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DEAR COLLEAGUES AND FRIENDS,

From the early days of iac Berlin, complexity has shaped both the environments we work in 
and the way we approach our work. Philanthropy and civic actors increasingly engage with 
challenges that do not unfold in predictable ways. They emerge through interconnected 
systems, changing contexts, competing interests, and the interactions of many different actors 
over time.

As a result, many established assumptions about strategy, impact, and organizational 
effectiveness are being challenged. Long-term direction remains important, while linear planning 
and straightforward attribution in practice often reach their limits. Working in complexity 
requires a different orientation: one that combines strategic intent with adaptability, continuous 
learning, and strong relational foundations.

At the same time, the environments in which social change work takes place are shifting 
rapidly. Democratic space is under pressure in many regions, trust in institutions is eroding, and 
technological, ecological, and geopolitical transformations are accelerating. In such contexts, 
questions of collaboration, resilience, contribution, and collective sensemaking become pivotal.

This publication brings together reflections, observations, and results from our work in 2025 on 
how to engage with—and remain resilient in—complexity.

To provide orientation and mutual understanding, we open the publication with a glossary of 
how we use terminology that is widely applied across different sectors and contexts, often with 
slightly varying meanings. 

In “How to stay strategic in complexity,” we examine how the context for developing and 
implementing strategies fundamentally changes in response to dynamic, interconnected 
challenges shaped by feedback loops, shifting actors, and emerging patterns.

From strategy, we move to “Monitoring what matters in complexity,” arriving at what may be 
one of philanthropy’s most important roles today: not only to fund change, but to help build the 
relational and ecosystem conditions under which change becomes possible.

“Working with roles in ecosystems” then provides an example of how relational approaches can 
open up strategic options in situations where traditional approaches no longer hold. It draws on 
examples from the Bosch Alumni Network, the Democracy and Belonging Forum, and our Field 
Supporters program.

“Reimagining resilient resourcing” continues this line of thought, focusing on how civic action 
can sustain itself as conditions continue to erode. Drawing on our Field Supporters program, it 
shows how participants from the MENA region approached this question—and how the Nile 
served as a metaphor for their thinking.

We then turn to the question of how philanthropy can coordinate its efforts in the context of 
war. While many practices of network coordination remain similar, the conditions in which they 
take place differ significantly. Through the Foundations for Ukraine initiative, we have gained 
insights into this challenge.

Finally, we examine a rebound effect visible across our sector: efficiency gains from digitization 
lead to higher expectations and outputs rather than more time. Can AI create more space for 
relational and strategic practice—the kind of work we care about most? And if so, how can we 
prepare for it?

This work is made possible through the support, insight, and collaboration of many colleagues 
and partners. We are highly grateful to be part of this community—connected through shared 
ambitions and a commitment to continuous learning.

With warmest regards,

Darius Polok, on behalf of the entire iac Berlin team
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Glossary: Relational infrastructureGlossary: Relational infrastructure

GLOSSARY: RELATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
IN COMPLEX ENVIRONMENTS

Working in philanthropy means engaging 
with increasingly complex environments: 
challenges are interconnected, causality is 
difficult to trace, and outcomes cannot be 
fully controlled. In such contexts, the ability 
to act depends on how actors relate to one 
another—and how these relationships are 
intentionally supported through spaces, 
connectivity, and shared direction. We refer 
to this as relational infrastructure: the web of 
social connections, interactions, and inten-
tional spaces for their facilitation that ena-
bles groups to collaborate effectively. This 
glossary offers a shared point of reference 
for the different forms of relational infra-
structure used throughout this publication.

Viewing social structures through the lens of relational infra-
structure shifts the focus from static categories to the quality 
and dynamics of relationships that underpin them. It empha-
sizes trust, reciprocity, and shared meaning as core elements 
of impact-oriented work. This perspective entails several key 
shifts:

	» From structure to relationships → Instead of seeing 	
	 structures such as organizations or networks as fixed 
	 categories, we acknowledge that they are constantly 		
	 shaped by the quality of human connections. 

	» From transactions to trust → Success is not measured by 
	 the number of partnerships or organizations involved, but	
	 by the depth of trust, reciprocity, and collective sense-making. 

	» From coordination to emergence → Impact is not 
	 just about well-managed collaborations, but about how 
	 relationships enable emergence, adaptability, and  
	 system-wide change at systemic levels. 
 
In complex environments, relational infrastructure acts as the 
connective tissue that enables actors to navigate uncertainty, 
leverage collective intelligence, and drive sustainable outcomes.  
Without it, even well-designed technical or institutional 
structures may fail to achieve their intended impact. 
 
The following terms are frequently used in this context and 
are defined here to support a shared understanding across the 
articles that follow and in broader discussions. 
 
 
 
 

Community 
 
A community is a group of individuals connected by one 
or more of the following: shared values, shared interests, 
shared goals, a shared space, or a shared experience. Such 
connections may give rise to a sense of belonging, mutual 
support, trust, and ongoing interaction. Within impact-oriented 
networks, communities function as relational spaces that 
enable knowledge exchange, collaboration, and co-creation. 
In this context, they act as foundational components of larger 
collaborative structures. 
 
Field / Sector 
 
A field refers to a domain of social activity, knowledge, or 
practice shaped by norms, language, and institutions, which 
create a set of shared constraints for the actors within it. 
The term “sector” is often used interchangeably but more 
commonly applies to large categories such as the public, 
private, or nonprofit sectors. 
 
Movement 
 
A movement is a collective effort of individuals, groups, and 
organizations mobilizing around a shared vision for change. 
Unlike structured organizations, movements are decentralized 
and driven by shared narratives, values, and momentum. They 
rely on relational trust, storytelling, and grassroots engagement 
to influence systems and shift societal norms. 
 
 

Impact Alliance 
 
An impact alliance is a structured collaboration between 
multiple actors such as organizations, networks, funders, and 
community groups committed to achieving transformative 
social or environmental change. Unlike loose networks, an 
impact alliance is characterized by explicit commitments, 
shared strategies, and resource coordination to drive collective 
impact. 
 
Network 
 
A loosely structured set of autonomous and diverse actors 
(individuals or organizations) seeking to create social impact, 
formed around a specific shared purpose, experience, or space. 
Impact-oriented networks are characterized by their flexibility, 
ability to span boundaries, and focus on collective action. 
Networks function as relational infrastructures that facilitate 
cross-sectoral partnerships, accelerate learning, and foster 
collective agency beyond organizational silos. 
 
Ecosystem 
 
An ecosystem refers to the broader environment of 
interconnected actors, resources, and conditions that 
shape a field or sector. It includes organizations, networks, 
policies, funders, and cultural narratives that collectively 
enable or constrain impact. Ecosystem thinking emphasizes 
interdependence, adaptability, and systemic interventions 
rather than isolated projects or organizations.

	» A community is a group of people 	
	 connected by strong relationships. 
 

	» A field or sector is a social domain 	
	 organized around a shared practice. 
 

	» A movement is a collective effort  
	 around a shared vision for change. 
 

	» An impact alliance is characterized 	
	 by explicit commitments, shared 		
	 strategies, and coordination to drive 	
	 collective impact. 

	» A network is a loosely structured  
	 set of autonomous and diverse  
	 actors. 

