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Executive Summary 

This is the fourth review of Quaker Service Australia (QSA) since around the time of its move 

from Hobart to Sydney. The others were in 1999, 2007 and 2012. A backward glance at these 

reviews reveals that, in a real sense, this review process, in considerable part, amounts to a 

single review four times over. 

The members of the incoming Management Committee, at the time of QSA’s change of 

domicile from Hobart to Sydney, expressed its gratitude for the initial (1999) review report “to 

have this review document as a basis for discussion with the wider Quaker membership”. The 

members of this working group, in like vein, see the product of their labours as not an 

inquisitional exercise but as one which has sought to identify issues that are of current concern 

to Australian Friends and to (as far as is practicably possible) explore the context and dynamics 

of such concerns, to provide the basis for an informed “discussion with the wider Quaker 

membership.” 

As the history of the review processes shows, this element of discussion about Friends’ activity 

in transformative aid and development within the wider Quaker membership – and particularly 

focused deliberation at Yearly Meeting – is something that has been largely lacking. We 

would emphatically stress that such inertia and inaction is something that needs to be owned 

by Australia Yearly Meeting and Australian Quakers as a whole and is not something that can 

be sheeted to home to individuals or a particular group or groups. Our collective failure to 

properly address some of the major themes and issues identified by successive reviews has 

contributed to the tensions and pressures that were a major precipitant to the appointment of 

this current review working group. 

The title of this Report – The Role of QSA within AYM’s broader work: Unfinished Business – 

echoes that of the stocktake paper (QSA Philosophy and Directions: Unfinished Business) 

submitted to Yearly Meeting in January 2001 from three Friends (Jackie Perkins, Guy Powles, 

Marion Sullivan) to guide Regional Meetings in their consideration of the unaddressed 

recommendations from the 1999 Review committee “so as to give clear guidance to the QSA 

Management Committee about the future directions we want for QSA.” 

The concluding sentence of this stocktake review remains as pertinent in 2021 as it was in 

2001, namely that “the essential questions generating the most important of the outstanding 

recommendations remain unanswered.” 

For this review working group, the troubling reality is that there still has not been a truly 

considered response by Yearly Meeting to some these questions posed more than two decades 

ago. These issues still remain ‘unfinished business for our Society. It is time that they be 

addressed collectively. 

 
Legacy Issues 

The recommendations of almost every Review, reflective of the submissions from Australian 

Friends made to them, has been for a consideration by QSA of a greater focus by it upon, in 

the words of the recommendation of the 1999 Review, “service within Australia and near 

neighbours in South-East Asia, South Asia and the Pacific”. 
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This Review notes that it is clear that partners in more distant areas where QSA is now 

programming are addressing critical needs; and QSA’s model of communication and 

partnership ensures that travel and administration costs are not disproportionately higher for 

programming in Africa, as opposed to areas closer to Australia. 

However, it seems to this Working Group that we would benefit from a continuing dialogue 

around possibilities to align part of the program to regions where Australian Friends have 

longstanding concerns, and often engagement with partners. This is not to suggest channelling 

of QSA funds to such partners, but rather that complementary engagement could be developed. 

Similarly, following the former long-standing provisions within the Handbook for QSA’s 

strategic direction, management plan and project selection criteria to be submitted annually to 

Yearly Meeting for approval, a number of Friends have indicated to successive Reviews of 

their interest in a dialogue about the choice of projects. This Review understands the force and 

desirability of such involvement but cautions that it would require some major changes in 

different areas of current operations, beginning with a better understanding among Friends as 

to how project selection takes place. This review points to [section 4.2.1.1 below] some of the 

complexities involved and some of the considerations that would need to be considered for this 

process to be properly established. Nevertheless, so long as these considerations are 

consciously part of the deliberations, there is an opportunity for real engagement between 

AYM and QSA, in an open and mature dialogue, about how projects can be considered and 

evaluated, prioritised and then put into action. 

An especial area of disquiet, that has been indicated by Australian Friends across successive 

Reviews, has been a marked retreat in QSA’s focus and project work activity away from 

involvement in First Nations’ concerns in Australia. This trend was highlighted in both the 

2007 and 2012 Reviews and also brought to the attention of this Review. The latest available 

QSA Annual Report indicated only two grants, involving a total expenditure of only $17,000, 

being made in the area of First Nations’ concerns. We now understand that two Indigenous 

projects are under present discussion. 

The issue of QSA’s engagement with First Nations’ concerns is closely intertwined with the 

previously discussed issue of the nature and geographical spread of QSA’s remit but needs to 

be addressed at a different level within Friends’ processes. This Review endorses the 

recommendations of the 2012 Review with respect to: 

• a reconsideration of QSA’s Statement of Purpose by both QSA and the AYM First 

Nations People Concerns Committee with a view to making a recommendation to the 

QSA AGM at the next Yearly Meeting with the respect of inclusivity of Aboriginal 

projects; and 

• representatives from AYM First Nations People Concerns Committee and commence a 

dialogue about Regional Meeting’s engagement with the identification and choice of 

Aboriginal projects and report back to QSA within six months. 

As an initial step, this Working Group calls upon Friends who have been active in concerns 

around Indigenous Australia to share their knowledge of organisations and communities with 

which they have worked, as a first step to identifying areas where QSA support could be 

appropriate and partners with whom relationships could be built. This call to partnership also 

applies in relation to project selection by Friends with knowledge and experience of the Pacific 

region. 
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We must also recognise that within the aid and development spectrum, that there are some 

things that QSA cannot do, if it is to retain organisational focus, and retain government funding. 

A discernment question for Australia Yearly Meeting is whether we should begin imagining 

alternative, complementary, entities to act in those areas QSA does or can not. 

 
Relationship between QSA and AYM 

Aside from these legacy issues, at the heart of this Working Group review is the relationship 

between QSA and AYM. We have observed that aspects of this relationship have been of 

considerable opacity, engendering a degree of uncertainty, for some time. In particular, the 

role and responsibilities of Regional Meeting appointees to QSA, who are not part of QSA’s 

Management Committee, has been a subject of considerable ambiguity and a source of some 

disquiet and unhappiness. A key confusion has been whether Regional Meeting appointees to 

QSA are part of the operations of QSA, or its governing body. This confusion as to roles, 

responsibilities and accountabilities has been operative both prior to and after the change in 

legal status from an incorporated association in New South Wales to a company limited by 

guarantee, registered federally. 

When QSA moved from Hobart to Sydney in 1999, it established itself as an incorporated 

association with effect from 15 May 1999. This was at a time when the litigation risk for those 

with management responsibility for organisations was not as high as now. Under Rule 8(c) of 

QSA’s Rules the Management Committee was constituted as “a committee of the whole and  

shall consist of the Members of the Association”. 

Apart from occasions when the Members from outside Sydney would be brought together in 

Sydney, it was exceptionally difficult for the non-Sydney domiciled members to effectively 

participate in the deliberations of the Management Committee. This became more of a concern 

as, over time, there emerged an increasing awareness of, and attention to, the duties of directors 

and others in positions of authority within organisations. There had long been fiduciary duties 

upon such persons at general law, supplemented (in the case of companies) under corporation 

law. As the twenty first century progressed, other statutory duties either emerged or became 

more prominent. These included those under workplace health and safety legislation, under 

environmental legislation, consumer law and – particularly pertinent for an organisation 

operating in foreign countries like QSA – under anti-bribery, corruption and money laundering 

laws. 

As a result of these developments, many organisations moved to centralise decision making 

governance within a small group of Members or directors who had the capacity to fully 

participate in meetings, ask questions of staff, and inform themselves about the operations of 

which they held an official directorial role to the degree necessary to discharge their fiduciary 

and statutory obligations. Within Australian Quakers this change occurred with both The 

Friends School and with QSA. 

That then led to the question as to what could and/or should be the role of the non-host State- 

domiciled Members or directors. The response with The Friends’ School was the establishment 

of the Quaker Values Committee. In the case of QSA the outcome was the Linkages 

Committee. (Although these two bodies resemble each other, it is important not to assume that 

they operate identically, or in similar contexts.) 
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Once QSA became a company limited by guarantee (incidentally making it easier to operate 

nationally) it adopted Terms of Reference for a QSA Linkages Sub-committee. This gave the 

Linkages Committee the general purpose “to support QSA through developing and sharing an 

understanding of the projects and wider institutional frameworks in which QSA is working”. 

As well, it outlined specified roles including to “contribute to any QSA review and major 

planning activities.” Around September 2019 this role in relation to contributing to reviews 

and planning activities was removed from the role of the Linkages Committee by decision of 

the Management Committee. 

It appears that this change was made without explanation or discussion with the Linkages 

Committee. When contested by members of the Linkages Committee, the response was that 

this action was a prerogative decision of the Management Committee that was not able to be 

contested. This action contributed to a perception among some Linkage Committee members 

that their role was seen as largely ‘ceremonial’, mainly to promote QSA among their Regional 

Meetings and support fund raising, without being able to contribute to policy and major 

planning initiatives. The removal of a role of contributing to reviews and major planning 

decisions was seen as dismissive of their knowledge and expertise by some Linkage Committee 

members who had considerable experience in international development activities in either 

their prior or current employment. 

This Working Group sees that there are a number of possible ways forward from this impasse 

which has been a major reason for the establishment of this Review. These ways forward are 

discussed in section 3.5 below. In short, they are: 

(a) a return to a “committee of the whole” 

The rationale for centralising decision making in a smaller management committee 

because of the potential legal liability of Members who may not be able to participate 

fully in corporate decision making because of distance and infrequent meetings, has – 

as most of us have observed in recent times – been largely overcome by technological 

solutions with names like Zoom and Microsoft Teams. 

This is the simplest solution to the issue of meaningful participation of all Members. It 

is also the one most in accord with Quaker values in not having a status distinction 

among and between Members. 
 

If the current arrangements were changed, which would involve constitutional change, 

then a “committee of the whole” need not be unwieldy in size, if it was constituted by 

seven regional meeting nominees, a Young Friend nominee and the AYM Presiding 

Clerk and Secretary as ex officio members. That is 10 members in total. 
 

(b) expanding the catchment pool for members of the QSA’s governing committee 

A variant on the previous option would be for the names for the directors of the governing body 

of QSA to be drawn from across the county and not just from within metropolitan Sydney. 

The number of directors of the governing body could be from 10-12. A choice would 

need to be made either to make it a representative federal body, or a body chosen from 

amongst the national membership of AYM Friends. 
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With a governing role, this committee would presumably seek correspondents (or 

“champions”) from within each Regional Meeting to serve an a more consciously 

operational role, eg fundraising and promotion. 
 

(c) enhancing the role of the Linkages Committee 

This option would provide a much greater role for Linkages Committee Members in 

the policy and operational life of QSA without undermining proper governance 

arrangements. The fact that individual members of the Linkages Committee or the 

Linkages Committee, as a collective whole, advance a particular proposition or path of 

action does not require the Management Committee to accept or adopt it. 
 

(d) the Linkages Committee being constituted as a committee of both QSA and AYM 

(“dual listing”) 

If the Linkages Committee is a subcommittee of the QSA Management Committee, it 

has no power to communicate its finding to a separate legal entity, AYM. This problem 

has been addressed in the business world by “dually listing” committees. In other 

words, those nominated to QSA would be nominated to a concurrent body with the 

same membership, as a committee of AYM.  There are some operational and logistical 

issues that would need to be addressed, but this option would allow the Linkages 

Committee to be both a voice to the QSA Management Committee and also one that 

could report back to AYM. It would provide the relative independence from the QSA 

Management Committee that would allow recommendations to be made to the QSA 

Management Committee, and to inform wider debate with AYM about our international 

and Indigenous aid, development and peace priorities. 
 

(e) the Linkages Committee acting as the ‘conscience of QSA’ 

This option would be for the Linkages Committee to be vested with an oversight role 

over the operations of QSA that upholds proper practice, Quaker values and decisions 

made in right ordering. This would be something like the Quaker Values Committee 

in relation to The Friends School, but a role with greater teeth. 

There is something of a model for this in the two-tier board form of corporate 

governance that is practised in Germany and the Netherlands. This involves companies 

having two distinct boards with no common membership. One board – the executive 

or management board – has responsibility for operational matters while the other – the 

supervisory board – has the responsibility of monitoring and overseeing the actions and 

performance of the executive or management board. 

 

AYM-appointed Committee of Review 

While the five yearly review process is one that is formally an established feature of the 

oversight arrangements that govern the relationship between AYM and QSA, it is a feature that 

is characterised more by hiatus and inertia than by diligent observance. It is something that 

appears to emerge as an after-thought of AYM, prompted by excessive delay or an emergent 

issue of concern, rather than as an established and expected element within an organised 

calendar of actions by AYM. 

If fully established as a normative practice and procedure, this review should have been at least 

the sixth – rather than the fourth – to have been constituted under this framework. 
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Like the preceding 2012 Review we observe a considerable lack of clarity about the processes 

that resulted following the presentation of review report, making it difficult to follow a clear 

decision trail regarding the acceptance and rejection, and implementation of accepted 

recommendations from previous reviews. We endorse the recommendations made by the 2012 

Review in relation to provide greater transparency and understanding of these processes as 

relevant recommendations from this Review as well. We recommend that QSA submit a report 

to AYM one year after a Review has been completed to outline which recommendations have 

been implemented, and which ones have been declined, with the reasons why. This is 

consistent with the “if not, why not” governance approach recommended by Friend Adrian 

Cadbury in his foundational 1992 Cadbury Report adopted in Commonwealth countries, 

including Australia. 

 
Handbook 

During the course of our information gathering we found that there have been very significant 

changes to the entry on QSA in the Handbook of Quaker Practice and Procedure in Australia, 

(the Handbook) between the 6th and 7th editions. These changes include those stating the remit 

of QSA and also the relationship between QSA and AYM. Importantly, the entry in the 7th 

edition removes any mention of the various mechanisms and processes for monitoring, 

oversight and evaluation of the operations of QSA by AYM, including the five yearly review. 

Apart from recording changes made at Yearly Meeting, the process of Handbook Revision for 

the 7th edition largely involved asking various bodies to update their Handbook entries to reflect 

any changes that may have occurred (for instance the address from which Quaker books can 

be purchased in the section on AYM publications) in order for the Handbook to be as current 

and accurate as possible. It was not a mechanism to make policy changes without going 

through the deliberative processes of Australia Yearly Meeting. 

