DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220

MEMORANDUM FOR:  Eric Liu
Deputy Assistant for Domestic Policy

Ellen Lovell
Deputy Assistant to the President and Adviser
to the First Lady for the Millepium Program

- FROM: Jonathan Talisman
Deputy Assistant Secretary (Tax Policy)
SUBJECT: Background Material for Philanthropy Conference
DATE: October 20, 1999

At our meeting last week, we agreed to provide you with some background materials for
the October 22™ philanthropy conference. As we discussed, enclosed are a description of the
current subsidies to charitable giving and charitable organizations through the tax system, brief
descriptions and talking points on some of the provisions in the vetoed tax bill that would affect
charities, a summary of the contacts of Paul Newman with the Treasury regarding his proposal to
increase giving limits, and some stylized facts and statistics on charitable contributions that had
been requested earlier.

As we discussed last week, we have agreed to meet with a group of representatives of the
philanthropic community to consider issues affecting the charitable sector. We understand that
the President in his remarks at the Conference may refer to future governmental efforts to
respond to issues raised at the Conference. We would like an opportunity to review any remarks
relating to the Treasury Department’s role.

Enclosures

cc: Eric Gould, Malcolm Richardson



Current Tax Subsidies for the Charitable Sector

The tax system provides three main types of tax subsidies to the charitable sector:
tax deductions for charitable contributions, federal income tax exemption (and eligibility
to issue tax-exempt bonds) for charitable organizations, and tax benefits associated with
the consumption of goods and services customarily provided by charitable organizations
such as educational institutions.

>

Deductions for charitable contributions:

Individuals who itemize deductions can deduct contributions to section 501(c)(3)
charitable organizations on their Federal income tax returns. In addition, most state
income taxes follow Federal rules in allowing charitable deductions. Because of the tax
saved from the deduction, the “price” of giving $1 to charity is one minus the tax rate.

Thus, for a taxpayer in the 39.6 percent tax bracket the price or net cost of giving $1 is
$0.604. ' "

Generally, a taxpayer who donates appreciated capital gain property, such as -
corporate stock or real estate, can deduct the full market value. This is even more
advantageous than giving cash because a taxpayer who would have sold the asset
anyway, saves the capital gains tax in addition to the savings from the deduction. In the .
most extreme case of an asset with a zero basis (such as might be the case for the

~ founders of a company) the price of giving can be as low as $0.304 (computed as 1 - .396
-.20)

Generally, charitable deductions are limited to 50 percent of Adjusted Gross
Income (AGI). Because of the greater tax benefit, deductions of appreciated capital gain
property are limited to 30 percent of AGI. Deductions of gifts to private foundations are
limited to 30 percent of AGI (20 percent for gifts of appreciated property). Taxpayers are
allowed to carry forward for up to 5 years any charitable deductions disallowed by the
limits.

Charitable bequests are deductible on estate tax returns, with no upper limit on the
contributions. Currently estate tax returns are filed for about 3 percent of adult decedents
and about half of these are taxable. '

Corporations can deduct charitable contributions up to a limit of 10 percent of net
income. Business deductions for donations of their products or inventory (ordinary
income property) are generally limited to the firm’s cost. A more generous rule applies
to donations of property for the care of infants, the ill or the needy, to scientific property
donated to higher education, and to computer equipment donated to schools. In these
cases, the business can deduct the cost basis plus one-half of the appreciation if the
property had been sold, provided that the amount of the deduction does not exceed twice
basis. :



Tax-Exempt Status

Charitable organizations generally are exempt from the corporate income tax on
contributions received, investment income, and receipts from activities that further
charitable purposes. However, to prevent non-profits from unfairly competing with for-
profit businesses, charitable organizations are required to pay the corporate tax rate on
their income from regularly carried on, unrelated commercial activities (the so-called
UBIT tax). '

In addition, many state and local governments provide exemptions from state and
local income taxes, property taxes, and sales taxes for at least some non-profit
organizations. The exact rules vary across the states.