	» An ecosystem refers to the broader 	
	 environment of interconnected 		
	 actors, resources, and conditions  
	 that shape a field or sector.
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How to stay strategic in complexityHow to stay strategic in complexity

HOW TO STAY STRATEGIC IN COMPLEXITY

Strategy remains essential for foundations 
and other social change organizations,  
especially in times of uncertainty and  
disruption. Yet the conditions under which 
strategies are developed and implemented 
have changed in ways that make complexity 
harder to ignore. Many of the challenges 
foundations seek to address are dynamic, 
interconnected, and shaped by feedback 
loops, shifting actors, and emerging  
patterns. This does not mean complexity is 
new. But it does mean that many of us can 
no longer rely on problem frames and stra-
tegic assumptions that treat it as marginal.

Making complexity more visible matters because it changes 
what strategy can realistically do. Many organizations have  
long been able to work with more bounded problem frames 
and assumptions of relative predictability. In such contexts, 
roadmap-oriented elements of strategy can play a stronger 
role. But when working on challenges shaped by political  
volatility, ecological disruption, technological transformation,  
or declining trust in institutions, those elements quickly reach 
their limits. Cause and effect often become clear only in  
hindsight. New risks and opportunities emerge unexpectedly. 
And any intervention changes the ecosystem dynamics in 
which the strategy operates.

For social change organizations like iac Berlin, this creates a 
very real tension. Strategy is still needed to provide direction, 
legitimacy, and focus. Yet it is often designed and used in ways 
that privilege predictability, sequencing, and control more 
than the challenges themselves allow. The result can be a false 
sense of certainty: a well-written strategy that looks coherent 
on paper but proves too rigid, too narrow, or too slow when 
confronted with the dynamics of a complex environment. 
 
A new understanding of strategy 
 
To remain relevant in such contexts, organizations need to 
place greater emphasis on dimensions of strategy that have 
always mattered but become more visible amid complexity. 
Strategy cannot be reduced to a plan for implementing  
a predefined path. It is also a framework for maintaining  
orientation and the ability to act under uncertainty. This means 
that strategy must do more than define goals and activities.  
It must help us sense and interpret signals from the field,  
make decisions with incomplete knowledge, create room for  
adaptation, observe the effects of our actions, and organize 
learning as an ongoing practice rather than a final step. 
 
From this perspective, staying strategic in complexity does not 
mean knowing the way ahead in detail. It means combining 
clear direction with orientation towards opportunities. Even  
if we do not know in advance which pathways will prove most 
effective, we can still hold a strong strategic ambition, define 
the areas where we want to contribute, and build the conditions 
that allow us to respond quickly and appropriately when  
meaningful opportunities emerge. 
 
A layered architecture 
 
This understanding has shaped our own strategic thinking. In 
our current strategy work, we have found it useful to distinguish 
between three layers: 

1.	 Strategic ambition
2.	 Impact goals
3.	 Development goals 
 

This layered architecture helps hold direction and adaptability 
together. Strategic ambition provides longer-term orientation: 
the broader direction of travel and the contribution we want 
to make over time. Impact goals translate this ambition into a 
medium-term horizon and clarify the kinds of change we seek 
to support. Development goals, in turn, focus on the capacities, 
relationships, structures, and internal shifts needed to act 
strategically in a complex environment. 
 
Each of these layers plays a distinct role. Strategic ambition 
provides direction. Impact goals focus the contribution we 
seek to make. Development goals build the organizational 
conditions that make this contribution viable under changing 
conditions. It is this third layer that becomes especially 
important in complexity. 
 
This distinction matters because complex challenges require 
more than better interventions. They also require organizations 
to evolve. In more bounded and stable settings, organizational 
development is often treated as secondary, or even as 
something separate from strategy. In complex settings, it 
becomes central. An organization’s ability to notice emerging 
signals, work across silos, engage in meaningful partnerships, 
learn quickly, and adapt its practices is integral to strategy itself. 
 
From the perspective of our own strategy, this becomes 
especially clear: organizational resilience—understood as the 
ability to withstand pressure and to adapt and reconfigure 
under changing conditions—does not emerge only at the level 
of ambition or programming, but through the organization’s 
own development. With the idea of “Becoming iac”, we 
describe this dimension—the deliberate strengthening of 
capabilities, partnerships, structures, and processes that allow 
an organization to stay oriented and able to act under volatile 
conditions. In this sense, development goals are not merely 
an internal support layer. They are part of the organization’s 
resilience architecture. 
 
In this context, organizational learning becomes central to 
resilience. It is not limited to retrospective evaluation. It is the 
ability to notice signals from the field early, interpret them 

in relation to strategy, and draw consequences for priorities, 
resources, and action. A flexible Monitoring, Learning, and 
Adapting (MLA) system, shared capabilities for working with 
complexity, and the ability to consciously adapt or end activities 
are, from our perspective, not simply additional tools. They are 
prerequisites for remaining adaptive in complex environments. 
 
In this sense, development goals help keep strategy alive. They 
allow strategic ambition to remain credible in an unpredictable 
environment. 
 
Opportunity orientation 
 
This is where opportunity orientation becomes especially 
important. Opportunities rarely arrive in a clear, foreseeable, 
or structured form. They tend to emerge through shifts in 
the field, new alliances, moments of openness, institutional 
change, or unexpected resonance around a particular issue. 
Organizations that want to work strategically in such conditions 
need more than general flexibility. They need the capacity to 
sense opportunities and prepare for them. 
 
Here, we have found the concept of opportunity management 
helpful. It means building the capacity to identify relevant 
signals, assess their strategic significance, and mobilize the 
attention, resources, and partnerships needed to respond. It is 
not about opportunism or constant reactive movement. On 
the contrary, it depends on having enough clarity of direction 
to distinguish between noise and genuine openings. Teams 
can assess which opportunities matter because they know what 
they are trying to contribute to. 
 
This also changes how learning is understood. It must be 
built into strategy as an intentional and ongoing process. 
This includes creating learning spaces, engaging in deliberate 
exploration, and treating small-scale experiments as legitimate 
ways of understanding what may be possible. Not everything 
can or should be explored. But where challenges are genuinely 
complex, intentional exploration becomes part of responsible 
strategy rather than a departure from it.
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How strategy shifts under complexity

Classical strategy 	 	 Strategy in complexity 
 

Plan 	 →	 Direction  
Prediction 	 →	 Hypotheses  
Sequence 	 →	 Strategic options  
Execution 	 →	 Exploration  
Control 	 →	 Learning and adaptation  

Holding ambition and humility together 
 
This is particularly relevant for philanthropy, because many 
foundations still operate with planning, reporting, and  
accountability expectations shaped in more bounded and  
predictable contexts. The shift toward a more opportunity- 
driven and complexity-aware strategy therefore involves  
a real cultural and institutional transition. It requires  
organizations to move away from the comfort of assuming  
they can know enough in advance to plan the right sequence  
of action. Instead, it asks them to become better at exploring 
the unknown(able)—sensing, interpreting, testing, and  
adjusting. This can feel unsettling, especially in contexts  
where legitimacy is still closely tied to clarity, control, and 
demonstrable certainty. 
 
There are also tensions to navigate. Foundations cannot  
abandon direction in the name of openness, nor can they  
dissolve accountability in the name of complexity. The  
challenge is not to replace all planning with experimentation. 
It is to become more precise about which elements of work 
require stability and which require exploration, where  
commitments need to be firm and where adaptive space is 
necessary, and how to hold ambition and humility together.  
In this sense, strategy in complexity is not less disciplined than 
other forms of strategy. It is disciplined differently.

Staying strategic in complexity 
 
What emerges from this is a broader and more explicit  
understanding of strategy. Strategy is not only a map, but  
also a living architecture. It is not a guarantee of control, but  
a way of preserving direction and agency under uncertain  
conditions. And it is not a means of eliminating complexity,  
but of engaging with it more consciously. 
 