We strongly recommend that wording of the entry in the 6th edition of the Handbook be 

reinstated and that any proposals to change the substantive terms of that entry be subject to the 

well-established forms and processes of Australia Yearly Meeting. 
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Recommendations 

 

1. Relationship of QSA with Australia Yearly Meeting 

1(a) That the wording of the QSA entry in the 6th edition of the Handbook be 

reinstated and that any proposals to change the substantive terms of that entry 

be subject to the well-established forms and processes of Australia Yearly 

Meeting. 
 

1(b) Given the now demonstrated ability for groups to conduct business through 

video conferencing applications such as Zoom and Teams, that QSA revert to 

its former arrangement of “a committee of the whole”. This is seen as the 

simplest solution to the issue of meaningful participation of all Members. It is 

also seen as the approach most in accord with Quaker values in not having a 

status distinction among and between Members. 
 

In terms of having a committee that is not too unwieldy in terms of numbers, 

that the membership of the “committee of the whole” be constituted by seven 

regional meeting nominees, a Young Friend nominee and the AYM Presiding 

Clerk and Secretary as ex officio members. That is 10 members in total. 
 

1(c) That the Recommendations from a QSA review committee be included in 

Documents in Advance for the next Yearly Meeting following the submission 

of the review committee’s report and that these Recommendations be part of 

the determinative processes at that Yearly Meeting. 
 

1(d) That Australia Yearly Meeting maintains a record of the progress of 

implementation of the Recommendations from a QSA review committee report 

that have been agreed at Yearly Meeting and that an updated report on such 

progress be given to each subsequent Yearly Meeting. 

 

1(e) It is unfair and impractical for Australian Friends to require QSA to be all things 

that Friends would wish to see done in the world. In recognising that QSA has 

necessarily marked out a specialist remit for itself (for example in aid and development, 

not emergency relief) within a framework linked closely to the Department of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade’s funding mechanisms for Non-Government Organisations, there 

must be space to both dialogue with QSA about that mission, and look more broadly 

afield for what other areas Friends may be called to operate. This requires a clear 

mechanism within AYM, to both engage directly with QSA, and to enable ongoing 

conversations within AYM about issues beyond QSA’s remit, which may lead to 

alternative expressions of Quaker faith in action. More development education within 

AYM is needed to help Friends more deeply appreciate aid dynamics, which can 

appreciate QSA’s choices, and more broadly help Australian Friends contextualise the 

existence of poverty and its relationship with militarism and exploitation of the earth, 

dispossession and colonialism. AYM should also periodically review whether there are 

any corporate leadings to invest efforts in other areas not defined by QSA’s work. 
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2. Legacy Issues 

2(a) This Review: 

(i) draws attention to the provision in the 6th and previous editions of the 

Handbook that “QSA’s strategic direction, management plan and project 

selection criteria” are matters that are required to be submitted annually 

to Yearly Meeting for approval; 

(ii) notes that such matters often involve complex matters of discernment 

and the need for informed judgment; and 

(iii) recommends that, given the findings of successive QSA review 

committees that many Australian Friends have a strong interest and 

concern about the nature and geographical spread of QSA’s remit, as 

well as issues relating to project selection, that a special session on these 

issues be arranged at next Yearly Meeting. 

2(b) In the light a strongly expressed desire among Australian Friends for greater 

involvement by QSA with First Nations concerns in Australia, we reiterate the 

recommendations of the 2012 Review (albeit with a different time frame) for: 

(i) a review of QSA’s Statement of Purpose by both QSA and the AYM 

First Nations People Concerns Committee with a view to making a 

recommendation to the QSA AGM at next Yearly Meeting that the 

Statement of Purpose be reconsidered for its inclusivity of Aboriginal 

projects; and 

(ii) representatives from AYM First Nations People Concerns Committee 

and QSA commence a dialogue about Regional Meeting’s engagement 

with the identification and choice of Aboriginal projects and report back 

to QSA within six months. 

As an initial step, we call on Friends who have been active in concerns around 

Indigenous Australians to share their knowledge of organisations and 

communities with which they have worked, as a first step to identifying areas 

where QSA support could be appropriate, and partners with whom relationships 

could be built. This call to partnership also applies in relation to project 

selection by Friends with knowledge of the Pacific region. 
 

2(c) That, in line with a previous recommendation, the specific mention of working 

with Aboriginal groups within Australia, contained in the 6th edition of the 

Handbook, be restored. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background to the Review 

Whilst recognising the long-term interdependence between QSA and Australian Quakers, this 

relationship has changed and developed over time and, particularly over recent years, with the 

change in Management Committee structure and the registration of QSA as a company limited 

by guarantee. Some Friends expressed concerns regarding the new structure of QSA and the 

relationship between QSA and AYM, but at YM2020 there was not a formal channel to raise 

these matters. In July 2020 the Standing Committee asked the Presiding Clerk, Ann Zubrick, 

to provide a different opportunity for concerns to be heard. 

Two Meetings for Listening were held in July and August 2020. These were well attended and 

were conducted “in the manner of Friends”. The Meetings for Listening recognized the 

importance of the core value and purpose of QSA, noting that QSA has made a huge 

contribution to peoples’ lives. It was acknowledged that some tension in the relationship 

between QSA and AYM is inevitable, and that a small amount may even be beneficial, but that 

too much tension is stressful. A key theme was the need for clearer communication and greater 

clarity about the role and legal responsibilities of company Members. Concern that the role of 

the Linkages Committee appeared to have been reduced to fundraising, without consultation, 

leading to a lack of trust in QSA, was expressed. (For a summary list of concerns see Appendix 

1). 
 

1.1.1. Establishment of the Working Group 

In a third Meeting for Listening ‘Terms of Reference’ for a Working Group on the Relationship 

between QSA and AYM were drafted, then circulated to regional meetings and finally endorsed 

by Standing Committee (see Appendix 2). Originally the Terms of Reference envisaged that 

the Working Group would report to Standing Committee in January 2021, but consultation 

about the Terms of Reference took longer than anticipated and the Working Group did not 

begin its task until early 2021. 

The purpose of the Working Group was to facilitate discussions between AYM and QSA to 

reach a clear statement of the relationship described in terms of the legal, financial, social and 

spiritual facets of the relationship, that might be suitable for inclusion in the Handbook. 

The Working Group was asked to consider the concerns raised in the Meetings for Listening 

and to consult with QSA, including the Linkages Committee, AYM and other Friends, as well 

as seeking expert advice as needed to clarify relationships. From this work a list of queries that 

would be suitable for QSA and AYM to use in reflecting on their work would flow, as would 

some suggestions about options to be considered in moving forward. The Working Group 

should report back to Standing Committee in 2021. 

Standing Committee asked the AYM Nominations Committee put forward suitable names. The 

Working Group consists of Diane Bretherton, Alan Clayton, Mark Deasey, Adrian Glamorgan 

and Peter Hillery. 
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Figure 1. Slide from Webinar showing the formation of the Working Group 
 

 

 

 
1.2. Review Processes 

From the time that the Working Group was able to come together, it has established a general 

working cycle of meeting every two weeks on Zoom. The Group began its task by assembling 

and reviewing relevant documents, such as the Constitution, Annual Reports and records of the 

Meetings for Listening. From this review process, knowledge gaps were identified and other 

documentation was requested from QSA. 

From mid-April, the Group commenced a process of dialogue consultation with the various 

component groups that constitute QSA and with others. This included the QSA Management 

Committee (including members of its Finance Committee), members of QSA staff, the 

Regional Meeting appointees to QSA, ex-officio members of QSA and others. The ex-officio 

members (the Presiding Clerk and AYM Secretary) were interviewed separately from other 

members of the Linkages Committee in order to avoid any semblance of conflict of interest.  

The position of Young Friends’ representative is currently vacant. In addition, members of the 

Working Group had further conversations with individuals who had made submissions to the 

Meetings for Listening. 

These various dialogue consultations were structured or framed by the consideration of four 

queries: 

• What do you consider to currently be working be working well in the relationship 

between QSA and AYM, and specifically the Linkages Committee? 

• In what areas do you feel the relationship between QSA and AYM, and the channels 

we have to manage it, could be improved? 

• Given the rapidly changing and increasingly challenging context for international aid, 

development and peace building, how do you see QSA’s role in carrying forward 
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Friends’ testimonies to peace and justice, and how could Australian Friends best 

support QSA in this? 

• What do Quakers have to offer that is unique? 

The first query aimed to reclaim the positive aspects of the relationship, the second looked at 

areas which could be improved, the third drew attention to the changing context and the fourth 

grounded our dialogue in the Quaker system of values. A summary of the responses to these 

queries is set out in Appendix 3. 

During this process of consultation, the Working Group was aware that there was a need to 

keep Australian Quakers, generally, informed and to hear their voice. This was achieved 

through two progress report presentations: an AYM Webinar in May 2021 and a Share and Tell 

session at AYM 2021 in July. Both these occasions provided opportunities for Friends to give 

feedback. 

Figure 2. Slide from Webinar showing the Working Group consultations with constituent 

groups and individuals 
 

1.3. Structure of this Report 

As with most organisations, QSA has been in an ongoing process of change. Much of this 

change has been in response to changing external circumstances. In chapter 2 of this Report, 

we briefly summarise the arc of QSA’s development trajectory. In particular, the context of 

the changing environment in which all development NGOs, not just QSA, are required to 

operate is set out before discussing particular considerations that especially relate to QSA and 

its Quaker heritage. While almost all Friends are aware of the existence of QSA, there is often 

considerable confusion within our ranks as to what QSA can and cannot do in carrying forward 

our concerns. Accordingly, we attempt to clarify these issues, particularly to assist discussions 

that often occur concerning QSA, at Yearly Meeting and elsewhere, which are often 

characterised by a lack of understanding of the constraints and limitations under which QSA 

operates. 
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The next chapter focuses on the matter that is at the heart of this Review, namely the 

relationship between QSA and AYM. In particular this focuses on the issue of membership of 

QSA, especially the variation in membership roles between particular classes of members. At 

its nub is the status of Regional Meeting-appointees to QSA, sometimes described as Linkages 

Committee members. We canvass various options in terms of possible ways forward through 

which the difficulties of the past may be overcome. Finally, this chapter looks at the 

mechanism of the AYM-appointed Committee of Review and issues relating to the operation 

of this mechanism in the past as well as now. In particular, there are issues around the nature 

and transparency of follow up of Review recommendations. 

Looking back at past reviews, there are recurrent questions that have arisen and 

recommendations made which have not received the proper consideration of Australia Yearly 

Meeting. Chapter 4 revisits some of those recurrent issues, together with our recommendations 

for action. 

Finally, there are seven Appendices which provide more detailed background to various issues 

discussed in this Report. 
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2. The Changing Role and Structure of QSA over Time 

2.1. Background 

2.1.1. Origins and Domicile1 

The origins of QSA stem from a personal leading, in 1940, of a Victorian Friend, Alva 

Brunning, for an Australian Friends Service Committee. This leading was taken up by 

Adelaide Monthly Meeting, as it was then called, which wrote to the Clerk of Australia General 

Meeting (then under the care of London Yearly Meeting): 

We must have an Australian Friends Service Committee. It should have headquarters in Adelaide, 

Melbourne or Sydney, with someone energetic and with the right spirit and organising ability to launch it 

. . . giving it his or her full time without large reward . . . for relief in China and possibly in Europe as 

well. But China first, because it is nearest to us and we, Australians, must develop good relationships with 

all our Pacific neighbours. 

While this concern was minuted by Australia General Meeting at its 1940 Yearly Meeting, it 

was not until the 1959 Yearly Meeting of Australia General Meeting that the decision was 

made to establish a committee known as Friends Service Council (Australia) (FSC). The name 

was changed to Quaker Service Council Australia (QSCA) in 1965 and to Quaker Service 

Australia (QSA) in 1987. 

The FSC was appointed for three years. It was based in Melbourne with Olive Hirschfield as 

Convenor and Alva Brunning as a committee member. After her initial three-year appointment, 

Olive Hirschfield continued to serve as convenor of FSC/ QSCA until 1968. 

A decision of Australia Yearly Meeting in 1969 saw the organisation move to Adelaide, with 

Ruth Beckwith and Mary Woodward as convenors, followed by a move to Hobart in 1975 with 

Val Nichols as convenor. After 24 years in Hobart, the organisation’s domicile changed to 

Sydney in 1999 and it has remained there since. Jackie Perkins has been QSA’s paid Executive 

Administrator since 2000. 

 
2.1.2. Focus 

The nature of the focus of FSC/QSA has changed and evolved over the years. This is to be 

expected given the increasing complexity and the highly challenging milieu of overseas aid 

and development that is detailed in the previous section. 

The early days of QSA’s predecessor bodies were largely related to fundraising for Friends 

Service Council, now Quaker Peace and Social Witness, in the UK and emergency relief aid 

rather than development aid. From around 1967, there began an extension of activities into 

project work, beginning with supporting the role of Patricia Hewitt with Rasulia, the Friends 

Rural Training Centre in India. These efforts increased following the move to Hobart with 

Margaret Bywater beginning to assist Val Nichols, from 1979, and taking over from her in 

1985 becoming QSA’s first paid administrator. 

During the period of the Vietnam War, QSA began to partner with the American Friends 

Service Committee (AFSC), initially in relation to a Quaker-run prosthetics rehabilitation 
 

1 This information is primarily sourced from Heather Saville, Friends in deed: 50 years of Quaker Service 

Australia, 2009, pp. 7-14. 
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centre at Quang Ngai, until this centre was taken over by the Vietnamese Government in 1981. 

QSA was able to take a more leading role in the partnership with AFSC from 1981 when it was 

able to channel funds from the Australian Government through AFSC projects in Cambodia, 

an activity officially forbidden to American citizens. 

