having low administration costs doesn't

necessarily mean a charity is high-performing.

It's probably the most frequently asked
question in the entire charity world. And yet as
any charity knows, it's irrelevant.

To see off the question about running
costs, talk about something else. Be on the
offensive with a strong strategy and good data
about results. In my experience of working with
donors of all types, the administration question
arises from a vacuum.

Donors know that charities' stories are
sales pitches, hardly an unbiased basis for good
decisions. They can rarely see into the black box
that allegedly transforms their donation into
impact. So arises a suspicion that it doesn't — a
suspicion compounded by common tales of
funds being frittered/embezzled/corrupted away.
Hence there's a vacuum where there should be
confidence about effectiveness.

Kaponann ®uHHec (Caroline Fiennes)
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Huskne agmMuHUCTpaTUBHbIE
Bceraga CBUOETENbCTBYIOT 06
6naroTBOpPUTENBLHOW OpraHM3aumn.

pacxodbl  He
3P eKTMBHOCTHU

HaBepHoe, cambili YacTbli BOMPOC, Ha
KoTopbI npuxoantcsa oteBeyaTb Bcem HKO, —
3TO BOMPOC O pa3Mepe agMUHUCTPATUBHbLIX
pacxoaosB. Mpn 3TOM ans nodon
OnaroTBOPUTENBLHON OpraHu3auMmM O4YeBUOHO,
YTO 9TOT MNoOKasaTenb Mano roBoput oo
3 PEKTMBHOCTN ee paboThl.

MoxHo BblbpaTb U Gonee HacyLHyHO
TemMy, 4Yem Tekywme pacxogbl. He >xgute
BOMPOCOB rOBOpUTE: npeaobaBuTe
NpoayMaHHYHo cTpaTeruio, npeacraBbTe
nogpobHLIN  oT4eT O pesynbTatax. [lo
COBCTBEHHOMY OMbITY MOry ckasaTb, 4TO
Bonpoc 00 OpraHM3auMoOHHbLIX pacxoaax
BO3HMKaET, Korga BaM Heyero ckasaTtb.

XepTBOBaTENN TOYHO 3HAKOT, YTO BCE
pacckasbl HKO 3To cnnoLuHas
camopeknama, Ha OCHOBaHUN KOTOPOW TPyaHO
NPUHATL Henpeas3saToe peweHve. Im pefgko
yoaeTca  3arfgHyTb  «3a  Kynucbl», rae,
NpeanosioXNTENLHO, CKpbIBalOTCA
MexXxaHu3Mbl, KOTOopble MpeBpalialT  UX
NnoXKepTBOBaHUS B nobpble gena.
Mooo3peHne, 4YTO 3TOMO HE MNPOUCXOOWT,
noanUTLIBAETCA  PacXOXMMW AOMbICIaMU O
pacTpaTte n NpucBoeHun cpencts. Hanmuo —
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This doesn't matter in a commercial
transaction. | don't particularly care how a café
spends the money | give it as long as | get a nice
lunch. But since donors aren't the ones
consuming the charities' work, they've no idea
whether its product or service is any good. This
separation between the person providing the
money and the person consuming the product is
at the heart of most problems in the charity
sector. The admin question is wusually a
misplaced quest for some reassurance that
something useful is happening.

We need to show donors two things.
First, that the black box works. Show donors
around the 'machinery' in the box, which should
comprise of a clear goal and a compelling
narrative about how the charity's activities can
achieve that goal (ie, a decent theory of change,
not that such jargon is often useful with donors).
Then show some results. If our charity is too
young to have generated results then show the
evidence from elsewhere which makes us think
that our new machinery is likely to work: perhaps
the theory of change has been used elsewhere,
or we're adapting an existing one in the light of
new research.

Secondly, the admin question doesn't
actually answer the question which the donor is
really asking. The following are among the
various ways l've found of dissuading donors
from asking it.