For foundations, making this shift more explicit is both  
demanding and promising. It requires rethinking how strategy  
is designed, how impact is understood, how learning is  
organized, and what kinds of internal development are  
prioritized. But it also opens up a more realistic and potentially 
more effective way of working in the face of the complex  
challenges that increasingly shape the philanthropic field. 
 
Staying strategic in complexity, then, does not mean knowing 
the future better. It means becoming better equipped to act 
under uncertainty. It means combining clear direction with 
opportunity orientation, linking impact goals with development 
goals, and treating learning and exploration as essential parts of 
strategic practice.  

How to stay strategic in complexity

Special thanks go to Atje Drexler for her contribution to this text.

These modes are not mutually exclusive. But taking complexity 
seriously shifts the emphasis from planning and control toward 
orientation, exploration, and readiness to act.

Impressions from the Complexity Thinkshop in September 2025 

with Bhavesh S Patel
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Monitoring what matters in complexity

MONITORING WHAT MATTERS  
IN COMPLEXITY

Philanthropy today operates, both through 
grantmaking and its own initiatives, in  
complex systems. The challenges it seeks  
to address are rarely clear-cut. They are  
interconnected, dynamic, politically 
charged, and deeply shaped by context, 
relationships, and feedback loops. Threats 
to democratic space, social polarization, 
multiple crises, or the erosion of trust in 
institutions are not problems that can be 
addressed in a linear way. They are deeply 
interconnected and need to be understood 
and addressed as such.

Foundations increasingly recognize this in the way they design 
their funding. Many are shifting from a narrow search for  
attribution toward a more realistic understanding of contribution. 
Yet many still encounter the limits of what a more classical  
understanding of impact and outcomes can offer in such 
realities. If philanthropy wants to remain relevant to the changes 
it seeks to support, it needs to widen its understanding of how 
change happens and how it is observed. 
 
A different stance 
 
In complex systems, impact-oriented work is not only about 
implementing activities and measuring results. It is about 
learning to observe systems and to act within them. This is not 
a matter of “learn and apply,” but of ongoing practice: noticing, 
interpreting, nudging, responding, and readjusting. 
 
For philanthropic organizations, this requires more than a  
methodological shift. It requires a different stance. The idea 
that we can know enough in advance to act in exactly the  
right way is only partly sustainable in complexity. Monitoring 
therefore becomes less a backward-looking exercise in control 
and more a practice of attention. It asks us to hold orientation 

while remaining flexible, to engage with uncertainty without 
losing strategic intent, and to stay alert to how our impulses 
interact with those of others. 
 
This also has a political dimension. Many foundations and 
their partners now operate in environments where democratic 
values, civic space, and long-term work are under pressure.  
In such contexts, monitoring is not only about proving  
effectiveness. It is also about understanding what helps actors 
remain capable of acting at all. In some cases, preserving the 
ability to collaborate, to learn, or simply to continue working 
may already be a meaningful outcome. 
 
From static indicators to progress markers 
 
In complex systems, indicators are often most useful when 
treated as progress markers: graduated, observable signs of 
movement rather than definitive measures of success.  
They help us notice early, partial, and sometimes uneven  
developments that suggest change is taking shape. 
 
This perspective is closely aligned with Outcome Mapping, 
which defines outcomes as changes in the behavior,  
relationships, activities, or actions of the people, groups, and 
organizations with whom a program works directly. As an 
understanding that puts people at the center of the changes 
that affect them, it remains an important foundation. But in 
complex systems, monitoring efforts should also account for 
the interconnectedness of relationships and actions, as well as 
the conditions that make collective change possible. 
 
Toward relational infrastructure 
 
This is where an expanded understanding of outcomes 
becomes necessary. Conventional outcome thinking often 
asks whether knowledge, behavior, attitudes, or policy have 
changed. These dimensions remain important, but they  
do not fully capture what matters in complex adaptive  
systems, where change often emerges through relationships,  
coordination, trust, and shared learning.

The key question, then, is this: do our monitoring approaches 
take into account the development of relational infrastructure, 
the connective tissue of communities, networks, and relation-
ships through which actors move and change unfolds? Or do 
they leave invisible precisely those shifts that make collective 
effectiveness possible? 
 
Outcome Mapping focuses on the people and organizations 
a program works with directly—its “boundary partners.” Once 
we extend our focus beyond them to include the qualities of 
relational infrastructure and ecosystem conditions, changes 
such as new connections, stronger trust, better bridges across 
sectors, denser exchange, and reduced fragmentation take on 
additional significance. They are not only outcomes at the level 
of specific actors and their relationships, but also indicators of 
how the connective tissue of a wider ecosystem is developing. 
In this sense, they become meaningful outcomes in their own 
right, because they strengthen the conditions under which 
coordinated, adaptive, and lasting change can emerge. 
 
This is especially important because system-level shifts, and 
noticeable changes in people’s lives, often become visible only 
later, while changes in networks, relationships, and patterns of 
coordination tend to appear earlier. To understand progress in 
complexity, we need to take these early signals seriously. 
 
An expanded outcome perspective might therefore pay  
closer attention to at least four dimensions of change in  
relational infrastructure as connective tissue:

1.	 Relational outcomes such as stronger trust and new bridges
2.	 Collaborative outcomes such as improved coordination 	
	 and shared narratives
3.	 Adaptive outcomes such as faster learning and greater 	
	 ability to adjust 
4.	 Ecosystem outcomes such as lower fragmentation,  
	 stronger circulation of knowledge and resources, and  
	 more selforganization across the field 
 
An ecosystem perspective on outcomes 
 
This wider lens helps us see that outcomes do not emerge only 
at the level of direct partners. They also emerge at the level 
of the ecosystem. In fields such as peacebuilding, democratic 
resilience, or women’s land rights, change does not unfold in a 
neat sequence from intervention to result. It develops across 
multiple levels through feedback loops. 
 
What we have learned while supporting the Women’s Land 
Rights Initiative offers a good example. Its contribution does 
not lie only in discrete activities or directly attributable results, 
but in the intentional building of relational infrastructure across 

institutional, sectoral, and geographic boundaries. By  
connecting grassroots organizations, civil society actors,  
national focal points, UN secretariats, and funders, it  
strengthens coordination, shared language, access to  
knowledge, and collective capacity in a highly diverse field. 
Of course, some changes related to this initiative may be 
observed in the behavior of participating actors. However, that 
would severely limit our view and understanding of the factors 
that matter for change, since the existence and quality of the 
infrastructure between actors are themselves key outcomes 
and enablers of change. In this case, co-creation, solidarity, and 
grassroots leadership are not only participatory values; they 
are part of the initiative’s theory of change. Desired change 
becomes more likely when the ecosystem itself becomes more 
connected, resilient, and capable of acting. 
 
What this means for philanthropy 
 
For philanthropy, this has practical consequences. It means 
creating more room and providing funding for seemingly 
less “tangible” outcomes such as learning, exploration, and 
course correction. It means recognizing network-building and 
ecosystem stewardship not merely as supporting processes, but 
as relevant dimensions of outcomes. It means complementing 
established outcome frameworks with an explicit focus on 
relational infrastructure and ecosystem dynamics. And it means 
using progress markers to observe meaningful movement, even 
where long-term impact cannot yet be clearly identified. 
 
This does not make philanthropy less rigorous. On the contrary, 
it makes it more realistic—and better able to act with inclusive 
rigor, meaning a form of rigor that takes participation, context, 
and diverse ways of knowing seriously. It shifts the question 
from “What did we directly cause?” to also asking, “What 
conditions are we helping to strengthen so that change can 
emerge, spread, and endure?” 
 