In the 1980s QSA partnered with a VACVINA, a Vietnamese NGO, to establish food gardens 

and training centres to teach Permaculture principles, an initiative, led by Rowe Morrow, that 

ultimately expanded to 30 provinces around Vietnam. This expanded into a similar initiative 

in Cambodia from 1993 with Rowe Morrow mentoring local trainers, leaving a legacy that 

continues to flourish to this day, particularly through the Bun Rany Hun Sen Development 

Centre. Throughout the 1980s and 1990s Vietnam and Cambodia were a major and central 

focus of QSA’s activities that included an AusAID funded English Language Training project 

for the then Kampuchean Government, which employed over 30 staff, and an HIV/AIDS 

training project in Phnom Penh before being rolled out more widely throughout Cambodia. 

QSA continues to be involved in a number of projects in Cambodia. 

QSA has been involved in a number of long-term projects such as with the Pitchandikulam 

Bio-Resource Centre in Auroville, India, where Tasmanian Quaker, Joss Brooks, is a key figure 

and with St Jude Organic Farming Education Centre, now St Jude Family Projects, in western 

Uganda. 

Also, in recent years, largely as a result of income from Quaker bequests, QSA has funded a 

number of initiatives relating to the support of refugees and asylum seekers. Most recently this 

has included supporting refugees from Afghanistan in Australia. 

 
2.1.3. Context and Significance of QSA’s Journey 

If we are to truly address the issues currently facing Quaker Service Australia, and to discern 

the best way forward, it is important to understand the setting in which the organisation has 

grown, and the factors which are now affecting the operations not only of QSA, but of nearly 

all non-government aid and development organisations (NGOs). An expanded commentary on 

these issues can be found in Appendix 4 below. 

Friends in Australia and globally have been involved in large-scale responses to humanitarian 

need at least since the early 19th century. Quaker organisations committed to this work have 

emerged only since the second world war. This is something we hold in common with nearly 

all development and humanitarian NGOs, whose emergence was linked both to wartime relief 

and to the rise of independent ‘third world’ countries. 

Since its first founding, QSA has gone through several major evolutionary steps. Initially, it 

functioned largely as a fundraising body for the work of British Quaker Peace & Service, and 

the American Friends’ Service Committee, and was entirely volunteer run. Major change 

occurred from the mid-1980s, when Friends were almost uniquely positioned to undertake 

development work in countries of the former Indochina, and the Australian government was 

seeking acceptable channels for a semi-official aid program, while respecting the letter of the 

US-led embargo. Out of this grew the Cambodia English Language Training Program (CELT), 

and work in Vietnam on integrated agriculture with the VACVINA association. This greatly 

increased the quantum of funding to be managed, and required continued paid staffing in 

Australia and a more ‘regular’ office set up. 
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Australian government funding has remained significant since then, principally through the 

Australian NGO Cooperation Program (ANCP) which subsidises projects chosen, developed 

and funded by development NGOs. 
 

2.1.3.1. Sector-wide issues 

QSA’s journey has been a unique one in several aspects, but has important parallels with that 

of others working in the same sector: 

The increasing importance of government funding is almost universal, within Australia and 

internationally, as governments have recognised the reach and effectiveness of NGOs. This has 

been at a time when traditional fundraising models have been buffeted by changing economics; 

there is much less leisure time for Australians and others to participate in community-group 

fundraising work that largely drove NGO operations in the past; and the differential in 

exchange rates between wealthier and ‘developing’ countries means that relatively small 

amounts raised by volunteers no longer go as far as they used to. 

Other factors that have been most significant in Australia are: 

Professionalisation: Government funding, and public expectations, have brought increasingly 

high levels of scrutiny and accountability processes, which do require professional staffing, 

and preparation of documentation and financial accounts to standards which ratchet up 

increasingly. 

Shifting Government-NGO relations: Successive government policy changes have brought 

development NGOs under increasing scrutiny and control, particularly as regards advocacy 

activities, and the conditions placed on the use of government funds. 

Changing role of aid: Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) is now much less significant 

as a proportion of transfers from wealthier to poorer countries, being dwarfed by trade, and 

increasingly, remittances home from emigrant communities. An increasing number of ‘third 

world’ countries have moved to middle-income or ‘developed’ status. 

Growth of local Civil Society: Community organisation in recipient countries is increasingly 

strong, and local actors are appropriately taking the lead on development initiatives, often 

relating directly to foreign donor governments. The role of international NGOs as brokers, 

funders and providers of technical assistance is in flux. 

Loss of perceived neutral status: In situations of conflict or civil unrest, international NGOs no 

longer automatically ensure the perception of neutrality, and both local and international staff 

are subject to higher risk. 

The success of NGO concepts: Issues of gender justice, community empowerment, disability 

inclusion and peace-building were once championed only by some NGOs relatively on the 

fringe. Now they form part of at least the rhetoric of most government and multilateral actors, 

and the role of activist NGOs has become less clear-cut as a result. 

This context is continuing to evolve rapidly, and QSA and its supporters will need to be 

cognisant of this and open to change if our work for peace, economic and gender justice, and 

all basic rights, is to continue to be effective. 
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2.1.3.2. QSA-specific issues 

In this, we also need to be aware of some particular strengths that QSA brings to the challenges: 

- QSA has consistently worked on the basis of mutually respectful partnerships with local 

organisations, and has generally been free of ‘white saviour complex’. We have no large 

infrastructure abroad to morph or dismantle. 

- QSA enjoys a very low cost of fundraising, compared to the great bulk of Australian 

NGOs. Donations have remained largely constant, even while Friends’ numbers have 

diminished, and a high proportion of Friends have moved into retirement. Quaker Shop 

is a particularly valuable and consistent source of revenue. 

- Among smaller Australian NGOs, QSA is considered by both government and civil 

society peers to operate at a particularly high level of professionalism and efficiency. 

- Quakers as a body are very much aware of our relative insignificance in the global 

context, while also learning from actions in the past which have delivered impact out 

of proportion; also of our need to act in concert with others of like mind and spirit. This 

potentially leaves us better placed than many to be ‘open to new light’, in the 

development sector as elsewhere. 

 
2.2. Carrying Forward Friends’ Concerns: What QSA Can and Cannot Do 

Australian Friends are aware of and engage with many areas of concern relating to peace and 

justice. At times, there has appeared to be an expectation that QSA should be able to act as the 

vehicle for a larger number of these than it currently does. It is important to point out what 

some of the constraints and limitations are: 

First, QSA is a small body, with a total of four staff two full-time, two part-time, together with 

a regular volunteer), and average annual budget of less than $1 million. It does also benefit 

from an exceptional proportion of skilled volunteer support, through its Management 

Committee particularly, and a very low cost of fundraising compared to most NGOs. However, 

the quantum of available funding and staff time means it would be difficult to quickly pivot to 

take up a new concern arising. Most of QSA’s program commitments are multi-year 

partnerships, and involve steady accompaniment, beyond simple transfer of funds. 

Secondly, QSA’s relationship with the Australian Government for funding makes several areas 

of possible engagement very sensitive. The increasing limitations on both domestic and 

international advocacy by NGOs is noted above. The most immediately obvious case is around 

relationships between the governments of Indonesia and Australia, particularly as this relates 

to the struggle for human rights in West Papua. Australian Friends and QSA have not yet found 

themselves in a comparable position to the American Friends’ Service Committee (AFSC), 

which will not take funds of any kind from the US Government, as AFSC considers the 

government too deeply compromised in human rights abuses, and government funding subject 

to too many conditionalities, to make it possible to pursue Quaker concerns resourced by this. 

However, it does seem clear at this point that Australian Friends will need to keep ‘quarantine’ 

between QSA’s work and Friends’ support to partners overseas whose work is considered not 

to align with Australian government policy objectives. 
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2.2.1. Humanitarian Response 

When some major humanitarian crises have occurred overseas, some Friends have asked why 

QSA does not engage in the response. This is understandable given Friends’ long history of 

engagement in response to both conflict-related need, and ‘natural’ disasters. 

However, the way in which humanitarian response is now implemented would make it very 

difficult for QSA to engage directly. The notable exception would be if major disaster were to 

hit an area where QSA has existing active partnerships. Well-structured local organisations, 

with deep knowledge of local needs, and connection to local community networks, are often 

the most effective responders in the event of a disaster, irrespective of whether they have prior 

humanitarian experience. In such an event, QSA’s ability to channel funds directly to a trusted 

partner, whose competence and accountability standards are clear, would be very valuable. 

Most major humanitarian crises suffer from an excess of international actors. Coordination is 

a huge challenge, especially when many of the organisations entering have no prior knowledge 

of the country or existing partnerships there. Simply preventing duplication and poor practice 

consumes a lot of energy and resources from the major UN and Red Cross/Red Crescent 

agencies. Local government actors can often be overburdened and paralysed in trying to 

communicate with a huge number of unfamiliar actors, most with no knowledge of local 

language or legal framework. 

When Friends want to respond to a serious humanitarian crisis outside of QSA’s areas of 

partnership, it would seem that the most effective role for QSA is to advise on where Friends 

can best donate funds. Through its network relationships with other Australian NGOs, QSA 

could be in a good position to advise which organisations have the best partnerships on the 

ground in a given country, and also which have policies and practice which best align with 

Friends’ values, in areas such as non-proselytising; commitment to gender justice; inclusion of 

people with disability; LGBTQ people and other marginalised groups. 
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3. Relationship of Quaker Service Australia with Australia Yearly 

Meeting 
 

3.1. Introduction 

At the heart of this Review is the relationship between Quaker Service Australia and Australia 

Yearly Meeting. Aspects of this relationship have been of considerable opacity, engendering 

a degree of uncertainty, for some time. In particular, the role and responsibilities of Regional 

Meeting appointees to QSA, who are not part of QSA’s Management Committee, has been a 

subject of considerable ambiguity and a source of some disquiet and unhappiness. This 

confusion as to roles, responsibilities and accountabilities has been operative both prior to and 

after the change in legal status from an incorporated association to a company limited by 

guarantee. 

With respect to the appointment of this committee of review and the past, there is almost a 

sense of déjà vu. The relationship between QSA and Australia Yearly Meeting has been a 

major term of reference of preceding reviews, particularly those of 1999 and 2012. Indeed, it 

was the most significant consideration for the latter review. 

 
3.2. Formal statement of the relationship 

Prior to QSA being reconstituted as a company limited by guarantee, it operated as an 

incorporated association under the New South Wales Associations Incorporation Act 1984. 

The opening words of the Preamble to its Rules promulgated under that Act were “QSA Inc is 

under the care of the Religious Society of Friends (Quakers) in Australia Incorporated”. Under 

the heading of ‘Purpose and Objects’, Rule 3(a) of those Rules stated that “[t]he Association  

has been constituted by Australia Yearly Meeting as its aid agency for peace and justice.” 

In its current structure, the Constitution of QSA states the relationship as follows: “Quaker 

Service Australia (QSA) is the international aid and development organisation of Australia 

Yearly Meeting.” This was mutually reflected by Australia Yearly Meeting in its Handbook 

of Quaker Practice and Procedure in Australia, (the Handbook), up until the 6th edition, in terms 

of “Quaker Service Australia (QSA) is the service and overseas development/aid organisation 

of Australia Yearly Meeting, constituted by Yearly Meeting in January 1959.” 

In the 7th edition of the Handbook this relationship, is restated as “Quaker Service Australia 

(QSA) is the service and development aid organisation linked with Australia Yearly Meeting.” 

It is not clear how this change, that is at variance with QSA’s governing document, its 

Constitution, occurred. 

While both the 6th and 7th editions of the Handbook recognise that QSA is financially 

independent of AYM, and people employed by QSA are not employees of Australia Yearly 

Meeting, the two editions are strikingly divergent with respect to the manner in which the 

relationship between AYM and QSA is expressed. In the sixth edition of the Handbook, QSA 

is described as 

a committee under the care of AYM, although separately incorporated. Its membership is limited and 

controlled by Australia Yearly Meeting. It reports regularly to Yearly Meeting in Documents in Advance 

each year and at QSA sessions and during its AGM held during Yearly Meeting. QSA’s strategic direction, 

management plan and project selection criteria are submitted annually to Yearly Meeting for approval. 

Also QSA is reviewed by an AYM-appointed committee at an interval of approximately five years. 
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The equivalent statement in the 7th edition is dramatically different: 

The company communicates with Australian Quakers including through the QSA website, the Annual 

Report, a report in Documents in Advance, ‘QSA Notes’ in the Australian Friend, QSA Newsletters sent 

to Meetings and individuals, at its session during Yearly Meeting and through all members of QSA. 

In the 7th edition there is no mention of the various mechanisms and processes for monitoring, 

oversight and evaluation of the operations of QSA by AYM, including the five yearly review. 

Apart from recording changes made at Yearly Meeting, the process of Handbook Revision for 

the 7th edition largely involved asking various bodies to update their Handbook entries to reflect 

any changes that may have occurred (for instance the address from which Quaker books can 

be purchased in the section on AYM publications) in order for the Handbook to be as current 

and accurate as possible. It was not a mechanism to make policy changes without going 

through the deliberative processes of Australia Yearly Meeting. 
 

Recommendation: 

That the wording of the QSA entry in the 6th edition of the Handbook be reinstated and that 

any proposals to change the substantive terms of that entry be subject to the well-established 

forms and processes of Australia Yearly Meeting. 

 

3.3. Membership of QSA 

The membership of the Friends Service Council (Australia), when it was established in 1959, 

established a pattern that has been generally continued over time. This was of a full Council 

comprising: 

• up to six Friends in the host State, who had the power to co-opt; 

• the General Meeting Clerk and Treasurer (as ex-officio members); 

• one Friend in each Regional Meeting (who could also be the convenor of a local 

committee, if established, and correspondent. 

The full Council was stipulated to meet at least once a year at the time of General Meeting. 

The nominated Friends in the host State were to act as an executive at other times, with power 

to act as though it were the full Council. 
 