The question assumes that charities'
primary effect is depleting the resources they're
given, and impact only arises from what's left.
Clearly this isn't what happens at all: the charity's

npoben, KOTOpbIi HY>XHO 3anonHUTb
yBepeHHOCTblo B adodpektmBHoCcTM  HKO.
Hy>xHO 3aMeTUTb, yTO Takas

YBEPEHHOCTb HeBaXHa [Afs KOMMEpPYeCKnx
oTHoweHun. MHe, B obLiem-To, BCe paBHO, Ha
yTo Kade TpaTUT NpubbINb, ecnu 3a CBOMU
AEHbIM s nonyyar BKycHbin o06eg. Ho
MOCKOMbKY >KepTBOBaTenM He  ABNSATCH
notpebutensamm 6naroTBOPUTENbHbLIX YCAyr,

OHM He WMelT BO3MOXHOCTU  OLEHUTb
kayecTBO 9Tux ycnyr. PasgeneHne Ha
[IOHOPOB U nonyyaTtenen onpegensiet

3HauYUTENbHYK [OM TpygHocTen B cdepe
OnaroTBOPUTENBLHOCTMW. Bonpoc o0
aAMVHUCTPATUBHBLIX pacxodax 37O, nNo
CYTW, XenaHuve yb6eguTbCsi B TOM, YTO AEHbIN
He yxoOaT B MnpornacTb, a Aeno He CTOUT Ha
mecTe.

YKepTBOBaTENAM Heobxoanmo
nokasaTtb ABe Beln. Bo-nepsbix, 3a Kynucamu
noet pabota. HyxHO npogemMoHCTpupoBaTh
BHYTPEHHUN MEXaHW3M: YeTKyl LUefb WU
ybeantenbHylo CcTpaternio ee AOCTUXKEHMS.

3atem — ot4eT o0 pesynbTatax. Ecnu
opraHvM3auusi ewe CrnvWKOM Moroja W
pe3ynbTaToB  MPeabsBUTb  HE  MOXET,

AOKaXuTe, 4To MexaHuam 6ygeTr paboTaTb:
BO3MOXXHO, aHanNorM4HbIi METOA YXXe [oKasan
CBOI 3(PPEKTUBHOCTb WMNN Bbl UCMONb3yeTe
JaBHO cylecTByomne NPUHUMNbI c
nonpaekor Ha NocnegHne nccnegoBaHma?

Bo-BTOpBIX, oT4yeT 06
aAMVHUCTPaTUBHBIX pacxodax, Ha CamoMm
gene, He gacT AoHOpaM OTBeTa Ha BOMpPOC,
KOTOpPbIN WX OENCTBUTENbHO UHTepecyeT. A
npegnaral Heckonbko cnocoboB ybeauntb B
3TOM XepTBOBaTENeN.

Cam BOMpoc npegnonaraeTr, 4To
rnaBHon 3agaden HKO apnsetca «ocBoeHune»
NOCTynarLmX cpencTts Ha
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machinery involves adding value to the
resources they receive, for example through
bringing in volunteers, getting bulk discounts on
the purchase of equipment and supplies, and
through their experience of what works.

Clearly, that added value doesn't come
for free, and neither does building great
'machinery'. It has a cost, some of which gets
reported as admin. It's no great surprise then
that low admin costs could suggest low
impact. Professor Dean Karlan of Yale
University looked at the set of charities ranked
by GiveWell, a US charity that ranks other
charities according to their effectiveness.
When Professor Karlan did the analysis,
GiveWell was recommending only 41 charities of
the 294 it had analysed. Karlan compared the
admin spend for recommended charities with
that for non-recommended charities. He found
that the high-performing charities spend more on
admin than the lower-performers.

This isn't to say that there isn't waste in
charities. There is, masses. Any good charity will
try to avoid it. But if a donor's looking for the
amount that a charity wastes on doughnuts or
talking about football, they shouldn't expect to
find it clearly labelled in the financial statements.