That, perhaps, is one of philanthropy’s most important roles 
today: not only to fund change, but to help build the relational 
and ecosystem conditions under which change becomes 
possible.

Special thanks go to Gesa Bent for her contribution to this text.

We would like to acknowledge and appreciate the work of the colleagues 
and communities of practice which has informed this reflection: 

Outcome Mapping: 
www.outcomemapping.org 
Inclusive Rigour: 
www.participatorymethods.org/methodology/inclusive-rigour 
Relational Infrastructure: 
www.samrye.xyz/on-relational-infrastructure

Monitoring what matters in complexity
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Working with roles in ecosystems

Actors in civil society and philanthropy 
increasingly adopt an ecosystemic  
perspective on their work, seeing their  
activities not in a simple cause-and-effect 
logic but as part of a constantly changing 
system. In such contexts, clarity comes  
less from sharper plans or tighter structures 
and more from understanding how we  
show up in relation to others and to what 
emerges at a given moment in time.  
As these conditions challenge established 
ways of thinking about strategy, impact, and 
organizational identity, thinking in roles  
becomes a helpful and grounding resource 
for strengthening relationships and  
supporting the system as a whole.  
A role describes a function within a wider system and relates  
to what is needed in a specific situation, what can be  
contributed, and how this contribution connects with others. 
Roles are relational and context-dependent. 
 
Seen this way, roles shift attention away from individual actors 
and toward patterns of interaction. Instead of asking who is  
formally responsible, the guiding question becomes what 
function is needed right now—and who can legitimately carry it. 
This makes it easier for multiple actors to contribute in comple-
mentary ways, reduces unspoken expectations, and allows roles 
to change over time without destabilizing the system. 
 
In our work, roles have become a practical way to navigate  
questions of power, legitimacy, and commitment. Whether 
acting as a host, a catalyst, or a supporter, role clarity helps  
align intentions with interventions, makes tensions more visible, 
and contributes to a stronger relational infrastructure within 
the system. 

 
The following contributions explore three different roles  
within different ecosystems we have been part of. They  
reflect on how specific roles were assumed and what they  
made possible in practice. 
 
Impact Field Hosts 
 
The Bosch Alumni Network brings together around 9,000 
members from diverse regional, professional, and thematic 
contexts. To foster collaboration within this diversity, Impact 
Fields provide spaces for members to connect around specific 
fields of action. These serve as learning communities, allow  
different perspectives to nourish one another, and offer a 
trusted space to exchange on shared topics within the vast, 
decentralized network. 
 
Impact Field Hosts are network members who convene  
and hold these spaces for a limited period of time. They  
gather network members who work on the same topic,  
facilitate conversations, and help members of the Impact  
Field group to connect, collaborate and learn together.   
They create communities of practice around topics such as 
“Placemaking” or “Technology and Inequality” by co-shaping 
how conversations are structured, how differences are  
navigated, and how ideas can emerge. 
 
From a complexity perspective, this hosting role supports  
ongoing sense-making within the Impact Field and helps 
groups to remain adaptable rather than fixed. First introduced 
in 2021, the role is intentionally time-bound and passes on 
among members. Hosts are supported through peer learning  
with other Impact Field Hosts as well as by the network 
coordination team at iac Berlin. This prevents concentration of 
responsibility and reinforces stewardship as a collective task.  
 
Impact Field Hosts show how holding collective learning 
spaces—rather than steering outcomes—enables collaboration 
without forcing alignment or relying on central control. 
 
www.boschalumni.net

 

WORKING WITH ROLES IN ECOSYSTEMS Network Catalyzers  
 
Across regions and political contexts, efforts to advance 
democracy and belonging increasingly unfold in conditions 
of deep complexity. Democratic erosion, polarization, and 
authoritarian populism do not arise from single causes or linear 
dynamics; they emerge from interconnected social, cultural, 
economic, and political systems that behave unpredictably and 
vary by context. Working in these contexts, the Democracy 
& Belonging Forum begins from the premise that complexity 
cannot be simplified away, but must be engaged through 
adaptive, relational, and networked strategies that build trust 
and distribute leadership over time.  
 
This understanding led to the creation of the Network Catalyzers 
role. Network Catalyzers are trusted actors who are already 
embedded in regional or thematic contexts and strengthen 
member-led communities, respond to emerging needs, and 
stay attentive to shifts in their environments—acting from 
within these contexts rather than coordinating them from the 
outside. Their context-sensitive role avoids both isolation and 
centralization and recognizes that the resilience of an ecosystem 
comes from diversity, redundancy, and collective learning. The 
role of a Network Catalyst entails not only the nurturing of 
the network but also the preparation to step out of the role to 
avoid dependencies on that level as well. 
 
In 2025, six Network Catalyzers led communities that addressed 
a range of regional and thematic challenges, including bridging 
rural divides in France or fostering intergenerational dialogue 
within immigrant families in the United States. The Democracy 
& Belonging Forum supports their work by providing partial 
resourcing, long-term accompaniment, and spaces for peer  
exchange. This distribution of roles supports Network 
Catalyzers acting from within their contexts, while the Forum 
focuses on holding relational infrastructure across the  
ecosystem. The arrangement reduces dependency on single 
actors and increases the system’s capacity to respond to change. 
 
Whilst in such environments, centralized approaches built for 
control and standardization often fall short, the Network  
Catalyzers demonstrate how trust-based, member-led  
communities can form a decentralized network that is capable 
of responding to complex democratic challenges beyond the 
reach of any single organization, strategy, or fixed agenda. 
 
www.democracyandbelongingforum.org

Field Supporters 
 
In many fields, some actors focus less on being the doers and 
more on sustaining the conditions in which others can work. 
They stay close to what is happening in their field, notice where 
energy is fading or building, and support forms of connection 
that might otherwise be overlooked. Their work is usually quiet 
and relational, rarely formalized, yet central to the long-term 
vitality of a field. This work can be referred to as Field Support. 
 
Instead of linking actors across systems, Field Supporters orient 
their attention toward the health of the field itself. They care 
for the vitality of its practices, resources, relations, actors, and 
capacities that can keep the conditions of a field alive. They 
contribute to its resilience by nurturing the field’s ability to 
learn, anticipate threats, and remain responsive under strain.   
 
The role of Field Supporters is an emergent role. To  
explore what it entails in practice, iac Berlin is currently  
hosting an 18-month learning journey for Field Supporters  
in the MENA region. Twelve organizations share their  
experiences, revealing how fields are supported through  
complex systems of care, resistance, and creative adaptation.  
A central element of the journey is the creation of spaces  
that allow participants to pause, observe, and imagine  
alternative ways of convening and working together.  
Alongside this, they experiment with reflective tools and  
metaphors that support sense-making across scales  
and offer a language for addressing interdependence,  
regeneration, and resilience. 
 
The Field Supporters put this into practice through designing 
decentralized support systems that adapt to local conditions 
across regions, creating resources and tools that communities 
can customize for their own contexts, and building resourcing 
models where supporters become embedded infrastructure 
rather than external funders. The Field Supporters’ role is 
sustained attention over time—staying close enough to notice 
what shifts and to support the field’s capacity to adapt. 
 
Among the outcomes of this approach is the article “Reimagining 
resilient resourcing” (pages 12-13).  
 
www.field-supporters.net

Working with roles in ecosystems
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In today’s global climate of shrinking 
resources for civic action, the question of 
how it sustains itself has become urgent. 
This pressure is felt across civil society, 
where resourcing has taken on a different 
weight: in many contexts, the issue is no 
longer how to grow, scale, or innovate, but 
how to survive in times of scarcity. Funding 
cuts, geopolitical re-alignments, and 
mounting political pressure are eroding the 
conditions that once enabled independent 
initiatives to thrive, leaving established 
support structures increasingly fragile. 