The current membership structure was essentially established under QSA’s Rules as an 

incorporated association under the relevant New South Wales legislation. This was essentially 

replicated under its Constitution as a company limited by guarantee. This is in terms of: 

• between five and seven persons appointed by the Host Regional Meeting (Management 

Committee Members) [currently NSWRM]; 

• up to seven persons consisting of one person from each of the seven Regional Meetings 

according to the RM nomination process; 

• one person appointed by Young Friends according to their nomination process 

• AYM Presiding Clerk and the AYM Secretary as ex officio members. 
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3.4. Membership Roles 

When QSA moved from Hobart to Sydney in 1999, it established itself as an incorporated 

association with effect from 15 May 1999. This was at a time when the litigation risk for those 

with management responsibility for organisations was not as high as now. Under Rule 8(c) of 

QSA’s Rules the Management Committee was constituted as “a committee of the whole and 

shall consist of the Members of the Association”. It was further provided that the Association 

must hold at least five meetings in any financial year at intervals of no greater than three months 

between meetings, with a quorum of five members. 

Apart from occasions when the Members from outside Sydney would be brought together in 

Sydney, it was exceptionally difficult for the non-Sydney domiciled members to effectively 

participate in the deliberations of the Management Committee. This became more of a concern 

as, over time, there emerged an increasing awareness of, and attention to, the duties of directors 

and others in positions of authority within organisations. There had long been fiduciary duties 

upon such persons at general law, supplemented (in the case of companies) under corporation 

law. As the twenty first century progressed, other statutory duties either emerged or became 

more prominent. These included those under workplace health and safety legislation, under 

environmental legislation, consumer law and – particularly pertinent for an organisation 

operating in foreign countries like QSA – under anti-bribery and corruption laws. 

As a result of these developments, many organisations moved to centralise the managerial 

decision making within a small group of Members or directors who had the capacity to fully 

participate in meetings, ask questions of staff, and inform themselves about the operations of 

which they held an official directorial role to the degree necessary to discharge their fiduciary 

and statutory obligations. Within Australian Quakers this change occurred with both The 

Friends School and with QSA. 

That then led to the question as to what could and/or should be the role of the non-host State- 

domiciled Members or directors. The response with The Friends’ School was the establishment 

of the Quaker Values Committee. In the case of QSA the outcome was the Linkages 

Committee. 

While these changes were driven by liability concerns, they also brought into relief some 

fundamental governance issues, particularly where there are members or directors of an entity 

with significantly different roles such as the case of QSA Management Committee and 

Linkages Committee members and their understanding of their respective roles. If parties 

involved in this conversation have been speaking at cross purposes, it often seems to arise from 

a misunderstanding about the strict requirements by funding bodies, the ACNC and general 

law that a governing board (the name itself does not matter to the law) should govern and not 

manage operations. A board governs by ensuring accountability, supervising the senior 

executive, conducting strategic planning, and ensuring proper policies are in place. The 

naming of the QSA Management Committee highlights this shortfall in clarity. While there 

must be an overlap on a board between strict governance and operational/management 

activities (for example, by paid employees attending Management Committee meetings and 

serving as what the ACNC calls “responsible persons”), we should be able to immediately be 

able to identify which body governs, and which body manages. Does the Linkages Group serve 

an operational role (which has seemed to be the QSA Managing Committee’s understanding) 
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or does it serve a governing role (which was the operative situation of the days of the 

“committee of the whole” when it was an incorporated association)? 

 
3.4.1. Quaker Values Committee 

The Quaker Values Committee is a sub-committee of The Friends’ School Board. Its remit is 

to: 

• support the Friends’ School in implementing Quaker values and its Statement of 

Purpose and Concerns throughout the School community; 

• encourage and facilitate connections between the School and the Quaker community; 

and 

• identify lessons from running an organisation the size of the Friends’ School on Quaker 

principles and, where possible, advance these lessons beyond the School community. 

The Quaker Values Committee is appointed by the Board of Governors and consists of: 

• a representative from each Regional Meeting. 

• three representatives from Tasmania Regional Meeting who are members of the Board 

of Governors; 

• the AYM Presiding Clerk and the School Principal as ex officio members. 

Administrative support to the Quaker Values Committee is provided by Friends’ School’s 

Quaker Coordinator. 

 
Administrative support to the Quaker Values Committee is provided, as needed, from within 

the resources of the Friends’ School. This includes the school principal, administrative and 

teaching staff. In the past a major support was provided by the Friends’ School’s Quaker 

Coordinator, a role that is now shared by three staff, designated as Quaker facilitators, in 

Morris, High School and Clemes. 

 

 

 
3.4.2. Linkages Committee 

The nature, status and role of the Linkages Committee (i.e. the Regional Meeting 

representatives, other than those appointed to the Management Committee by NSWRM, plus 

the Young Friends representative, ex-officio Members and the Convenor of the Management 

Committee) is far more opaque and confused. 

Many of the frustrations that were expressed in the Listening Sessions from a considerable 

number of Friends, including former and present members of the Linkages Committee, reflect 

some unresolved tensions about the purpose, status, roles, responsibilities and accountabilities 

of the Linkages Committee members. 

Once QSA became a company limited by guarantee (the Constitution coming into effect on 3 

April 2017) it adopted Terms of Reference for a QSA Linkages Sub-committee on 8 April 

2017. It appears to have gone unnoticed at the time that such a such a designation (that is, one 

of ‘subcommittee’) was precluded by its Constitution. Clause 21 of the Constitution – 



14  

‘Committees’ – allows the Management Committee to delegate powers to a sub-committee; 

however, the members of such a sub-committee must be Management Committee members. 

In these 2017 Terms of Reference the Linkages Sub-committee is described as having a general 

purpose and a number of specified roles. The general purpose was expressed as “to support 

QSA through developing and sharing an understanding of the projects and wider institutional 

frameworks in which QSA is working”. The specified roles were enumerated as to: 

• Assist the QSA Management Committee to strengthen links between Regional 

Meetings and QSA; 

• Have access to the Annual Report with full audited statement, Management Committee 

minutes and project updates as soon as possible after the Management Committee 

meetings, and will observe confidentiality around these documents; 

• Support and promote the work of QSA within their Regional Meeting and the wider 

community through information sharing and interactive engagement; 

• Contribute to any QSA review and major planning activities; and 

• Participate in an appropriate level of development sector training provided by the QSA 

office. 
 

Information from the Convenor of the Management Committee is that the process of the initial 

drafting of the Terms of Reference for the Linkages Committee was a very collaborative one 

and that it took several months of refinement. Further, that once established, the document 

became part of the Management Committee’s responsibility to review, in common with all 

documents and policies as part of that Committee’s ongoing oversight responsibilities. 

It appears that this review occurred around September 2019. This resulted in two changes to 

the document. The first was to change the status of Linkages arrangement from a sub- 

committee to a committee of the QSA Management Committee, presumably resulting from a 

recognition that it was not possible to have the Linkages arrangement as a sub-committee under 

the existing QSA Constitution. While the Constitution is silent on the matter of committees, 

as against sub-committees, this change could almost certainly be supported by the general 

Powers provision (clause 4) in the QSA Constitution, which provides that the company has all 

the powers of a body corporate under the Corporations Act). 

The second change was more significant and had greater ramifications. It was to remove the 

specified role in the Terms of Reference in relation to contributing to any QSA review and 

major planning activities. It appears that this change was made without explanation or 

discussion with the Linkages Committee. When contested by members of the Linkages 

Committee, the response was that this action was a prerogative decision of the Management 

Committee that was not able to be contested. This action contributed to a perception among 

some Linkages Committee members that their role was seen as largely ‘ceremonial’, mainly to 

promote QSA among their Regional Meetings and support fund raising, without being able to 

contribute to policy and major planning initiatives. The removal of a role of contributing to 

reviews and major planning decisions was seen as dismissive of their knowledge and 

experience by some Linkages Committee members who had considerable experience in 

international development activities in either their prior or current employment. 
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3.5. Possible Ways Forward 

3.5.1. Return to a “committee of the whole” 

Different times can provide for different solutions. As mentioned above (2.2.4) concerns about 

the potential legal liability of Members who may not, particular because of distance, be able to 

participate fully in corporate decision making provided an impetus to centralise operational 

decision making in a smaller group domiciled in the host jurisdiction. More recently, we have 

seen that there are technological solutions that allow virtual group gatherings in which all can 

participate equally. Particularly during the year and a half of pandemic-related almost all of us 

have become acquainted with engaging in meetings by way of Zoom, Microsoft Teams or 

similar platforms. 

In this changed environment that has collapsed the tyranny of distance, there is an opportunity 

for removing the distinction between Management Committee and the Linkages Committee 

Members and returning the management of QSA to that of former times, namely that of “a 

committee of the whole”. There needs to be an understanding that such a committee is expressly 

undertaking governance, responsibilities, ensuring that QSA is managed well, rather than 

undertaking at board level day-to-day management functions. This is the simplest solution to 

the issue of meaningful participation of all Members. It is also the one most in accord with 

Quaker values in not having a status distinction among and between Members. 
 

If the current arrangements were changed, which would involve constitutional change, then a 

“committee of the whole” need not be unwieldy in size, if it was constituted by seven regional 

meeting nominees, a Young Friend nominee and the AYM Presiding Clerk and Secretary as ex 

officio members.  That is 10 members in total. 
 

3.5.2. Expanding the catchment pool for members of QSA’s governing committee 

A variant on the previous option would be for the names for the directors of the governing body 

of QSA to be drawn from across the county and not just from within metropolitan Sydney. 

The number of directors of the governing body could be from 10-12. A choice would need to 

be made either to make it a representative federal body, or a body chosen from amongst the 

national membership of AYM Friends. 
 

With a governing role, this committee would presumably seek correspondents (or 

“champions”) from within each Regional Meeting to serve an a more consciously operational 

role, eg fundraising and promotion. 

3.5.3. Enhancing the role of the Linkages Committee 

If the previous suggestion – returning to a ‘committee of the whole’ – is not taken up and there 

is still seen to be merit in retaining the distinction between Management Committee and 

Linkages Committee Members, there are a number of options that can be pursued. 

The first, and most obvious, is simply enhancing the remit and role of the Linkages Committee. 

As already mentioned, a major source of unhappiness with respect to the relationship between 

QSA Management Committee and the Linkages Committee was the removal of the role of the 

Linkages Committee having a voice in contributing to reviews and major planning decisions. 

Given, the background, knowledge and experience of some of the Linkage Committee 
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Members in relation to development and aid issues, formally precluding their input into review 

and planning decisions appears to be a short-sighted decision. 

Restoring this role, together with exploring other ways that Linkages Committee Members 

could meaningfully contribute to policy and operational life of QSA, does not undermine 

proper governance arrangements. If there is a continuing distinction in Members’ roles, the 

role and responsibility of the Management Committee to properly assess approaches and 

options on their merits as seen by the Management Committee remains unaffected. The fact 

that individual members of the Linkages Committee or the Linkages Committee, as a collective 

whole, advance a particular proposition or path of action does not require the Management 

Committee to accept or adopt it. 
 

3.5.4. Linkages Committee as a committee of both QSA and AYM 

One of the minuted concerns from the Listening Meeting held on 18 July was ‘If the Linkages 

Committee is a committee of QSA, how does its concerns, in reflecting the values of Friends, 

get radiated to AYM?’. 

If the Linkages Committee is a subcommittee of the QSA Management Committee, it has no 

power to communicate its finding to a separate legal entity, AYM. This problem has been 

addressed in the business world by “dually listing” committees. In other words, those 

nominated to QSA would be nominated to a concurrent body with the same membership, as a 

committee of AYM. There are some operational and logistical issues that would need to be 

addressed, but this option would allow the Linkages Committee to be both a voice to the QSA 

Management Committee and also one that could report back to AYM. It would provide the 

relative independence from the QSA Management Committee that would allow 

recommendations to be made to the QSA Management Committee, and to inform wider debate 

with AYM about our international and Indigenous aid, development and peace priorities. 
 

The Executive Administrator of QSA has raised the important issue with respect of this option 

as to whether “does dual listing mean dual allegiances?” This is an important issue and arose 

in an earlier debate within QSA with respect to the question of the Linkages Committee 

providing a report to AYM via Documents in Advance. The decision taken by the Convenor 

and the Management Committee that any report by the Linkages Committee should simply be 

to its parent body, namely QSA, and accordingly it was not appropriate that the Linkages 

Committee should separately report to AYM. 

 

3.5.5. Linkages Committee as the conscience of QSA 

A more radical option would be for the Linkages Committee to be vested with an oversight 

role of the operations of QSA that upholds proper practice, Quaker values and decisions made 

in right ordering. This would be something like the Quaker Values Committee in relation to 

The Friends School, but a role with greater teeth. 

There is something of a model for this in the two-tier board form of corporate governance that 

is practised in Germany and the Netherlands. This involves companies having two distinct 

boards with no common membership. One board – the executive or management board – has 

responsibility for operational matters while the other – the supervisory board –  has the 
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responsibility of monitoring and overseeing the actions and performance of the executive or 

management board. 

 
Recommendation: 

Given the now demonstrated ability for groups to conduct business through video 

conferencing applications such as Zoom and Teams, that QSA revert to its former 

arrangement of “a committee of the whole”. This is seen as the simplest solution to the issue 

of meaningful participation of all Members. It is also seen as the approach most in accord 

with Quaker values in not having a status distinction among and between Members. 

If the current arrangements were changed, which would involve constitutional change, then 

a “committee of the whole” need not be unwieldy in size, if it was constituted by seven 

regional meeting nominees, a Young Friend nominee and the AYM Presiding Clerk and 

Secretary as ex officio members.  That is 10 members in total. 

 

 
 

3.6. AYM-appointed Committee of Review 

The AYM-appointed committee of review is, as mentioned above (section 2.2), simply one of 

the well-established structures, mechanisms and processes for governance and oversight by 

AYM of its “agency for peace and justice”. These, as were expressed in the Handbook, 

involve: 

• ratification of membership of the company; 

• QSA reporting in Documents in Advance and in sessions at Yearly Meeting; 

• QSA submission of strategic direction, management plan and project selection criteria 

annually to Yearly Meeting for approval; and 

• an AYM-appointed committee of review at approximately five-year intervals. 

Matters relating to membership have been traversed in section 2.2.3 above and the following 

two items are dealt with at Yearly Meeting. 

 
3.6.1. A History of AYM overview of QSA 

The history of AYM-appointed committees of review goes back to the period of transfer of 

QSA from Hobart to Sydney. The first review, that of 1999, was established as one of 

requirements of Sydney Regional Meeting, before agreeing to take on the hosting of QSA. 