It would help if charities didn't talk about
their admin costs, or the amount which goes "to
the actual cause™. Where's the rest going? If a
charity says that it spends, for example, 83% of
its money on the actual cause, they're inviting
donors to conclude that 17% is being stolen,

aAMUHUCTPATMBHbLIE pacxodbl, @ COOCTBEHHO
uenn HKO duHaHcupytoTca no octatovyHOMY
npuHuyuny. OueBugHO, 4YTO fgeno obctouT
MHa4ye: OnaroTBopuTenbHas  opraHusauus
cTpemuTcs pacxogoBaTtb NonyYeHHble
CcpeAcTBa 3KOHOMHO: Hanpumep, MpuBrekas
BOJIOHTEPOB, 3aKkynad obopydoBaHne Wu
pacxodHble MaTepuarnbl MO ONTOBbIM LiEHaM,
ncnonb3ysi HapaboTaHHLIN ONbIT.

PasymeeTtcsa, a3KoHOMUSA, da W cama
addekTnBHO paboTatowwas ctpyktypa HKO He
obxogntcs pgapoMm. Yactb Takux 3artpar
obbsaABnsieTcA aAMUHUCTPATUBHBIMM.
HeyansuTensHo, yTO HU3KMe
aAMVWHUCTPaTUBHbIE pacxodbl MOryT cTaTb
NPUYNHOM HeabdekTUBHOM paboThbl
opraHusaumn. [lpodpeccop [OuH KapnaH u3
Menbckoro yHuBepcuTeTa npoaHanuavpoBsarn
nccnegoBaHue GiveWell, aMepuKaHCKON
opraHmsauuu, cocTaBnsoLen PEUATUHI
adpdektmeHocTn HKO. Ha MOMEHT oueHkn
areHTCTBO  Aano MOMNOXUTENbHbIA PENTUHT
Tonbko 41-n opraHmsaumm us 294. KapnaH
conoctaBui  pasMep  agMUHUCTPATMBHbIX
pacxogoB OpraHM3auuin C NOSIOKUTENbHLIM U
oTpuuaTtensHbiM PpeNTUHIOM. OH BbISICHW, YTO
BblcOkoadbpekTmBHble  HKO  Tpatatr Ha

aOMUHUCTPATUBHbIE HyXAbl Oonblle, 4Yem
ManoaddeKTUBHbLIE.
Henbas yTBEPXAATb, yTO y

OnaroTBOpUTENBHbLIX OpraHn3aunin He GbiBaeT
N3NULLHUX pacxoaoB. Takmx cnydaeB MHoro. U
XOpowne  opraHuvsauum  crapalTca  ux
nsberatb. Ho ecnu >xeptBoBaTenb  XoyeT
BbISICHUTb, CKOJNIbKO OpraHusauus noTtpatuna
Ha MNOHYMKM N pa3roBopbl 0 yTOONE, HE CTOUT
uckatb 3Ty uWHPoOpMaumo B (UHAHCOBOM
oT4yeTe.

BnarotBopuTenbHbIM  OpraHmM3aUusam
MOXHO NMOCOBETOBAaTb, pacckasbliBasg JOHOPY O
cBOUX 3aTparax, He oTaenaTb
aAMUHUCTPATMBHLIE pacxodbl OT pacxodoB Ha
«ycTaBHble uUenu». Ecnn He Ha «ycTaBHble
uenuy», To Kyga yxogaT AeHbrn? Hanpumep,
ecnun HKO 3agaBnget, yto Ttpatut 83% Ha
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embezzled or spent on something tangential.
This makes them complicit in an unhelpful lie
that admin costs are separate from real work and
should be minimised.

Caroline Fiennes is the director of Giving
Evidence, and author of It Ain't What You Give,
It's The Way That You Give It

yCTaBHble  Lenu, KepTBoBaTellb  MOXET
3aKIO4UTb, YTO 17% yXoauT B YEN-TO KapMaH,
TpaTUTCA Ha epyHay WM BTOPOCTEMNEHHble
3agaydn. Tak oH ykpennsetca B 3abnyxgeHuu,
YTO aAMWHUCTpPaTMBHbIE pacxodbl — 3TO
HEe4YTo oTAenbHOe OT HacTosiLen paboTbl, N NX
HeobXxoaMMO MUHUMU3NPOBATD.

KoponanH ®wuHHEC —
GnaroTBopuTENBHOW  OpraHusauuu
Evidence («CB1aeTenbCcTBOY)

OVpPEKTop
Giving
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