This shift exposes how narrowly resources 
have come to be defined, often equated 
primarily with financial support. When 
resourcing is reduced to monetary flows, 
the broader energies, relationships, and 
conditions that sustain civic ecosystems 
begin to fade. What has been built over 
time risks disappearing—not for lack of 
purpose, but for lack of the means to 
endure.

One concrete space where these concerns were explored 
was a gathering in Egypt in 2025, during the “Culture in the 
Civic Space in the MENA Region” Learning Journey for Field 
Supporters. Twelve organizations together with voices from 
the funding landscape engaged with the question of reima-
gining resilient resourcing, starting from reflections such as: 
What keeps civic work alive when money becomes scarce or 
unavailable? What forms of alternative resourcing already exist 
beyond formal funding, and how resilient are they?  
 
In the learning journey, resourcing has never been treated as a 
side topic. A shared observation was that, as traditional funding 
became increasingly unreliable over recent years, participating 
organizations have started to adapt, improvise, redistribute, 
lean on relationships, and build small structures that keep 
their practice alive. These moves are often fragile, sometimes 
invisible, and rarely named as “resourcing”—yet they are what 
makes the continuation of action for justice and free civic space 
possible. The question therefore shifted to: what helps a field 
endure, and what kinds of support strengthen shared conditions 
for a resilient ecosystem rather than isolated actors? 
 
Reading the landscape together 
 
When the group met in Egypt, the setting offered more than a 
meeting location. It offered a contextual metaphor that matched 
the conversation: the Nile. The river is, in a sense, a Field 
Supporter itself, sustaining the conditions for life across eleven 
countries. Thinking with the Nile in mind made it easier to talk 
about resourcing as a system: sources and flows, visible streams 
and underground waters, channels that distribute, and places 
where fertility depends on how water is held, moved, and shared. 
 
The purpose of the workshop was practical. The group worked 
together on one core question: if we may soon be navigating 
a landscape where traditional funding is absent or severely 
reduced, how can alternative ways of resourcing become resilient 
enough to keep energies in civic sphere and spaces of action 
alive? 
 

Working with archetypes 
 
The Nile as metaphor helped articulate five resourcing arche-
types. These did not appear as abstract models—they emerged 
from observing the practices and experiments organizations are 
already putting in place to keep going. 
 
1.	 Oasis and underground waters 
Self-regenerating spaces and hidden buffers that help work 
continue when formal funding recedes: These include small 
internal economies, community contributions, earned income, 
and informal support systems such as mutual aid, exchanges, or 
reserves built in better times. 
 
2.	 Nomads and transhumance 
Adaptability through (digital) movement: People and organi-
zations carry skills, relationships, and credibility across contexts. 
Mobility becomes a way to keep the work going when fixed 
infrastructure becomes risky, unaffordable, or constrained. 
 
3.	 Delta and irrigation channels 
Strategic micro-distribution: Instead of large, centralized pipe-
lines, these practices create smaller, intentional routes that help 
resources reach grassroot actors directly, with less loss, less delay, 
and more local control. 
 
4.	 Harbor, port, flotilla 
Connection points where global solidarity networks meet local 
needs: docking stations mobilize diaspora ties, international 
alliances, and crowd-based support. They bring in resources, 
attention, and protection but work best when aligned with local 
priorities and accountability. 
 
5.	 Spring and river systems 
Alternative longer-term source and redistribution mechanisms: 
Community-controlled funds, trust-like structures, endowments, 
or other arrangements aim for continuity in a specific field rather 
than one-off projects. They are difficult to build, but they change 
what becomes possible when they exist. 
 
Working with these archetypes helped to shift the conversation 
from “which strategy is best?” to “what aspect needs strengthen-
ing?” to make resourcing more resilient. The workshop included 
classic analytical elements such as understanding the strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities, and risks of each archetype, before 
moving into reflection on resilience strategies. One of the most 
important outcomes, however, was a question to carry forward: 
what becomes possible if we move beyond the idea that resourc-
ing is only financial? 
 
This matters because funding cuts are not only a budget issue. 
They risk the disappearance of people, knowledge, and infra- 

structures that have stewarded civic space for a long time. If 
resourcing remains framed mainly as financial access, then every 
cut pushes the system closer to exhaustion. If resourcing is  
understood more granularly as the ability to sustain conditions 
for purpose, other forms of support become visible and 
actionable: relationships, space, care, trust, mobility, distribution 
capacity, legitimacy, and time. 
 
Take-aways for practitioners and philanthropy 
 
For practitioners in arts, culture, and civil society, the archetypes 
can serve to map resourcing systems beyond grants and  
project funding. Looking at “underground waters” makes hidden 
buffers and informal support visible. Attention to “channels”  
and “deltas” helps identify where resources get blocked or lost, 
and where small adjustments could make flows more reliable.  
Resilience appears less as an individual survival strategy and 
more as collective infrastructure: alliances, shared spaces,  
and collective practices that allow work to continue even when  
conditions tighten. The archetypes also function as prompts 
for experimentation for example by strengthening one buffer, 
testing a new micro-distribution channel or flotilla-based form,  
or investing in mobility as a form of continuity. 
 
For philanthropy and other resource providers, the framework 
points to areas where support can increase resilience rather 
than dependency. When funding is still available, investing  
in spaces for learning, imagination, and planning becomes  
a form of preparedness rather than an optional extra.  
Supporting relationship-building, distribution infrastructure,  
community-owned spaces, and governance mechanisms that 
enable redistribution helps stabilize ecosystems before crisis 
deepens. Shifting attention from short-term outputs to  
indicators of endurance, such as reduced fragility, diversified 
flows, and strengthened field-level capacity, can help align 
support with the long-term survival of civic space. 
 
Reimagining resilient resourcing is not about replacing one 
funding model with another. It is about widening what counts as 
a resource, noticing what already sustains life in the system, and 
strengthening it while keeping an eye on the horizon we do not 
want to lose.

Reimaginating resilient resourcingReimaginating resilient resourcing

More information on the concept of Field Supporters in general 
and the Learning Journey specifically is available at page 11  
and online at www.field-supporters.net

Starting in 2026, iac Berlin will coordinate a new “Resilient 
Resourcing Initiative”. You will find more about this on 
www.iac-berlin.org

REIMAGINING  
RESILIENT  
RESOURCING

Special thanks go to Farah Makki for her contribution to this text.
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Coordinating philanthropy in the context of warCoordinating philanthropy in the context of war

When a crisis breaks out, solidarity often 
follows: Individuals donate, governments 
organize aid conferences, and philanthropic 
organizations mobilize emergency funds. 
Over time, however, attention tends to 
shift elsewhere—and with it, financial 
support. When the idea of a coordinated 
group of philanthropic organizations in 
support of Ukraine emerged in 2024, this 
pattern was already clearly visible. Keeping 
Ukraine on the agenda—and thereby 
maintaining financial backing—as well as 
supporting the voice of Ukrainian civil 
society in international fora were important 
motivations for launching Foundations for 
Ukraine in autumn 2024. 

COORDINATING PHILANTHROPY  
IN THE CONTEXT OF WAR

These ambitions require overview and mutual understanding 
within the philanthropic sector. While useful data on Ukraine- 
related support from Europe-based funders existed for 2022, 
largely due to voluntary efforts by colleagues at the Philanthropy 
Europe Association, this level of data maintenance could not 
be sustained in subsequent years. As a result, a general view of 
activities across the philanthropic landscape was gradually lost. 
In parallel, the need for learning about and with Ukraine, as well 
as for more effective collaboration in the evolving war context 
became evident. 
 