A Quaker Service Australia Review Committee, established at the time of that move, provided 

a report – titled ‘Quaker Service Australia – Philosophy and Direction’ - to YM 2000. Given 

the circumstances of this review, it is not surprising that a major concentration was on the 

structure and management of QSA (including the skill sets, training and development of 

members of the Management Committee) and the relationship between QSA and Yearly 

Meeting, Regional Meetings, Regional Meeting Quaker Service Committees, other Quaker 

organisations and non-government organisations. The recommendations included the 
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appointment by AYM of a Support Group of experienced Friends to provide consultative 

assistance and support for the QSA Management Committee. 

However, a range of other, wider, matters were also traversed. These included the geographic 

focus of QSA and matters relating to service within Australia. The 1999 Review also 

recommended that there be an ongoing process of review conducted every three to five years. 

The terms of reference and recommendations of the 1999 Review are set out at Appendix 5 

below. 

At Yearly Meeting 2000 a recommendation was made that: 

a regular review policy should be adopted under which AYM will appoint an independent QSA 

Review Committee every five years to carry out a comprehensive review and report to AYM. The 

Committee should comprise experienced Friends and attenders, most of whom should live in the 

same geographical area. The terms of reference of the committee should include consultation with 

the Management Committee and also with Regional Meeting Quaker Service Committees. 

 

The next intended review was slated to take place in 2004. This was put on hold because of 

the AusAID review processes taking place at that time. Following a considerable hiatus period, 

Standing Committee, in July 2006, asked the Presiding Clerk and Secretary to draw up terms 

of reference, to circulate the draft terms of reference to the QSA Committee, the RM Quaker 

Service Committees and Regional Meetings with a view to finalising these at YM 2007. The 

committee of review delivered its report in October 2007. The terms of reference and 

recommendations of the 2007 Review are set out at Appendix 6 below. 

Terms of reference for the 2012 Review were agreed at Standing Committee in 2011 and YM 

2012 agreed to the membership of the review committee. This review committee developed a 

survey instrument that was designed to deliver both quantitative and qualitative input, from 

individuals and groups, and was widely publicised among Friends. This elicited 95 responses: 

82 from individual Friends, 6 from Worshipping Groups, 5 from other small groups, one from 

a Regional Meeting and one from a group with a specific interest in QSA. As well, an email 

survey of all Regional Meeting appointees to the QSA Management Committee was 

undertaken. The report of this Review group was presented to AYM in September 2012. The 

terms of reference and recommendations of the 2012 Review are set out at Appendix 7 below. 

 
3.6.2. Disjunctive nature of the review process 

While the five yearly review process is one that is formally an established feature of the 

oversight arrangements that govern the relationship between AYM and QSA, it is a feature that 

is characterised more by hiatus and breach than by diligent observance. It is something that 

appears to emerge as an after-thought, prompted by excessive delay or an emergent issue of 

concern, rather than as an established and expected element within an organised calendar of 

actions by AYM. If fully established as a normative practice and procedure, this review should 

have been at least the sixth – rather than the fourth – to have been constituted under this 

framework. 

The historical experience of this disjunctive review process is not simply one that is temporal 

in nature. It also relates to a disturbing lack of continuity between reviews. One of the strengths 

of a well-established schedule of review is that there can be an integrated process of insight 

and understanding, with each review building upon the findings of the previous one. This 
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should be a dynamic process with each set of reviewers having a reflective and reflexive 

awareness of the changes that have occurred during the previous half decade. Such a process 

would be greatly aided by having some baseline measures from the previous review/s to anchor 

their analysis. Also patterns of findings that persist over time are matters of importance that 

should be of interest and concern to reviewers. 

The most immediate and striking matter of concern is that it has been, in fact, very difficult to 

access previous reviews. This was highlighted by the 2012 Review which noted: 

The review committee had difficulty in obtaining copies of reports from the previous two review 

committees. Eventually they were received but it concerns this review committee that those 

relatively recent reports are not readily available for interested Friends. 
 

Mirroring the situation of the 2012 Review, it was only towards the end of our deliberations 

that we were able to obtain electronic copies of these previous reviews. 

We consider the reports of all the ‘five-year’ reviews (2000, 2007, 2012 and 2021) should be 

considered as foundational documents, bound-paper and electronic copies of which should be 

kept by both QSA and AYM in perpetuity as part of their permanent collections. In fact, we 

have recently been informed that QSA does in fact archive copies of review reports. We 

consider that each succeeding review should be provided with copies of these preceding review 

reports as part of its materials upon appointment. 

The 2012 Review report also believed that its full report, including appendices, would continue 

to be available at the members’ section of the AYM website. This either did not happen or, if 

it did, was not something that endured. We recommend, that the various past reports (and those 

generated in the future) of the QSA ‘five-year’ reviews should be an enduring resource 

maintained on the AYM website. We further recommend that QSA submit a report to AYM 

one year after a Review has been completed to outline which recommendations have been 

implemented, and which ones have been declined, with the reasons why. This is consistent 

with the “if not, why not” governance approach recommended by Friend Adrian Cadbury in 

his foundational 1992 Cadbury Report adopted in Commonwealth countries, including 

Australia. 

 

 
 

3.6.3. Nature and transparency of follow up of Review recommendations 

The 2012 Review made a number of observations about the lack of clarity about the processes 

that resulted following the presentation of a review report, noting that it “found it difficult to 

follow a clear decision trail regarding the acceptance and rejection, and implementation of 

accepted recommendations from previous reviews.” As a result: 

The committee has therefore included in the 2012 report two recommendations (7a and 7b) that are 

designed to support greater transparency in the on-going proves of implementing those 

recommendations that are adopted by Australia Yearly Meeting. They may also assist in recording 

progress in implementing the recommendations and making this more readily accessible to all those 

Friends with an interest in and concern for the important work QSA undertakes in our name. 
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These recommendations from the 2012 Review are listed, alongside the other 

recommendations from that Review in Appendix 7 of this Report. We endorse them as relevant 

recommendations from this Review as well. 

 
Recommendations: 

That the Recommendations from a QSA review committee be included in Documents in 

Advance for the next Yearly Meeting following the submission of the review committee’s 

report and that these Recommendations be part of the determinative processes at that Yearly 

Meeting. 
 

That Australia Yearly Meeting maintains a record of the progress of implementation of the 

Recommendations from a QSA review committee report that have been agreed at Yearly 

Meeting and that a report on such progress be given to each subsequent Yearly Meeting. 
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4.1. Introduction 

4. Legacy Issues 

This is the fourth review of QSA since around the time of its move from Hobart to Sydney. 

The others were in 1999, 2007 and 2012. However, a backward glance at these reviews reveals 

that, in a real sense, this review process, in considerable part, amounts to a single review four 

times over. 

The initial – 1999 – review was actually one of the conditions set by the then, Sydney Regional 

Meeting, prior to acceptance of the proposition that QSA would move from Hobart to Sydney. 

The new incoming Management Committee, associated with this change of domicile, 

expressed its gratitude “to have this review document as a basis for discussion with the wider 

Quaker membership”. The members of this review committee, in like vein, see the product of 

their labours as not an inquisitional exercise but as one which, according to a process outlined 

in section 1.2, has sought to identify issues that are of current concern to Australian Friends 

and to (as far as is practicably possible) explore the context and dynamics of such concerns in 

order to provide the basis for an informed “discussion with the wider Quaker membership.” 

As the history of the review processes shows, this element of discussion within the wider 

Quaker membership – and particularly focused deliberation at Yearly Meeting – is something 

that has been largely lacking. We would emphatically stress that such inertia and inaction is 

something that needs to be owned by Australia Yearly Meeting and Australian Quakers as a 

whole and is not something that can be sheeted home to individuals or a particular group or 

groups. The upshot is, the failure to properly address some of the major themes and issues 

identified by successive reviews, has contributed to the tensions and pressures that were a major 

precipitant to the appointment of this current review. 

This situation of embedded inertia within the processes of Australia Yearly Meeting is not 

something that is new. In January 2001, three Friends (Jackie Perkins, Guy Powles, Marion 

Sullivan) put together a stocktake, primarily for the benefit and guidance of Regional Meetings 

in their consideration of the unaddressed recommendations from the 1999 Review committee. 

Clear discernment of, and a response to, these unaddressed recommendations was seen as 

necessary “so as to give clear guidance to the QSA Management Committee about the future 

directions we want for QSA.” 

This stocktake paper noted that, of the 52 recommendations from the 1999 Review committee, 

over half had already been addressed (either by the QSA Management Committee or other  

bodies) and many of the others had been overtaken by events. However – and this concluding 

sentence remains as pertinent in 2021 as it was in 2001 – “the essential questions generating 

the most important of the outstanding recommendations remain unanswered.” 

 

4.2. Nature and geographical spread of QSA’s remit 

This has been an ongoing background question in relation to the operations of QSA (and its 

predecessor bodies) from the beginning. We have seen that those with the original leadings for 

an Australian aid and development organisation considered that there should be a regional 

focus, particularly relating to China and the Pacific. It has also been a recurrent issue and 

matter of concern in the various reviews over the past two decades. 
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The 1999 review considered that a focus on service within Australia and with near neighbours 

in South East Asia, South Asia and the Pacific regions made the most sense for the development 

of relationships and also for economic reasons. In respect of the latter, it considered that such 

an approach would mean that a larger percentage of funds could be used for those receiving 

the service and a smaller percentage for travelling and for monitoring or evaluating the service. 

Accordingly, it recommended that: 

Over time, the MC should begin to consider and venture into projects that reflect a shift in focus 

geographically towards - 

(a) service within Australia, and 

(b) near neighbours in South East Asia, South Asia and the Pacific 

 

The 2007 Review noted that some F/friends felt strongly that QSA should be “more regionally 

focussed to the South Pacific” or should work in only one (or maximum two) countries in 

partnership with local groups, developing long-term meaningful relationships. It concluded, 

however, that “QSA seems to have found a niche for work in areas not readily covered by other 

agencies”. 

This Review notes that it is clear that partners in more distant areas where QSA is now 

programming are addressing critical needs; and QSA’s model of communication and 

partnership ensures that travel and administration costs are not disproportionately higher for 

programming in Africa, as opposed to areas closer to Australia. 

However, it seems that we would benefit from a continuing dialogue around possibilities to 

align part of the program to regions where Australian Friends have longstanding concerns, and 

often engagement with partners. This is not to suggest channelling of QSA funds to such 

partners; but rather that complementary engagement could be developed. 
 

4.2.1 Project selection 

The 2012 review expressed some surprise at the relatively poor awareness among Friends 

responding to their survey regarding the process of selecting suitable projects for QSA funding. 

The reviewers considered this to reflect general satisfaction with the QSA Management 

Committee and trust in its assessment procedures. However, the survey conducted by the 2012 

Review identified a number of people who were interested in a dialogue about the choice of 

projects. 

The 2012 Review report reflected upon what a “healthy and vital relationship” between AYM 

and QSA would look like. It concluded that it was one which is multidimensional in nature 

and, if working, Australian Friends would feel it incumbent upon them being engaged in the 

processes of deciding how QSA could be a key instrument of action of the articulated concerns 

of Australian Friends. 

This Review also notes the concern that has been expressed by several Friends for greater 

engagement by Friends in selection of specific projects to be supported by QSA. This is 

desirable but would require some major changes in different areas of current operations, 

beginning with a better understanding among Friends as to how project selection takes place. 

QSA staff would be in the best position to provide a clear explanation of the process, but some 

essential points would seem to be: 

• Individual projects in the majority of cases form part of a multi-year programme 

engagement. Ideally, the partner relationship develops and matures over the course of 
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time to one of greater autonomy and agency of the local partner, as well as deeper and 

more nuanced knowledge of the needs and issues by the donor agency. QSA staff and 

committee will relatively seldom be deciding on a new initiative from scratch. 

• This, in itself, requires constant assessment and evaluation on both sides – what is most 

needed from the donor? How is the local partner’s autonomy increasing? What are the 

realistic opportunities for the organisation and project to become more self-sufficient – 

often in the face of highly unstable, low-resource environments? 

• It is not necessary to be a development specialist to bring valuable insight and 

discernment to matters of project selection and program guidance; however, this kind 

of exercise can rarely be done effectively as a ‘one-off’. It does require a commitment 

to develop some detailed knowledge of program, partner and local context, and often 

of the history of the donor’s involvement in the given area. 

• This would seem to be a proper role for a body similar to the Linkages Committee; 

engaging Friends across several Regional Meetings who have an interest and 

commitment in development programming, ready to consistently follow background 

reading, possibly developing further contextual knowledge through other sources. 

• It also needs to be recognised that there is an implicit commitment of time and effort 

by staff and committee of the agency for this engagement, and this needs to be 

considered in the overall menu of expectations that AYM may have of QSA. 

In short, this Review, while drawing attention to the provisions of the Handbook in relation to 

issues of QSA’s strategic direction, management plan and project selection criteria are matters 

to be submitted annually to Yearly Meeting for approval, also notes that this involves often 

complex matters of discernment and judgment. Some of the matters that need to be kept in 

mind are enumerated in the dot points above. However, so long as these considerations are 

consciously part of the deliberations, there is an opportunity for real engagement between 

AYM and QSA, in an open and mature dialogue, about how projects can be considered and 

evaluated, prioritised and then put into action. 

 
Recommendation: 

 

This Review 
 

(i) draws attention to the provision in the 6th and previous editions of the Handbook 

that “QSA’s strategic direction, management plan and project selection criteria” 

are matters that are required to be submitted annually to Yearly Meeting for 

approval; 

(ii) notes that such matters often involve complex matters of discernment and the 

need for informed judgment; and 

(iii) recommends that, given the findings of successive QSA review committees that 

many Australian Friends have a strong interest and concern about the nature 

and geographical spread of QSA’s remit, as well as issues relating to project 

selection, that a special session on these issues be arranged at next Yearly 

Meeting. 
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4.3. First Nations’ concerns 

Concern for Australia’s First Nations peoples has been a significant, if not major, involvement 

for Friends for over a century and a half. It was one of the primary missions for James 

Backhouse and George Washington Walker during their joint six-year sojourn in the Australian 

colonies during the 1830s. It has been a leading pursued by a number of Australian Quakers 

over a considerable period of time, including in the endeavours of Barrie and Diana Pittock, 

Cyril and Elsie Gare, Susannah Brindle, Waratah Gillespie, Peri Coleman, Diane Bretherton, 

Chris Hughes and, of course, David Carline, among others. 