Charitable organizations are also eligible to issue tax-exempt bonds, which allows
charitable organizations to finance their activities at lower interest rates.

Tax benefits associated with consumption of goods and services customarily
provided by charitable organizations

Taxpayers may receive tax benefits with respect to their consumption of goods
and services provided by certain charitable organizations. For example, taxpayers may
be eligible to claim a Hope Scholarship Credit or Lifetime Learning Credit for tuition
expenses paid to qualified educational institutions. Similarly, college scholarships are
generally excluded from the gross income of the recipients.
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Provisions Affecting Charitablé Giving in the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1999,
SN HL.R. 2488 (vetoed) -

1. Repeal of the Estate Tax.

Repeal of the estate tax would eliminate the current tax incentive for charitable
bequests. The results of studies of charitable bequests suggest that such bequests
could be reduced by several billion dollars per year.

2. Tax-free withdrawals from IRAs for Charitable Purposes

e This provision provided an exclusion from gross income for qualified charitable
distributions by taxpayers age 70 1/2 or older and would have been effective in 2002.

¢ Since the taxpayer can already achieve the same benefit by including and then
deducting the IRA distribution as an itemized deduction, this provides a net benefit
only in certain cases. Net benefits would accrue for non-itemizers, taxpayers who
give more than the allowed deduction of 50 percent of Adjusted Gross Income, and
high-income taxpayers subject to the 3 percent reduction in itemized deductions. In
addition, the provision would benefit only those taxpayers who have excess
retirement assets.

e The Administration opposes this proposal because it would create inequities by
granting more favorable tax treatment to taxpayers making charitable contributions of
IRA assets than those making comparable contributions using other income or assets.
To the extent that present law limitations are too restrictive, it would be better to
modify those limitations as they apply to all taxpayers than to create an exception for
charitable contributions funded using IRAs.

w

. Expand Estate Tax Rule for Conservation Easements

e The Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 provided an exclusion from the estate tax of 40% of
the value of land subject to qualified conservation easements. The maximum
exclusion is $200,000 in 1999, increasing by $100,000 each year until it reaches
$500.000. The land must be within 25 miles of a metropolitan area, national park or
wilderness area, or within 10 miles of an Urban National Forest.

o This provision would have increased the distance of eligible land from 25 to 50 miles
from a national park or wilderness area, and from 10 to 25 miles from an Urban
National Forest, effective after 1999. The provision would also have changed the
date for determining compliance to the date of donation, effective after 1997.

e The Administration opposed these changes because the existing provision is already
generous. A donor can claim an income tax deduction for the value of easement,
exclude the reduction in value from the estate tax, and exclude an additional 40% of
the value of the remaining value of the land. As a result, the value of the tax savings



can be as much as $1.24 for each dollar of value of the easement granted for top-
bracket taxpayers.
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Other Charitable Giving Proposals

One or more individuals or charitable groups have made the following proposals. Note
that the Administration’s position is that proposals to reduce taxes must be funded by
offsetting tax increases or spending cuts.

1. Non-Itemizer Deduction

e The Senate version of the tax cut bill (HR2488, the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1999)
included a proposal to allow non-itemizers to deduct up to $50 ($100 for married

couples filing jointly). This provision was not included in the conference version of
the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1999. o

e The amount of the standard deduction claimed by non-itemizers already includes
an allowance for estimated annual charitable contributions.

o This type of proposal, which provides a deduction for the first $50 (or $100)
contributed, offers no incentive for increased giving. The average non-itemizer
already gives more than this amount.

e The most recent research suggests that the cost to the government in lost tax revenues
. would be greater than the gain to the charities in additional contributions. That is,
this would be a relatively inefficient subsidy.

¢ Many non-itemizers have no tax liability and would not benefit from a deduction.

¢ Having a non-itemizer deduction leads to situations where some taxpayers may have
to calculate their taxes twice, once assuming the non-itemizer deduction and a second
time assuming itemizing all deductions.