This situation intensified in 2025, when USAID mostly withdrew 
from Ukraine, leaving many civil society organizations and  
support structures with significantly reduced or no financial 
means. As international development funding became more  

politicized and volatile, philanthropic work gained greater  
visibility, accompanied by increasing requests for partnerships. 
Thus, the various effects of the USAID withdrawal further  
underscored the need for stronger coordination among  
foundations. 
 
Complexity on different levels 
 
Is coordinating philanthropic activity in this war context more 
complex? Usual practices of network coordination—creating a 
sense of belonging, establishing processes that deliver value, and 
facilitating towards shared directions—remain largely the same. 
However, the conditions under which these practices take place 
differ. Developments on the ground and in international politics 
evolve rapidly, so there is often no stable basis for planning. 
 
However, this perspective primarily reflects an internal network 
view. It shifts when engaging with civil society partners in Ukraine. 
There, the modes of cooperation constantly adapt to the war 
context and do not naturally match those of funders from  
outside the country. The sense of urgency can be different, as 
can be visions of what makes work impactful. These tensions  
add to the complexity of the work. 
 
They also affect those involved on a personal level—not only 
coordinating staff but also colleagues working in philanthropic 
organizations. Many have family members and friends in the 
country. Balancing urgent support with investments into  
long-term recovery is therefore not only a strategic  
consideration, but also a lived tension. This dynamic extends  
to coordination itself: what level of investment in coordination 
can be justified in the context of ongoing urgency? 
 
The process of supporting members in shaping Foundations  
for Ukraine therefore differed from many other network-building 
efforts with philanthropic organizations in which we had been  
involved. It required more care within the coordination team 
and in working with members, as well as greater focus on how 
Ukraine is looked at from a strategic perspective in every  
member organization.

Ukraine’s reality as an opportunity for  
philanthropy 
 
The density of emergency response, recovery efforts, and of 
the ongoing societal transformation in Ukraine also creates an 
opportunity for philanthropy to evolve its practice. The coun-
try has been praised for its capacity to adapt to the constantly 
shifting battlefield. Equal attention should be paid to how civic 
actors have contributed to the country’s resilience, and how civil 
society organizations have evolved in relation to domains of the 
state and the economy. 
 
This raises questions that extend beyond the immediate context: 
what forms of solidarity and support have emerged, and how 
might these shape societal structures in the future of the country? 
The experiences and learnings from civil society in Ukraine may 
very well prove relevant in other contexts as well. Philanthropy, as 
both a supporter and a part of civil society, has a pivotal role to 
play in facilitating this exchange of knowledge and experience. 
 
Creating ambitious synergies 
 
In this broader perspective, coordination among philanthropic 
actors alone appears insufficient to ensure the effective use of 
resources. Strategic connections with other stakeholder groups 
become increasingly important—particularly those that operate 
through different mechanisms and, in some cases, manage  
significantly larger recovery budgets. 
 
The partnership between Foundations for Ukraine and the 
development agency Deutsche Gesellschaft für internationale  
Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), initiated at the Ukraine Recovery  
Conference in Rome in 2025, represents an important first step 
in this direction. It supports the network in evolving into a partner 
for larger international actors involved in humanitarian aid and  
recovery efforts. The ambition is to synergize philanthropic 
grantmaking with these broader approaches and to establish 
clearer ways of working together. Advancing this requires  
continued operational work, including the collection and  
mapping of data, as well as sustained investment in institutional 
trust-building.

Looking ahead:  
coordination in a shifting environment 
 
For those working in coordination roles—at iac Berlin and 
elsewhere—this adds another complex but important layer to 
their work. It involves implementation across sectoral contexts 
and supporting processes that unfold under changing conditions 
both in Ukraine as well as among its supporters. 
 
Rather than reducing complexity, this form of coordination 
engages with it. It requires the ability to act under uncertainty, 
to work with tensions that cannot be easily resolved, and to 
strengthen the relational connections that enable collective 
action over time.

www.foundations4ukraine.net
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DEVELOPING AI LITERACY IN TIMES 
OF ACCELERATING CHANGE

AI Literacy

Within only a few years, AI has moved from a niche technology 
to a force that many describe as creating a new industrial era. 
Its capabilities have not grown linearly but at a speed that con-
tinuously resets expectations about what is technically possible. 
Its most widely used tools, such as Large Language Models 
(LLMs), transcription and translation services, or image-gen-
eration systems, are no longer experimental add-ons; they are 
reshaping workflows, knowledge production, and expectations 
of productivity. 
 
Such technological shifts deserve careful attention—not out 
of alarmism, but because transformations of this magnitude 
inevitably affect people, institutions, and social cohesion. AI 
challenges established practices while broadening access to 
knowledge, enabling more inclusive participation, and making 
services more responsive and accessible. Whether these poten-
tials materialize depends on how deliberately and responsibly 
the technology is shaped in practice.

With ongoing digitization across almost all 
sectors, new possibilities emerge, efficiency 
increases, and workflows develop that would 
have been unthinkable only a few years ago. 
Yet many of us also experience how efficiency 
gains often generate additional expectations and 
outputs rather than more time. This dynamic 
is often described as a rebound effect: when 
efficiency increases, overall activity can expand 
instead of contract. Could Artificial Intelligence 
(AI) cut through this dynamic? Could it create 
more space for relational and strategic practice—
the kind of work we care about most? And can 
this be done in ways that are ethically sound and 
aligned with our values and principles?

At the same time, this transformation confronts us with 
fundamental ethical questions. Concerns range from floods of 
unreliable or generic content to deepfakes; from its ecological 
footprint to the risk of reinforcing existing biases and power 
structures; from widening digital divides to new forms of digital 
dependency or even digital colonialism.  
 
Institutions must ask how they are willing to adapt. At iac Berlin, 
we chose to approach AI proactively and treat it as an opportunity 
for organizational learning: What does it mean for a relational, 
network-oriented organization like ours to work with AI in ways 
that align with our mission, our culture, and our values? And 
what might we need to rethink or evolve to do so well?

From curiosity to capability 
 
Our entry point into this question was a practical one. As AI 
tools became more capable, we noticed how quickly they could 
generate outputs and access to structured knowledge. We 
wanted to implement these capabilities with our own knowledge 
base while remaining compliant with our values as well as with 
GDPR regulations. 
 
Exploring this path led us to experiment with a Retrieval- 
Augmented Generation (RAG) system in 2025. Instead of 
relying only on external tools, we wanted to understand how 
AI systems interact with organizational knowledge. Building 
and testing our own RAG allowed us to explore how AI can 
retrieve, structure, and interpret organizational knowledge while 
remaining transparent about sources and boundaries. The 
system now serves as an onboarding tool and central hub for 
accessing organizational knowledge and has continued to grow 
in both scope and use cases. 
 
But the RAG system has always been a practical learning 
space, as well. Through it, we began to better understand how 
AI systems operate, where their strengths lie, and where their 
limitations and risks emerge. Understanding questions about 
prompting, hallucinations, bias, and data responsibility moved 
from abstract debates into everyday practice. As our general 
understanding grew, we documented our RAG development 

process and shared it in a handbook under a Creative  
Commons license so that other organizations could adapt  
the approach.  
 
In parallel, we launched a peer-learning event series in our 
Community Space to invite exchange with other philanthropic 
and civic actors. These conversations helped situate our internal 
reflections within broader developments and enriched them 
with different practices and perspectives. 
 