Over the last two decades there has been a marked retreat in QSA’s focus and project work 

activity away from involvement in First Nations concerns in Australia. This trend was 

highlighted in the 2007 Review. The Review was uncertain as to whether this was because 

donations have been targeted towards overseas aid, the absence of availability of AusAID 

subsidy, a lack of energy because of the focus on overseas work and/or other factors. 

The survey conducted by the 2012 Review showed that the respondents “primarily expressed 

interest in new projects with Aboriginal people rather than expanding current ones or other 

projects within Australia”.  It went on: 

Further comments included reminders that it is of vital importance that we listen to Aboriginal 

people, and it may be difficult for QSA to find suitable projects and partners. Overall, during this 

review process, the committee has become increasingly aware of the extent to which there are 

substantial limitations hindering a possible QSAMC response to these comments in the foreseeable 

future. These limitations include QSA staff with expertise, experience, free time and most 

importantly cultural affinity with Aboriginal communities. 

The 2012 Review was advised that the tax-deductible Indigenous Concerns Fund contained 

around $100,000 with few forward commitments to utilise it. The review committee thought 

that Friends generally would expect that their donations were being put to good use within a 

reasonable time and that holding funds pending selection of suitable projects was not in right 

ordering. In the light of this situation the Review report considered it a reasonable option is 

for this fund to be ‘closed’ to further contributions pending suitable projects becoming 

available. It further considered that, if QSA decided to close the fund, it should advise Regional 

Meetings accordingly and renew its efforts to find suitable projects. 

This situation of limited QSA involvement in First Nations concerns in Australia has continued. 

In its latest annual report, QSA advises of two funded projects in this area, namely: 

• funding of a heavy-duty washing machine for the use of participants in a residential 

workshop on combatting domestic violence conducted by the Men’s Shed in Alice 

Springs; and 

• a grant to the Madjitil Moorna Choir, based in Carmel, Western Australia, to support 

its expenses in undertaking its work to revive the language and culture of the Noongar 

people of southwest Western Australia. 

These two grants involved a total expenditure of only $17,000. 

However, the Working Group has been informed by QSA’s Executive Administrator that 

currently two projects are under discussion, one ($50,000 budget) is waiting for more details 

before funding can be discerned by the Management Committee as a result of discussions 

held at the last Management Committee meeting, and the second ($45,000 budget) has been 

approved but timing and other plans are still to be finalised. 
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As well, QSA’s Executive Administrator has been participating in the meetings of the AYM 

First Nations People Committee for a number of years now, representing QSA and has been 

involved in discussions on topics such as Indigenous Sovereignty and action to prevent 

further desecration of Aboriginal sites. As a result of that relationship, some other projects 

with smaller budgets have been forwarded to QSA for consideration over the years, such as 

the two projects mentioned in the latest QSA annual report noted above 

The issue of QSA’s engagement with First Nations’ concerns is closely intertwined with the 

previously discussed issue of the nature and geographical spread of QSA’s remit but needs to 

be addressed at a different level within Friends’ processes. 

Recommendations: 

In light of a strongly expressed desire among Australian Friends for greater involvement by 

QSA with First Nations concerns in Australia, we support and reiterate the 

recommendations of the 2012 Review for: 

(i) a review of QSA’s Statement of Purpose by both QSA and the AYM First 

Nations People Concerns Committee with a view to making a 

recommendation to the QSA AGM at next Yearly Meeting that the 

Statement of Purpose be reconsidered for its inclusivity of Aboriginal 

projects; and 

(ii) representatives from AYM First Nations People Concerns Committee and 

QSA commence a dialogue about Regional Meeting’s engagement with 

the identification and choice of Aboriginal projects and report back to the 

QSA within six months. 
 

As an initial step, we call on Friends who have been active in concerns around Indigenous 

Australians to share their knowledge of organisations and communities with which they 

have worked, as a first step to identifying areas where QSA support could be appropriate, 

and partners with whom relationships could be built. This call to partnership also applies 

in relation to project selection by Friends with knowledge and experience of the Pacific 

(discussed in the previous section). 

 
4.3.1. Handbook matters 

Mention has already been made of the changes to the section on QSA from the 6th to 7th editions 

of the Handbook [section 3.2 above]. Among these changes was substantial rewording of the 

remit of QSA and its activities. In the 6th edition this was expressed in terms of: 

QSA works with project partners on projects that have been initiated by the local communities 

themselves. QSA works with Aboriginal groups within Australia on a range of initiatives, and 

with communities in other countries where the focus is on food and water security, environmental 

sustainability, poverty alleviation and capacity building. The aim is for QSA’s project partners 

and associated communities, to become self-sufficient and thus enable QSA to exit the project at a 

suitable point. 

The corresponding wording in the 7th edition is as follows: 

QSA’s purpose is to express in a practical way the Concern of Australian Quakers for the building 

of a more peaceful, equitable, just and compassionate world. QSA works with communities in 

need in Australia and overseas. To achieve its purpose, QSA works with communities by funding 
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and otherwise supporting projects that enhance food and water security; alleviate poverty; 

increase environmental sustainability, gender equality and child rights; and support refugees and 

asylum seekers 

It is almost incomprehensible that the specific mention of working with Aboriginal groups 

within Australia should be removed from the Handbook entry on QSA without the discernment 

and decision of Australia Yearly Meeting. This Review has already recommended that the 

wording of the 6th edition of the Handbook be restored and that any proposed future changes 

be undertaken according to our well-established processes at Yearly Meeting. 

 
Recommendation: 

That, in line with a previous recommendation, the specific mention of working with 

Aboriginal groups within Australia, contained in the 6th edition of the Handbook, be 

restored. 
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5. Appendices 
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5.1. Concerns Raised at the ‘Meeting for Listening’ 

An open Meeting for listening to concerns from Quakers on the theme of ‘The 

Relationship between Quaker Service Australia and Australia Yearly Meeting’ was held 

on 18th July 2020 from 10am to 11.40am by Zoom digital video conference, with 33 

participants. 

The following concerns were raised 

List compiled by Harold Wilkinson 

 

1. Concerned tension about QSA has always existed. It can be valuable but can also 

overstress staff. How can our input be constructive and helpful? 
 

2. It is important to not lose the core value and the purpose of QSA - the powerless are 

empowered, the sick are healed, and the hungry are fed. Some things QSA has done 

have made a huge contribution to people’s lives. 
 

3. We need to hear more about QSA projects and the people involved in each project. The 

value of personal relationships is an important part of the work. 

 
4. It is important to have clarity around the role of the Linkages Committee. The role of 

the Linkages Committee appears to have been reduced to fundraising, without 

consultation, leading to a lack of trust in QSA. Like any company QSA needs to take 

this erosion of trust seriously or this will affect finances. Legal responsibilities of the 

Linkages Committee need to be addressed. 

 

5. There is conflicting information about the Linkages Committee on the Quaker website 

and the handbook. The needs to be greater clarity in both. 
 

6. If the linkages committee is a subcommittee of QSA how does its concerns, in reflecting 

the values of Friends, get radiated to AYM? 

 
7. We need to have clarity about the new constitution. 

 
8. The QSA management committee (appointed by NSWRM) requires a good 

understanding of development issues and appointment by NSWRM should take that 

into account. The 3-year rule for appointment of members by NSWRM is too short for 

this committee. 

 
9. A review of QSA is needed to explore the role of trust and the meeting of professional 

standards. There is some hesitation about this, though, as many of the recommendations 

of the previous review have not been adopted yet. 
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5.2. Terms of Reference for Working Group Considering the Relationship 

between QSA and AYM 

Purpose 

Whilst recognising the long-term interdependence between QSA and Australian 

Quakers, this relationship has naturally changed and developed over time, and particularly over 

recent years with the change in Management Committee structure and the registration of QSA 

as a company limited by guarantee. 

The Working Group may facilitate discussions between AYM and QSA that aims to reach a 

clear statement of the relationship described in terms of the legal (including the constitution), 

financial (Quaker financial support), social (QSA being a vehicle for Quaker concern for aid 

and development) and spiritual (conducted in the manner of Friends) facets of the relationship, 

and might be suitable for inclusion in the Handbook. 

 

Concerns raised in Meetings for Listening 

The concerns raised in the Meetings for Listening will be considered and tested, a process 

which will include, where necessary, consultation with those who own the concern, and with 

others who may be stakeholders in the concern aimed at strengthening relationships. 

 

Consultation 

The Working Group will consult with QSA, its staff and members, AYM, and other Friends as 

well as seek expert advice as needed to clarify relationships. 

 

Queries 

In consultation with QSA the Working Group will generate a list of queries which would be 

suitable for QSA and AYM to use to reflect on its relationship, work and the basis of its work 

in Quaker values. 

 

Options for the future 

Informed by the statement of relationship and the suggestions put forward during the Meetings 

for Listening, and the extra material submitted to it, the Working Group will articulate some 

options for QSA, AYM and the Linkages Committee (as part of QSA) to consider in moving 

forward in their relationships. These options will take account of the legal, financial social and 

spiritual context and constraints. 

 

Matters that require further attention 

Some matters underway at QSA and will need ongoing attention, beyond the term of the 

Working Group. The Working Group will highlight important issues that emerge in terms of 

the implications for understanding how relationships are maintained and transformed through 

times of transition and include them in its report. 

 

Reporting 

The report will articulate the statement of relationship, describe the discussions and 

consultations, list some queries, suggest options for the future and note any matters that might 

need further attention if they are to be resolved. The conclusions and possible recommendations 
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from this enquiry will be presented in the Working Group’s report to the Presiding Clerk in 

preparation for Standing Committee for Yearly Meeting 2021. The Working Party should set 

a timeline for its work, but, as the primary goal is to heal relationships, remain flexible. 

 

Working party membership 

The Presiding Clerk will ask Nominations Committee for recommendations for more members 

of the Working Party. 

 
Submitted by Julian Robertson 22/8/2020 

Amended 9/10/2020 to incorporate suggestions from Meeting for Listening on 8/10/2020 
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5. 3. Summary of Responses to the Queries Underpinning the Dialogue 

Consultation Process 

An analysis of the comments made at each meeting was made by listing comments from each 

group under the different queries, looking for common themes and points of divergence and 

third, summarising the key points, which are presented below. The qualitative data summarised 

below gives an overview of the perspectives expressed by Friends who attended the meetings. 

 
Query 1. What do you consider to currently be working well in the relationship 

between QSA and AYM between QSA and AYM, and specifically the 

Linkages Committee? 

There was generally agreement on issues such as the durability and stability of QSA and the 

solid backing provided by Australian Friends, more particularly the support of the Friends’ 

Shop. Most agreed that QSA is efficient and professional and a model for other NGOs. DFAT 

refers aspiring groups to QSA for advice. There are reliable financial contributions, even 

during difficult times. Articles in Australian Friend are very helpful and QSA assist with 

coloured pamphlets and shared information at AYM. QSA notes are helpful for publicity. They 

can be displayed on a table at the Meeting House. 

There are some dissenting voices that bring a more critical perspective to bear. These relate to 

accountability, transparency when reporting negative information and the criteria for the 

selection of projects. 

 
Query 2. In what areas do you feel the relationship between QSA and AYM, and the 

channels we have to manage it, could be improved? 

This query invited discussion of more contested areas. The need for some structural change 

was highlighted. Over time, the role of the Linkages Committee has been narrowed. The 

Management Committee and staff saw this as a joint decision with Linkages Committee, while 

the regional appointees saw this as a decision that was imposed without consultation. 

The Management Committee quoted ACFID as saying that Quakers are a unique organisation 

in that there is no control over appointed members. Representatives are appointed by regional 

meetings but then QSA understands them to be solely related to QSA. There is a structural 

problem with the Linkages Committee and a lack of clarity. Is the Linkages Committee only a 

QSA committee or is it a shared committee with AYM (eg similar to “dual listed” companies)? 

Is Linkages a committee or a subcommittee? 

There is no mention of Linkages Committee (due to legal advice not to define it) in the 

constitution. Hence the position description and role of Linkages Committee is not clear 

There are vacancies on the Linkages Committee, and it is hard for Regional Meetings to fill 

these while the role is unclear. The Linkages Committee members become company members 

and so carry legal responsibilities and liabilities. Induction materials are provided, but the 

traditional regular annual group training/acculturation weekend to help share understandings is 

now prevented due to COVID. Zoom meetings spaced out across the year are happening 

instead. 
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The regional appointees commented that QSA does marvellous work but needs more clarity 

and vision in setting directions for the future. QSA is a company, but the structures seem 

muddled. The QSA Constitution says it is ‘accountable' to AYM but the nature and extent of 

that accountability has not been set out by AYM. There are Inconsistencies between the QSA 

and AYM websites. The role of the Linkages Committee has been narrowed down to listening 

to regional meeting, encouraging projects, promoting QSA and raising money. The regional 

appointees commented that they love annual meeting but need more sharing of experience, not 

just meeting once a year. They expressed a feeling of loss due to COVID which prevents getting 

together in person. The regional appointees also commented that not only did the change to 

operating online affect them it has also changed the role of Standing Committee. 

 
Query 3. Given the rapidly changing and increasingly challenging context for 

international aid, development and peace building, how do you see QSA’s role in 

carrying forward Friends’ testimonies to peace and justice, and how could 

Australian Friends best support QSA in this? 

The dialogue with staff questioned: Where is the space to discuss these more reflective and 

policy issues? Before COVID this could have been at a weekend meeting. This needs a special 

space as it is not a normal agenda item. We need to be able to think outside the box. One 

example is the project on yarning circles which looks for culturally appropriate markers of 

success for Indigenous communities, rather than tick the box approaches in Indigenous 

communities. Should QSA stay the same size, seek to expand, or rely on just non-government 

donors in order to be able to achieve different priorities to the government? What is the optimal 

type of project for this sized organisation? 