2. Increase Percentage Giving Limits

o The Senate version of the tax cut bill (H.R. 2488) included proposals to phase in 20
percentage point increases in certain of the percentage giving limits for individuals.
The current deduction limit on overall giving of 50 percent of income would be
increased to 70 percent by 2007.

e The Senate version of the tax cut bill (H.R. 2488) included a proposal to phase in an
increase in the limit in the deduction for corporate charitable contributions from 10
percent to 20 percent of net income.

e Increases in the percentage giving limits would primarily benefit a small percentage
of the wealthiest individuals and may help them to completely avoid paying any
income tax in some cases. These adverse distributional effects have to be weighed
against any potential benefit to charities.



Paul Newman and Charitable Giving

Background on Contacts with the Treasury Department and Newman’s Policy
Proposal:

In the spring of 1998, Paul Newman met with Treasury Secretary Robert Rubin,
and proposed increasing the limits on charitable deductions for corporations and
individuals. Newman said that some of hlS businesses were created with the purpose of
giving all their after-tax income to charity.! Charitable deductions for corporations are
currently limited to deductions of 10 percent of corporate net income, while deductions of
individuals are limited to 50 percent of income (Adjusted Gross Income). Treasury staff
was asked to prepare an analysis of the proposals, and a letter was sent to Newman from
the Secretary in late 1998. The major problem of the proposal is that it would be difficult
to increase deduction limits without opening up potential abuses such as complete
avoidance of income taxes by combining charitable deductions with other provisions. -
Newman responded with a letter to Secretary Rubin asking for further consideration of
his proposal.. In response to a request for suggestions for attendees for the Philanthropy
conference, Treasury passed along the information about Newman’s policy interest in this
area. A second letter was sent from Rubin to Newman informing him about the
conference and that his name had been passed along to the Philanthropy Conference
committee.

Policy Concerns

A charity that engages in an unrelated trade or business must pay tax on its
income from the business at ordinary corporate tax rates, even though all of the income
will be devoted to charitable purposes. Like a taxable corporation, a charity may claim a
deduction for charitable contributions of up to 10% of its unrelated business taxable
income. The “unrelated business income tax” is designed to prevent charities and other
tax-exempt organizations from competing on an unfair (i.e., tax-free) basis with for-profit
enterprises merely because the profits from a commercial enterprise are ultimately used
for charitable purposes. -

Thus, under current law, a taxable corporation (such as Newman’s Own) that

devotes 100 percent of its after-tax profits to charity is treated the same as a charity that
finances its exempt activities by engaging in an unrelated trade or business.

October 20, 1999

! The company says that 100 percent of after-tax profits from Newman’s Own, Inc. sales
of salad dressing, pasta sauces and other products are donated to charity. According to
the company’s web page (www.newmansown.com), it has donated over $100 million to
over 1,000 charities since it was founded in 1982.



Individual Charitable Giving -

1. Individual giving over a 5-year period:

N

As measured by average giving, high-income taxpayers give a higher percent of
income than middle-income taxpayers (about 6 percent of income in the top income
class ($2.5 million and over) versus 3.4 percent in the $50,000 to $100,000 income
class).

The median high-income household is no more generous than the median middle-
income household; both give 1 1/2 -2 percent of income.

The higher average giving of high-income households is the result of exceptional
giving on the part of the most generous 5 percent of contributors, who give 22 percent
of their income or more.

Many high-income households tend to bunch their giving over time. While they may
give large gifts in some years, in other years they may give relatively little.

Almost all high-income households report giving something within a 5-year period
(99.8%), and nearly as many give in any given year (94%).

Giving as a percent of income for high-income households (the top 1 percent)
declined during the 1980s, and has recovered to previous levels only in the last few
years.

. Charitable Bequests:

About 1/5 of estates subject to the estate tax include charitable bequests. This
proportion increases to about 1/2 for the largest estates.

The largest percentage of bequests goes to private foundations (37% in 1995),

followed by medical and scientific organizations (28%), and religious organizations
(10%).