A positive pull-approach 
 
To support such explorations, we had already established an 
internal working group on AI in 2024 and from there embedded 
the topic in cross-team conversations. The intention was to 
create orientation and tap into collective knowledge before 
accelerating our efforts. The working group became a space for 
exchange and for testing concrete applications, reflecting on 
ethical and legal implications, and distilling shareable learnings. 
 
We learned that meaningful adoption requires curiosity and 
ownership within the team. A guiding principle throughout 
2025 therefore became creating a positive pull rather than a 
compliance-driven push. Instead of calling on colleagues to use 
AI, we explored where AI could genuinely support our work 
and reduce friction in everyday processes. 
 
For some colleagues, AI became a specialized expert for data 
structuring. For others, it functioned as an ideation partner, 
a sparring companion in analytical thinking or writing, or a 
structured feedback tool. These roles were not prescribed; they 
emerged through experimentation. What remained constant 
was that the human stays in the driver’s seat. AI can prepare, 
suggest, and synthesize. Decisions and accountability remain 
with us. 
 
AI Literacy as cultural and organizational process 
 
Through these experiments we learned that working with AI is 
not only a technical challenge but a literacy challenge as well. 
Understanding what AI systems can and cannot do, how they 

use data, where they introduce bias, and how their outputs 
should be interpreted requires shared competence across  
the organization. AI Literacy therefore means more than  
knowing how to use tools—it calls for the ability to integrate  
AI thoughtfully into everyday work.

Looking back, 2025 was about laying the foundations for this 
literacy. We invested in shared language, internal expertise, 
and governance that is clear enough to provide orientation 
yet flexible enough to enable continued learning. We started 
conversations about roles, mindset, culture, and implications. 

Deepening these reflections and strengthening shared AI 
Literacy will remain a central theme in 2026. Our core intention 
will remain consistent: to use AI in ways that help us concen-
trate on what we do best as humans and colleagues—building 
relationships, exercising judgment, and creating spaces for 
meaningful exchange. We see this journey mirrored in many 
other organizations within the broader philanthropic context 
and look forward to continuing this path in exchange with the 
wider field.

Our RAG documentation is available at www.iac-berlin.org.

AI Literacy
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Our collaborationsOur collaborations

OUR COLLABORATIONS

At iac Berlin, we believe that collaborative and relational approaches are essential for addressing 
today’s complex and dynamic global challenges. Together with our partners, we therefore co-create 
ways to empower people and their ideas to make their impact more effective and sustainable over 
time. Our collaborations include coordinated strategic interventions, communities of practice, 
impact-oriented networks, peer-to-peer learning formats, impact alliances and co-led processes for 
building and shaping relational infrastructures. In 2025, our main initiatives have been the following.

Founded in 2017, the Bosch 
Alumni Network brings 
together around 9,000 former 
and current fellows, grantees 

and employees of the Robert Bosch Stiftung and its partners 
and supports them as agents of change in their communities. 
The network contributes to an open, just, and sustainable world 
by convening diverse perspectives, enabling knowledge sharing 
and mutual support, as well as empowering members to take 
collective action. 
 
With a decentralized structure and communities based on topic 
and region, the network connects members with common 
interests and different backgrounds from around 140 countries, 
to foster cross-sectoral exchange and international collaborations. 
 
Members meet and exchange, learn, collaborate, and support 
each other on the online platform www.boschalumni.net. Both 
the network and the platform help members not only to build 
and maintain strong connections with each other but also with 
the Robert Bosch Stiftung, allowing these relationships to 
continue to grow even after a program ends or a funding cycle 
comes to a close. In this way, the network serves as a living 
memory of the foundation’s work and as a sustainable way 
to support its members as agents of change in their different 
contexts. 
 
www.boschalumni.net 

Foundations for Ukraine 
(F4U) is a global network of 
philanthropic organizations 
united in their commitment to 

supporting Ukraine. By fostering strategic collaboration,  
knowledge sharing, and advocacy, F4U enables its members  
to enhance their collective impact in addressing Ukraine’s 
immediate needs and contributing to its long-term recovery.

The two-year incubation phase of Foundations for Ukraine is  
funded by the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation and the 
Robert Bosch Stiftung. The network is hosted by iac Berlin 
which facilitates the creation of a partner structure and  
provides the necessary infrastructure and expertise to guide 
Foundations for Ukraine as it grows into an impactful alliance  
of philanthropic actors.

www.foundations4ukraine.net

The Democracy & Belonging  
Forum is a transatlantic  
research and network hub  
that works to counter  

democratic erosion, reduce fragmentation, and oppose  
authoritarian populism in Europe and North America. It does 
so by building relational infrastructure among civic actors who 
advance approaches rooted in bridging across difference and 
belonging without othering. The Forum holds the sometimes 
competing demands of democracy renewal and social justice  
as a productive tension—one that requires diverse actors with 
different visions of both democracy and belonging to work 
together across sectors, geographies, identities, and ideologies.
With more than 600 civic leaders across 48 countries, the  
Forum’s approach is grounded in the conviction that durable 
power is built through relationships—particularly across lines  
of difference. Its goal is to support and strengthen a global,  
multiidentity movement for democracy rooted in belonging.

The Democracy & Belonging Forum is a program of the  
Othering & Belonging Institute at UC Berkeley, a research  
and action institute dedicated to building a world rooted in  
inclusion, justice, and care for the earth. In Europe, iac Berlin 
serves as both the Forum’s implementing organization and  
a strategic partner for this approach to network building and 
cross-sector collaboration.

www.democracyandbelongingforum.org

What started in 2019 as a 
one-off gathering to explore 
the power of intentionally  
designed networks has 

become a global network of social impact and philanthropy 
practitioners who believe that relationships sit at the center  
of social change. The Wasan Network brings together  
community stewards, network builders, and complexity thinkers 
from foundations and social change organizations across the  
Americas, Europe, and increasingly beyond. 
 
Many in the field of social change feel that it is high time  
to invest our collective energy into relational and emergent  
approaches to transforming social systems. But only in  
community can that intuition evolve into intention and,  
ultimately, transformative power.  
 
Together, members of the community develop and test 
hypotheses on how to better understand, practice,  
and advance relational approaches. The Wasan Network also  
serves as a “professional playground” for members to  
experiment and (un)learn together. 
 
iac Berlin serves as an implementing partner for the initiative—
supported by the Skoll Foundation.

www.wasan-network.org

Wasan 
Network

In many regions, the civic 
space and the arts and  
culture sector face significant  
challenges such as  

organizational self-preservation, reliance on external funding, 
and the need to constantly adapt to difficult circumstances. 
While some factors seem hard to influence, the assumption 
behind the Field Supporters learning journey is that taking an 
ecosystem perspective on the wider field of arts and culture 
and its connection to the civic space will offer valuable questions 
in working with these challenges and the means to address them.

The learning journey “Culture in the civic space in the MENA 
region” invites twelve organizations working in Tunisia, Morocco, 
Jordan, Egypt, and Lebanon to further develop their role as 
Field Supporters and to work on their learning practice for the 
field they operate in.

iac Berlin is running this program from 2024 to 2026.

www.field-supporters.net  
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OUR COMMITMENT TO SUSTAINABILITY 

Economic sustainability

For the iac Berlin, economic sustainability 
means ensuring the long-term viability of 
our organization in complex and changing 
contexts while remaining fully aligned with 
our public-benefit mission. As a non-profit 
organization under German law, our activities 
are not an end in themselves but serve the 
purpose of enabling stable and effective work 
in pursuit of our statutory goals.