The regional appointees suggested that we need to find peace in the relationship between QSA 

and AYM and asked: Do we have an understanding of the rapidly changing context? We need 

more sharing of information. One has constantly to ask. It could be very helpful to have 

someone from Linkages on the Management Committee. QSA excels in small projects and can 

continue on with projects. QSA should concentrate in these areas where it excels and can make 

a difference. QSA has established partners who are grateful for the support. 

There is disquiet and unease about QSA being a company. In an instance where something 

went wrong AYM should be able to speak to QSA and defend the Quaker name. The legislation 

in NSW was very restrictive but now many not-for-profit organisations are Federal. A joint 

AYM/QSA committee could work, it is just a matter of will. 

 
Query 4. What do Quakers have to offer that is unique? 

Important that decisions about proposals are made by discernment, based on Testimonies. 

Projects sit within, and serve to promote, Quaker testimonies such as Earthcare or Peace. 

We need reflection as part of the evaluation, but where does this occur? Quakers give incredible 

support and have led progressive thought about aid (for example it is unique to have funds 

devoted to refugees). The current focus on localisation in international aid is very challenging 

for most aid organisations but not for Quakers as it is integral to our approach. 
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5. 4. Overview of Development NGOs 

Where it all began 

For most of us, development NGOs with strong links to community have been part of the 

landscape as long as we have known. In fact, their history in present form is quite a short one, 

taking off mainly after the Second World War. ‘Brand-name’ International NGOs (INGOs) 

such as Oxfam and Save the Children took off largely in response to famine relief during 

WWII, and the Spanish Civil War just prior, and others including CARE and the multiplicity 

of smaller NGOs started up rather later. 

Friends carried out extensive relief work during WWII and immediately afterwards, but these 

operations were seen then as a temporary mobilisation for crisis, not an integral part of standard 

business. QP&S, AFSC, and eventually QSA really took off after the 1950s. 

 
Changing models and dynamics 

Increasingly, two different streams in aid became clear: emergency humanitarian response, to 

support the survivors of conflict or natural disaster, and ongoing development aid, to address 

underlying poverty, lack of access to education or adequate health services, etc. In the post- 

colonial period, there was an increasing consciousness among some in ‘developed’, formerly 

colonising countries, of injustice underlying ‘developing country’ poverty, and the 

responsibility to address this. This was a major driver of many community-based fundraising 

and support organisations, shown most clearly in Australia through Community Aid Abroad 

with its network of local activist groups (in which many Friends were engaged), but also 

numerous other organisations, including QSA. Function was in part enabled by two economic 

factors: 

- The very wide differential in currency values between ‘developed’ and ‘developing’ 

countries, meaning that relatively small amounts of money raised within community 

groups had very much greater spending power in the destination countries. 

- High capacity for voluntarism, with most families not having two full-time wage or 

salary earners; shorter commuting times; and a much smaller range of recreational 

options 

 
Engaging with Government Funding 

Across nearly all donor countries, NGOs became a major channel for disbursement of 

government aid funds. This was driven by several different factors: pressure from constituents 

across the political spectrum; a perception that NGOs as private, volunteer-supported 

organisations would be a cheaper and more efficient way of disbursing funds; and the reach 

that NGOs had to long-standing partners, particularly small community organisations, churches 

etc in destination countries, which government programs could not readily replicate. This 

gathered major momentum from the 1980s, and in Australia took two major forms: 

- The ANCP program, through which AIDAB/AusAID/DFAT subsidised NGOs’ own 

projects on a 50-50 or 75-25% basis, within relatively open guidelines. 

- Country ‘windows’, where a particular amount of funding would be allocated for 

different NGOs to apply for on a competitive basis, for multi-year programs in 
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designated sectoral areas, usually rural development of different kinds. These would 

fund NGO costs at 100%, including all in-country costs, and also home office staff and 

operational costs. Programs funded would be tied much more closely to 

AusAID/DFAT’s country strategy. 

 
Peak government funding for QSA 

The apotheosis for QSA was probably in the late ‘80s/early 1990s, with the CELT program in 

(then) Kampuchea. The Australian government wanted to maintain relations with the 

internationally embargoed Cambodian government, and NGOs were a convenient channel; 

Quaker organisations in particular were at an advantage given their credibility with the post- 

1975 Government of Vietnam, and allied governments in Cambodia and Laos. This marked a 

major turning-point for QSA in moving from being mainly a fund-raising body for British and 

American Quaker organisations (with some notable exceptions in indigenous Australia, and in 

India), to being directly operational, and QSA (along with Freedom From Hunger, Save the 

Children Australia and a couple of others) had almost a blank cheque to run the CELT program 

within a very lightly-designed framework. 

It was also at this time (from memory) that support to Ro Morrow’s work in permaculture 

really took off, with major funding from DFAT. This was enabled by Ro’s own strong direct 

relationship with the VACVINA association in Vietnam, and the relative ease for Quaker 

organisations operating in Vietnam. QSA enjoyed high credibility with AusAID for 

accountability and efficiency in delivering work in Vietnam. 

 
Changing dynamics and economics 

Since the mid-1990s most noticeably, the context for development NGOs has shifted in several 

important ways, and this has been possibly more marked in Australia than in most ‘developed’ 

countries. 

‘Professionalisation’: Has been an issue for all development NGOs. The model of being semi- 

volunteer run, and with relatively low-paid staff often learning on the job, has largely gone, as 

much higher standards of project design and accountability have come in, particularly from 

government. The role of volunteers remains important for many, but is very much attenuated; 

the transactional costs of engaging with a large community base have also been closely 

scrutinised. It is much harder for development workers to enter via a volunteer or semi- 

volunteer channel, and there are almost no opportunities left for relatively unqualified or 

unskilled ‘developed country’ personnel to acquire hands-on experience in ‘developing’ 

countries. 

Government scrutiny and accountability measures: The bar has been raised steadily higher – 

DFAT accreditation for NGOs is one very concrete example of this. In part, this has been 

necessary because of the standards required in managing quite large sums of money, and 

previous abuses or mismanagement by some NGOs have been a real issue. 

Government-NGO relations: Greater scrutiny does also reflect a less positive and less tolerant 

attitude on the part of government towards NGOs, and particularly activist NGOs which engage 

in advocacy and sometimes direct critique of government policies. There is a ‘managerial’ 

aspect to this as well, with an attitude in several areas of government that NGO programs are 
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less likely to be efficient or deliver impact than larger-scale bilateral programs, increasingly 

delivered by large commercial contractors – the growth of these in the last two decades has 

been rapid. The recent review of the ANCP program was a case in point. One imputed agenda 

for this was to ‘cut off ACFID’s long tail’ , i.e. deliver more of the aid program through a 

smaller number of the larger NGOs. The review in fact demonstrated that ANCP was one of 

the highest-performing of government-funded aid interventions in terms of efficiency and 

impact. Despite this, a semi-hostile view from government appears likely to continue for the 

foreseeable future. 

Changing role of ‘aid’: When major bilateral aid flows began in the mid-20th century, they were 

possibly the largest inflow of capital to many of the recipient countries. This is now true for 

only a few, and aid inflows are dwarfed by income from trade and/or remittances from 

expatriate workers. The differential in currency values between ‘developing’ and ‘developed’ 

countries has also narrowed. 

Economic and social change in donor countries: Civil society as a whole is facing pressures 

and changes in Australia and elsewhere. The human resources that allowed for volunteer-based 

organisation and activities in the past are now greatly reduced. Small-scale community 

fundraising is harder; and at the same time, the number of small NGOs with particular focus 

has multiplied, and all are facing an increasingly professionalised, omnipresent and slick 

fundraising culture. Donations as a proportion of income appear to be levelling off, or in slight 

decline, despite resilience through several economic downturns. 

Growth of national civil society: Increasingly, new development initiatives in developing 

countries are driven and run by local bodies; NGOs, quasi-government institutions and others. 

Some may have begun as effectively sub-contractors for international donors; others have a 

very real local base and express a strong vision of their own for development and carry it 

forward with local expertise. There is less and less reason for large INGOs to set up expatriate- 

staffed country offices. Also, internal flows of money are often at least as important as those 

from outside. Progressive Indonesian NGOs have been saying for some time that Indonesia has 

all the resources it needs to eradicate poverty and ensure sustainable development: distribution 

is the problem. This is mirrored in many countries, particularly in Asia, and local fundraising 

is taking off to different degrees in different places. 

Success of NGO-driven concepts: Several development concepts originally driven by NGOs 

are now mainstream, at least in official rhetoric and program designs. These include gender 

equity, environmental sustainability, and disability inclusion. Clearly, there is frequently a gap 

between official rhetoric and implementing reality, which requires ongoing vigilance and 

advocacy from civil society; but these concepts can no longer be simply adopted by NGOs as 

a distinguishing brand. 

 
The role of a Quaker organisation in this context 

Implications of some of the dynamics above on QSA as on other smaller and community- 

supported NGOs are obvious. The roles of all need to be continually interrogated and adapted 

in a fast-changing environment, and levels of both internal and external support are far from 

guaranteed. 

There are some particular advantages that QSA in particular brings to the situation, however: 
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- Focus on local partnership: Aside from the brief CELT interlude, QSA has never 

maintained ongoing field office presence in any country where it works, but has chosen 

to work with local partners, with whom trusting relationships have been developed over 

time. This aligns very much with Quaker belief, and practice since as far back as the 

Irish Famine of the 1840s but is in a sense ‘ahead of the game’ for current 

circumstances. 

- A model of ‘people to people’ linkages, and low-capital interventions: Recent discourse 

in the development sector has highlighted the importance of personal links, on a peer- 

to-peer basis, as the weight of resource transfers has diminished. The Australian 

Volunteer program was -to its own surprise – identified as being particularly effective 

in this context. The clearest exemplars are probably Ro Morrow’s work with its 

emphasis on tapping and enabling local knowledge, and Joss Brooke’s work with 

communities in southern India. 

- A sense of our own significance/insignificance: Quakers are constantly aware of our 

diminutive size in the large scheme of things, and thus the need to consider carefully 

how we move to influence the larger picture. Fast-changing international dynamics do 

require agile thinking and experimentation, which Friends have previously shown 

themselves more ready than most to attempt. How might we carry forward this aspect 

of our vision and role? 

- Openness to change: Friends’ commitment to seek and accept new light, from whatever 

source it may come, could be crucially important in adapting to a fast-changing aid and 

development scenario. How can we bring the best of our traditions to bear in these 

circumstances? 
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5. 5. Terms of Reference and Conclusions/ Recommendations of the 1999 QSA Review 
 

Terms of Reference Conclusions/ Recommendations 

We agree that the following should become the work of this 

Committee and we agree that its purpose is to review the 

work of QSA in terms of Friends’ spiritual and social 

mission and resources available, in particular by – 

 

(a) defining the objects in the Articles of Incorporation 

and recommending changes to the current 

Guidelines. 

The Review Committee recommends that AYM notes with approval the ‘purposes and objects’ clause of the Rules of 

Incorporation (Appendix G) and adopts the Guidelines (Appendix F) until further annual review. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
(b) defining an appropriate relationship between 

Australia Yearly Meeting and QSA, and a structure 

to implement this and communication with other 

Australia Yearly Meeting Committees. 

The Review Committee recommends that AYM re-commit itself to the objectives of QSA, seek to achieve a greater 

understanding of QSA and its works and take steps to strengthen the relationship with QSA. 

In its annual report to AYM, the QSA MC should, as far as possible, highlight its priorities, its problems and its suggestions for 

the way forward. 

Adequate support should be provided to QSA to assist in the preparation of full coverage of these questions so that they may be 

submitted in plenty of time for consideration in Documents in Advance. 

Suitable time tabling arrangements should be in place at AYM (and at Standing Committee, if necessary) to ensure that adequate 

and proper consideration can be given to the questions raised and to informed regular consideration of the QSA Guidelines. 

When preparing to meet new financial reporting requirements, the MC should give consideration to presenting its annual 

statement of finances to AYM in a form which assists Friends in understanding the sources of funding and the costs of service 

delivery. 

Broad policy changes should be brought to AYM for consideration and endorsement. 

A Support Group should be appointed by AYM in consultation with the MC, to consist of two to four experienced Friends. 

These Friends would be available for such consultative assistance and support as the MC feels is necessary. The term of office 

for such a Support Group would be for three years, at the end of which period, its members would report on their function, and 

QSA and AYM would review its usefulness. 

A regular review policy should be adopted under which AYM will appoint an independent QSA General Review Committee 

every five years to carry out a comprehensive review and report to AYM. The Committee should comprise experienced Friends 

and attenders, most of whom would live in the same general geographical area. The terms of reference of the Committee should 

include consultation with the MC and also with RM QSCs. 
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(c) recommending a definition of membership of QSA 

and processes for the handling of Friends’ 

concerns. 

The Review Committee sees no reason to change the membership arrangements for QSA. 

The RM and AYM should appoint members of the MC with due consideration of: 

- the explicit mix of expertise, including management skills, required; 

- concern for issues related to QSA’s work; 

- the value of continuity of service for the corporate memory; 

- the available time and willingness of the nominee; and 

- the capacity of the members of the MC to work together. 

There should be an initial 3-year term for individual committee members, with the possibility of renewal for another term. It is 

suggested that no person remain on the MC for longer than 6 years without rotating off for at least one year, after which they 

could be re-nominated. 

The initial members of the MC should be appointed for initial terms of 1, 2 and 3 years, in order that the whole committee not be 

replaced at any one time, and that there be a staggering in changes in membership. 

The MC, in connection with the host RM and AYM, establish a means of ensuring that there are backup people available for and 

capable of covering all the significant roles on the committee. 

AYM, in cooperation with the current MC, should plan for the training and preparation of future MC members. 

AYM should consider providing funds to QSA, should the MC so request, to assist in the current transition and training phase of 

the MC. 

The MC should allocate specific time for planning and evaluation, at least one day every twelve months. 

Need for changes to policy and practice should be documented, with the rationale for change. 

 

 
(d) advising on the scope and scale of QSA with 

particular reference to the size of projects, relations 

with AusAid and geographical coverage. 

QSA should be encouraged to be aware of areas within the context of its guidelines in which it might work in partnership with 

other Quaker organisations, both overseas and within Australia. 

QSA should be open to the possibility of collaboration with other NGOs. 

Assessment of new projects should include consideration of the work in the light of the QSA Guidelines, as well as Quaker 

strengths and administrative capacity. 