As a matter of tax planning, it is generally better for an individual to donate before
death in order to obtain an income tax deduction as well as a reduction in estate taxes
(since the donated assets are no longer in the estate).

3. Effects of tax deductions:

A long economics literature has generally concluded that the allowance of deductions
for charitable contributions increases glvmg This conclusion applies to both lifetime
giving and charitable bequests.

While the evidence on this has evolved over time and is somewhat controversial, the



most recent studies generally Tind that the induced increase in charitable contributions
is less than the cost to the government in lost tax revenues.

- Rather than the efficiency of the incentive, the charitable deduction must be
justified more on the basis of the value of having substantial private sector support
of the non-profit sector and the value of allowing individuals to choose how their
charitable contributions are allocated.
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Charitable Giving by Itemizers by Income Class

Giving and Income of Itemizers, 1997

Percent

Adjusted Gross ' of Returns
Income Class - Number Average Reporting

($1.000s) of Returns Giving = Contributions
25-50 10,607,920 1,352 85.3
50-100 16,331,969 1,987 86.5
100-200 4,931,577 3,420 95.7
200-500 1,325,689 7,920 96.1
500-1,000 239,152 20,357 96.7
1,000-2,500 95,865 56,045 97.3
2,500 and over 36,062 378,006 97.8
All income classes 36,582,434 2,742 89.0

Giving and Income of Itemizers Over § Years, 1992-1996

Percent

Adjusted Gross of Retums

income Class Number Average Reporting
($1,000s) of Retums Giving Contributions
25-50 5,606,421 1,817 96.7
50-100 11,207,734 2,373 98.5
100-200 3,450,414 4,150 99.5
200-500 840,975 9,339 99.3
500-1,000 148,070 23,142 99.4
1,000-2,500 56,081 60,733 99.8
~ 2,500 and over 17,462 365,166 99.8
All income classes 22,456,881 3,291 098.0

Source: IRS Statistics of Income, Individual Income Tax Returns

Giving as a Percent of Income

95th
Mean Median Perceptile
36 16 13.8
2.8 14 10.3
2.6 1.4 8.9
2.8 1.2 8.9
3.0 1.0 10.6
37 0.8 17.0
4.6 0.7 22.8
36 1.5 12.8

Giving as a Perceht of Income

95th
Mean Median Percentile
46 2.5 16.4
34 1.9 12.4
a1 1.9 10.7
3.2 1.7 11.9
34 14 13.3
4.1 1.5 16.6
6.3 1.6 23.0
3.7 2.0 14.3

Notes: Giving includes cash and non-cash contributions made in the current year.
Adjusted Gross Income is modified to adjust for changes in the definition over time.
Only the data for tax returns with itemized deductions are included in this analysis.



l;hilanthropy Fact Sheet
Prepared for the First Lady
by the Council of Economic Advisers
October 1999

Philanthropic giving in 1998 was estimated to be $174.5 billion.

Individuals accounted for 85 percent of all contributions in 1998, while corporations and
foundations accounted for 5 percent and 10 percent of contributions, respectively.
Contributions by individuals have increased 31 percent since 1995, while foundation giving
has increased by over 50 percent.

There has been a recent resurgence in philanthropy as a percentage of GDP.

Total giving represented just over 2 percent of GDP in 1970. However, it dropped in the
1970s to just 1.7 percent in 1979 and remained fairly constant at about 1.75 percent in the
1980s and early 90s. But since 1995, giving has risen sharply to just over 2 percent in 1998 —
back to the levels of 30 years ago.

Religion was by far the single largest recipient of contributions, at 44 percent of the total
last year. Donations to religion averaged about 50 percent of total contributions from the
early 1980s to the mid-1990s, but have fallen as a share of the total since 1995.

Other organizations have received substantial increases in donations since 1990. These
include education (up 59 percent), environmental organizations (up 69 percent), public-
benefit organizations such as civil rights groups and community development orga.mzatlons
(up 77 percent), and gifts to foundations (up 254 percent).