We want to actively contribute to the development of a 
sustainable society, learn about sustainability with other 
organizations, and propagate this knowledge in the wider 
field of philanthropy. We believe that sustainability is to 
be established as a principle that goes beyond individual 
organizations.

The iac Berlin is well-positioned to do this, as all people and 
organizations in our network address societal challenges 
through their activities in the public-good sector. Together, we 
can develop a holistic view of sustainability, implement ideas, 
and leverage results that contribute to a fairer and healthier 
world for future generations. 

Target dimensions

In our mission to become a truly sustainable organization,  
we are guided by an established 3-pillar model:

	» Ecological sustainability
	» Social sustainability
	» Economic sustainability

After developing and implementing an action plan that 
started with ecological sustainability and continued with social 
sustainability, we follow up now with our understanding of and 
planning for economic sustainability.

Economic sustainability

Founded by the Robert Bosch Stiftung, the iac Berlin receives 
around 60 % of its budget as institutional funding from the 
foundation. This long-term support provides a reliable financial 
basis for our work and allows us to focus on mission-driven 
activities beyond short-term project logics. At the same time, 
it comes with a responsibility to use these resources effectively, 
transparently, and in line with our organizational mission.

Economic sustainability means consciously weighing financial, 
ecological, and social implications and making transparent 
decisions that reflect our values and strategic priorities as 
displayed in our “Strategy 2030”. Where higher financial costs 
are incurred for ecological or social reasons, we see this as a 
deliberate investment in long-term impact and organizational 
integrity.

Organizational resilience and  
responsible use of funds

To remain economically sustainable, the iac Berlin strives to 
maintain a stable and diversified funding structure alongside 
its institutional funding by the Robert Bosch Stiftung, and to 
build appropriate financial reserves within the framework of 
German non-profit regulations. This enables us to respond to 
unforeseen developments, support long-term processes, and 
remain a reliable partner for our networks and collaborators.

Building and maintaining trustful relationships within our field 
of work allows us to position ourselves as an accountable 
and reliable partner for others. Working in and with networks 
enables the sharing of knowledge, infrastructures, resources, 
and mutual support. This network-based approach reduces 
the need for parallel structures and individual investments and 
therefore contributes to a more efficient and responsible use of 
resources.

We invest in the skills and capacities of our team as well as 
in our organizational learning to remain effective in an ever-
changing social, political, and technological environment. 

These investments strengthen our long-term organizational 
resilience and are closely linked to our commitments in the 
dimension of social sustainability. At the same time, they 
require deliberate financial resources and are therefore an 
integral part of our understanding of economic sustainability, 
reflecting the interdependence of all three pillars.

We apply clear principles of transparency and accountability in 
budgeting and financial planning. This includes reflecting on 
trade-offs, such as the environmental impact of travel in relation 
to the social value created through in-person collaboration.
By embedding economic sustainability within our overall 
sustainability framework, we aim to ensure that financial 
considerations neither dominate nor undermine ecological and 
social objectives. Instead, they provide a stable foundation for 
sustained engagement, learning, and contribution to the public 
good.

Our entire “Commitment to Sustainability” is available at 
www.iac-berlin.org 

Economic sustainability
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FINANCE & ACCOUNTING

Position 2025 (€)

Incomes 2.944.994,70

Robert Bosch Stiftung (institutional support) 1.837.000,00 62,38 %

Robert Bosch Stiftung (projects) 223.130,84 7,58 %

Ford Foundation 324.110,24 11,01 %

Porticus 303.078,13 10,29 %

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation 81.591,57 2,77 %

BMW Foundation Herbert Quandt 28.198,66 0,96 %

Skoll Foundation 11.241,10 0,38 %

Own funds 35.866,91 1,22 %

Income from services 3.000,00 0,10 %

Income from asset management 25.950,00 0,88 %

Interest income 9.761,66 0,33 %

Other income 62.065,59 2,11 %

Expenses 2.942.487,33

Programs 2.127.617,84 72,31 %

Administration 727.133,26 24,71 %

Communication 41.561,71 1,41 %

Services 1.095,90 0,04 %

Asset management 25.702,07 0,87 %

Other 19.376,55 0,66 %

Annual net income 2.507,37

The following section provides an overview of the financial structure of the 
International Alumni Center gGmbH.

Resource allocation

In 2025, iac Berlin gGmbH used a total of 2,945 (2,710 in 2024) in financial resources to achieve its 
charitable goals. Personnel costs accounted for 1,350 (1,308 in 2024) and material costs for 1,592  
(1,415 in 2024). (All amounts are stated in Euro in thousand.)

In addition, the approximately 9,000 network members invested volunteer hours for the organization 
through the implementation of projects, local events, and the development of the network. 
 
Supporters 

In 2025, the iac Berlin gGmbH received institutional funding from the Robert Bosch Stiftung GmbH.
 
Ford Foundation, BMW Foundation Herbert Quandt, and Skoll Foundation supported the iac Berlin  
in the capacity of long-term cooperations.

Foundations for Ukraine was supported by Robert Bosch Stiftung, Charles Stewart Mott Foundation, 
and Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), and the Democracy & Belonging 
Forum by Porticus.
 
Accounting
 
The annual financial statements for 2025 were prepared with the support of the tax consultancy 
AIOS Tax AG, taking into account German commercial accounting regulations and the supplementary 
provisions of our bylaws.

The audit of the 2025 financial statements was carried out by Ernst & Young GmbH. 
 
Further planning
 
For the financial year 2026, we are aiming for a turnover of 3,549k Euro.

Overview of incomes and expenses

This is not a publication that complies with the statutory form or format (§ 328 (2) HGB) 

A detailed financial report can be found at www.iac-berlin.org/transparency.
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GENERAL INFORMATION

Name 	 International Alumni Center gGmbH 

Registered office	 Stuttgart, Germany

Foundation 	 2017

Legal form 	 Non-profit limited company

Register entry 	 Amtsgericht Stuttgart,
	 HRB 759544

Contact 	 International Alumni
	 Center gGmbH
	 Linienstr. 65a, 10119 Berlin

Telephone 	 +49 (0)30 288 85 80 00

E-Mail 	 info@iac-berlin.org

Statute 	 Charter from October 31, 2019

Non-profit status

The International Alumni Center gGmbH operates in 
the fields of international understanding; education and 
vocational training; science and research. In accordance with 
the separate determination of compliance with the statutory 
requirements pursuant to Sections 51, 59, 60 and 61 German 
Fiscal Code (according to section 60a (1) German Fiscal 
Code) the International Alumni Center gGmbH is entitled  
to issue donation confirmations. 
 
Governance 

The shareholders’ meeting is the central supervisory body of 
the International Alumni Center gGmbH. The permanent 
representatives of the sole shareholder Robert Bosch 
Stiftung are Atje Drexler (Senior Vice President, Futures and 
Networks), Silke Breimaier (Senior Manager, Futures and 
Networks), and Irene Weinz (Senior Expert, Global Issues - 
Peace). 
 
Team 

As of December 31, 2025, iac Berlin gGmbH has 19 employees, 
4 student assistants, and 2 marginally employed person.

What we do

The iac Berlin was founded by the Robert Bosch Stiftung to 
support the development of networks with social impact and to 
coordinate the Bosch Alumni Network. As a Do & Think tank, 
we partner with foundations, academia, public institutions, and 
non-profit organizations to advise on alumni work, contribute 
practical solutions for the design of Impact Networks, and 
initiate new forms of collaboration.
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Stay connected!
www.iac-berlin.org
www.linkedin.com/company/iacberlin