Over time, the MC should begin to consider and venture into projects that reflect a shift in focus geographically towards – 

(a) service within Australia, and 

(b) near neighbours in South East Asia, South Asia and the Pacific. 
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 Over time, there should be a shift in focus in QSA from primarily carrying on ‘development aid’ to also being involved in 

supporting concerns with a Quaker emphasis, which might include prison reform and conflict resolution in Australia, and 

activities related to peace and social justice in the regions indicated in the previous recommendation. 

As and when time and work pressures permit, the MC should begin to explore other NGO contacts for the purposes of either 

making appropriate referrals or working together. 

 
 

(e) recommending guidelines for procedures in the 

engagement and management of human resources 

and relations with project partners. 

Staff should participate in committee meetings and decisions (where there is no conflict of interest) while being aware of the need 

to empower the committee to make key policy decisions. 

MC members should be encouraged to participate in relevant training and acquisition of knowledge. 

An appeal process should be established to deal with disputes between staff and the committee, and an outline of the process 

included in the QSA Manual of Procedures. 

 

(f) advising on principles of fundraising for a Quaker 

organisation. 

An expanded approach to donors within the Quaker community should be explored. 

Once QSA’s future operational directions are clarified, AYM and QSA should consider how QSA might be promoted so that its 

strengths might be made known to individuals, foundations, trusts and others in the wider community. 
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5. 6. Terms of Reference and Conclusions/ Recommendations of the 2007 QSA Review 
 

Terms of Reference Conclusions/ Recommendations 

How well does QSA fulfil its role as the service organisation of AYM 

including: 

 

1. The extent to which QSA meets its stated purpose ‘to express in a 

practical way the concern for Australian Quakers for the building of a 

more peaceful, equitable, just and compassionate world.’ 

QSA meets this stated purpose. The sourcing of funding from AusAid appears to have supported this purpose, 

not undermined it. We recommend that the achievement of this purpose be the focus of the next review of QSA. 

2. Whether the projects supported by QSA in the last 5 years have been 

‘economically and environmentally appropriate and sustainable’. 

There is much evidence from independent agencies and evaluations that the projects supported by QSA in the last 

5 years have been ‘economically and environmentally appropriate and sustainable’. We recommend that a 

guiding principle continue to be that projects which comes from the concerns of F/friends and can be supported 

by individual passions be given priority. These personal connections provide assurance of their effectiveness and 

are grounded in the experience of the Spirit. We encourage funding be sought from sources such as AusAID, if it 

can be done without undermining the Spirit-led direction of those concerns. 

We encourage F/friends to bring forward local projects where F/friends have a connection with Indigenous 

people. This would facilitate QSA in identifying and responding to Indigenous concerns and supporting 

Australian projects.  Applications need to meet the criteria for selection. 

3. Whether the current structure of QSA can be improved to enable it to 

meet its goals. 

We recommend that the QSA Committee look at ways that they could work with other agencies in addressing 

Indigenous Concerns. 

4. Whether QSA will be able to continue to meet the ethical and legal 

demands laid upon it by its current mode of operation and with its 

current resources. 

QSA has met ethical and legal demands with some cost to staff. We commend the committee, staff and 

volunteers for the quality of their work. 

5. Whether NSW Regional Meeting is willing to continue to host QSA 

and, if so, for how long. 

While the QSA Committee seems happy to continue their oversight of QSA, it is unclear to what extent this view 

is held by all members of NSW Regional Meeting. 

6. Ways in which QSA could be better supported by AYM, Regional 

Meetings and their members. 

There are opportunities for QSA to work more closely with Meetings around Australia and with individual 

F/friends. We commend QSA for the efforts made in publicising the projects and ways for F/friends to contribute 

to them. We recommend the development of templates describing roles and responsibilities of QSA committees 
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 and some suggestions for effective fundraising that can be shared from state to state and year to year as 

committees change. 

7. Ways in which QSA could be better involve state representatives in its 

management structure. 

Australia Yearly Meeting offers opportunities for interactions between QSA Committees to share what is 

happening nationally as well as what is going on in Regional and Local Meetings, including activities of the 

Quaker Shop, local meeting involvements with fairs and markets and partnerships with other agencies. We 

recommend a Quaker Service preparatory meeting that includes discussion as well as presentations of Quaker 

Service at all levels. 

8. Ways in which QSA can improve communications with Quakers and 

other supporters of QSA. 

There can never be too much information given to Regional Meetings, local QSA Committees, individual 

F/friends and donors. We recommend inclusion of information about QSA in existing Quaker publications, on 

the Quaker Australia website and through local correspondents. 

9. When and how another review of QSA should be undertaken by AYM. A review of QSA should be undertaken by AYM in five years focusing on its ability ‘to express in a practical 

way the concern for Australian Quakers for the building of a more peaceful, equitable, just and compassionate 

world.’ It would appear sensible at this time to move responsibility for the management of QSA to an AYM 

Board. 

10. Any other matters which it considers would affect the well-being of 

QSA and the ability to meet its goals. 

The visiting of projects provides confidence to the Quaker community and other donors of the effectiveness of 

projects and increases commitment to the support of these projects. We recommend the investigation of study 

tours as a way of increasing awareness and building connection with projects, ensuring that such tours are 

conducted according to the terms of the project partners and the community. 

We believe that the current structure of QSA has a limited life. It appears that the demands made of aid agencies 

require an increasing level of expertise. The usual process of rotating an Australia Yearly Meeting concern 

through different regional meetings may result in not having people in Regional Meeting with the knowledge and 

skills required to manage QSA. Maintaining relationships with funding bodies requires stability in location, staff 

and management.  It seems sensible for QSA’s office to remain located in Sydney. 

While NSW Regional Meeting appear able to continue to hold responsibility for QSA, we also see a need for 

QSA to be a service of Australia Yearly Meeting and the value of the Management passing to a committee of 

AYM, not being held under the care of a Regional Meeting. There would be some logic in using the Friends 

School model as a guide for a new structure of the Board. The Board of QSA would comprise one representative 

chosen by each Regional Meeting outside NSW, plus up to six nominated by NSWRM. The full board would 

meet at least once a year, and in between the Executive Committee (comprising the NSW members) would carry 

responsibility for the oversight of the work. There could be a different person chairing the two bodies, or they 

could be the same. Terms of reference for the Board would need to be drawn up. In the interim, we believe that 

the management of QSA should remain in the care of NSW Regional Meeting. 
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5. 7. Terms of Reference and Recommendations of the 2012 QSA Review 
 

Terms of Reference Conclusions/ Recommendations 

(i) Overriding Purpose 

To inform AYM as to: 

(a) the health and vitality of the relationship between 
QSA and Friends, at all levels in Australia; and 

(b) the interface between Australian Friends and QSA 

in relation to QSA’s statement of purpose. 

In undertaking its investigation, the Review Committee 

must take into account the constraints on QSA, including 

matters such as staffing, office space and funds available 

for administration, all of which will impinge upon and 

limit the scope of its activities 

 

(ii) Specific Terms of Reference 

1. What are the current strengths and weaknesses in the 

relationship between QSA and (a) AYM, (b) Regional 

Meetings including Local Meetings and Worshipping 

Groups and (c) individual members and attenders? 

 Relationships between QSA and Friends at all levels of Australia Yearly Meeting  

1a: Australia Yearly Meeting and QSA collaborate to prepare an Engagement Strategy that provides a framework for ways in 

which QSA, our Meetings and Friends generally will inform, consult, involve and collaborate to support and promote QSA 

work on behalf of the Society. 

 

1b: Clerks and correspondents take more responsibility for (a) active distribution of QSA communications, and (b) identifying, 

ideally in collaboration with their Regional Meeting appointee to the QSA MC, another Friend who could consider becoming 

more conversant with QSA before succeeding the current appointee to the QSA MC. 

 

1c: Where Regional and Local Meetings are already interested in QSA, they identify a specific project or projects for which they 

would like to take an active interest and support. In consultation with QSA, they find a variety of ways, in addition to 

fundraising, to support the project(s), e.g. design posters, disseminate success stories beyond Friends, help identify experts to 
assist with particular project issues identified by QSA. 

 

2. How can this relationship, at these various levels, be 

developed and strengthened and what is required to 

achieve this from (a) QSA and (b) Friends at these 

various levels? 
1d: The QSA MC, together with other Yearly Meeting committees in particular the committees for First Nations People 

Concerns, Peace and Legislation, and Earthcare, review overlaps of interest and synergies that might enhance the work of either 

or both. 

 

1e: Regional Meetings and Local Meetings (or their Outreach committees) each consider how they might collaborate with QSA 

to (a) promote awareness about QSA projects and activities, and (b) use the education packs that QSA makes available on its 
website. In turn, the Meetings provide feedback on the usefulness of the packs and suggest to QSA where different or updated 
content is needed. 

 

1f: The Yearly Meeting Secretary and Public Officer identify current Australia Yearly Meeting resources, experience and 

expertise regarding rules of incorporation at Federal and State levels, and make those readily available to the QSA MC with a 
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  view to assisting it find clarity in a timely manner about the most appropriate jurisdiction for incorporation of QSA to meet 

AusAID and Australia Yearly Meeting requirements. 

 

3. In particular, how can the nature and role of Friends 

appointed by their Regional Meetings to membership 

of the QSA Committee be enhanced, generally, and in 

relation to particular activities (eg education and 

outreach)? 

 Enhancing the role and contribution of the QSA Management Committee Members  

2a: QSA and Australia Yearly Meeting agree on a clear statement of the role, responsibility and term of the host meeting and 

other Regional Meeting appointees to the QSA MC - a 'duty statement' that is readily available (e.g. via the website) for use by 

Nominations Committees and individual Friends, especially those nominated. This statement will be very clear about the extent 

to which QSA MC members are for example expected to report, inform and support QSA activities in Regional Meetings, 
represent their Regional Meeting, or raise funds. 

 

2b: Members of the QSA MC actively engage with every MC meeting agenda and share the responsibilities of the QSA MC by 

taking on responsibility for clearly defined tasks that are within their individual capabilities and interests. 

 

2c: Australia Yearly Meeting supports QSA MC if it proposes to appoint suitably qualified or experienced people who are 

outside the Society of Friends to serve on or be co-opted by QSA to the QSA MC. 

 

2d: Australia Yearly Meeting and QSA MC consider whether a reference group would be a more effective use of a variety of 

persons appointed by Regional Meetings. 

 

2e: QSA MC appoints one of its members to the QSA Executive Administrator’s Support Group to give assistance on matters 

affecting the employer’s (QSA) responsibilities to an employee. 

 

2f: QSA MC, as a matter of very high priority, develops and implements a succession plan for key staff and the key MC roles to 

prevent inadvertent loss of corporate knowledge and loss of momentum on QSA governance, projects and related obligations. 

 

4. How can the financial base of QSA be strengthened 

within Friends, given the steadily declining 

membership and ageing profile of Friends? 

 Strengthening the financial base of QSA  

3a: QSA puts in place a pro-active approach to financial reporting to Regional Meetings and through them to their members, by 

commencing a regular (e.g. half yearly) program of advising Regional Meetings and Regional Meeting appointees about the 

donations QSA has received from all sources within their Regional Meeting. As well, QSA provides to Regional Meeting 

appointees the comparative information from other Regional Meetings in order to empower them in communication with their 
Regional Meeting. 

 

3b: The Yearly Meeting Finance Committee renews efforts to source additional funding from Friends through the mechanism of 

bequests for QSA (and other Yearly Meeting concerns). 

 

3c: QSA MC assesses the Living Gifts scheme to ensure that the donor engagement and funding yield is commensurate with the 

effort invested, and to what extent and how the scheme has potential to be part of the Society’s outreach to non-Quakers. 

 

5. Are there ways in which the activities of QSA can be 

enhanced by targeted harnessing of volunteers and, if 

so, how should this be achieved? 

 Harnessing the efforts of volunteers  

4a: The QSA MC examines the availability, skills and experience of volunteers (including pro bono professionals) as part of a 

strategy for improving its operations inside Australia. 

 

4b: The QSA MC assesses the potential for volunteers to enhance its engagement with relevant development organisations and 

all parts of Australia Yearly Meeting. 

 

4c: The QSA MC delays implementation of (a) and (b) above until adequate office space and staffing are secured or 

arrangements are set in place for Friends to implement these recommendations using communications technology remotely 

from the main office. 
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6. How should the views of Friends be ascertained in 

relation to the choice of projects by QSA in effecting 

its statement of purpose? 

 Choosing projects  

Recommendation 5a: The QSA Statement of Purpose is reviewed by both QSA and the Australia Yearly Meeting First Nations 

People Concerns Committee with a view to making a recommendation to the QSA AGM at YM 2014 that the Statement of 

Purpose be reconsidered for its inclusivity of Aboriginal projects. 

 

Recommendation 5b: Representatives from Australia Yearly Meeting’s First Nations People Concerns Committee and QSA MC 

commence a dialogue about Regional Meetings’ engagement with the identification and choice of Aboriginal projects and report 
back to the QSA MC within six months. 

 

Recommendation 5c: QSA considers, in consultation with Australia Yearly Meeting’s First Nations People Concerns Committee 

and Treasurer, closing the Indigenous Concerns Fund to further donations pending realistic opportunities for expending the 

accumulating funds. 

 

7. Could the reach and impact of QSA be enhanced by 

partnering or other relationship with other Quaker aid 

and development organisations, including the 

American Friends Service Committee and Quaker 

Peace and Service Aotearoa/ New Zealand? 

 Partnering with others  

Recommendation 6a: QSA appoints a working group to develop a statement that sets out the principles and procedures QSA 

follows when it explores partnering opportunities with similar development organisations in Australia, including a process of 

consultation with Regional Meetings. 

 

 

8. Other 
 Concluding recommendations  

Recommendation 7a: Australia Yearly Meeting records its decisions at Yearly Meetings about the QSA review committee 

recommendations, whether accepted or not, and include the responsibility for any action. 

 

Recommendation 7b: The QSA MC and other parts of Yearly Meeting keep Australia Yearly Meeting informed about their 

achievement of milestones and planned actions for those Recommendations adopted by Yearly Meeting. 
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