Families at every level of income (except the very top) are about equally generous: The 95
percent of families with incomes under $100,000 all tend to contribute roughly 1.5 percent to

2 percent of their incomes, on average — even the very poor. Those with incomes above this
level tend to contribute a higher percentage of their incomes.

Elderly households (over age 65) at every level of income are generous givers. They tend to
make larger inter vivos contributions in terms of both donation size and as a percentage of
their incomes than non-elderly households.

Wealthy households give a disproportionate share of individual contributions. The 20
percent of families with incomes of $60,000 or more in 1994 gave 67 percent of all
individual contributions that year. The 4.3 percent of families with incomes above $125,000
gave 46 percent of the total.

An estimated $12 trillion in wealth will be transferred over the next 20 years. This
will result in an estimated $1.7 trillion in charitable bequests. Over the next 55



years, the wealth transfer is estimated to be $41 billion, resulting in $6 trillion in charitable
AN bequests.
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“Philanthropy Q & A

Q. Is undercounting — especially among low-income households — a problem in
calculations of giving?

A. Some data on contributions do undercount giving by lower-income donors. -
However, several analyses are designed to take low-income contributions into
account and are likely to provide a fairly accurate picture of giving.

Q. Do the poor donate a larger or smaller percentage of their income than wealthier
Americans?

A. Actually, research has shown that, excluding those with the highest incomes,
families at every level of income give about equally generously.

Q. Do senior citizens give more than non-seniors?

A. Yes. Elderly households (over age 65) at every level of income make larger
inter vivos contributions in terms of both donation size and as a percent of their
incomes than households under age 65.

Q. How do charitable trends vary by income versus by wealth?

A. Giving as a percentage of income, as discussed above, is fairly constant below
$100,000 or $200,000 and then rises at higher income levels. Giving as a
percentage of net worth (“wealth”), on the other hand, actually tends to fall
somewhat as net worth rises.

Q. How do trends in giving vary by race and ethnicity?

A. White households appear to give larger contributions than African-American
or Hispanic households — a trend that may be largely explained by income
differences between the groups. The Federal Reserve Board’s Survey of
Consumer Finances (SCF) also finds that white households give more as a
percentage of their incomes than African-American or Hispanic households,
although it is unclear how much undercounting — due to the survey’s exclusions of
smaller donations — plays a role in this finding.
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_ Q. How do levels of giving among contributors differ from giving levels among
AT, everyone? '

A. The latest estimates comes from Giving and Volunteering in the United States,
1999. The average household contribution among contributing households was
$1,075in 1998. Among all households, the average contribution was $754. The
difference reflects the fact that an estimated 70.1 percent of households
contributed to charity that year.

Q. What are the estimates of future trends in giving?

A. One prominent estimate of future giving is from an article by Avery and
Rendall in 1990 and based on 1988 SCF data. The article estimates that over the
next 55 years there will be about $10 trillion in wealth transfer. A new estimate
comes from Social Welfare Research Institute at Boston College (SWRI) and uses
a micro-simulation model. It predicts that $12 trillion will be transferred over the
next 20 years, and $41 trillion over the next 55 years. Bequests are predicted to
be $1.7 trillion and $6 trillion over the 20 year and 55 year periods, respectively.

Q. What are the main sources of data on giving?
A. Three of the main data sources for giving include Giving USA (from the

AAFRC), Giving and Volunteering in the United States (from the Independent
Sector/Gallup), and the Survey of Consumer Finances (from the Federal Reserve).




Philanthropy Q & A — More Details

Q. Is undercounting — especially among low-income households — a problem in
calculations of giving?

A. Some data on contributions do undercount giving by lower-income donors.
However, several analyses are designed to take low-income contributions into
account and are likely to provide a fairly accurate picture of giving.

More details: Two of the main sources of data on giving do undercount giving
by low-income contributors. IRS data are only for itemizers and so exclude
donations from non-itemizing taxpayers. Also, the Federal Reserve’s Survey of
Consumer Finances (SCF) excludes contributions under $500.

The Independent Sector’s report Giving and Volunteering in the United States
(hereafter “G&V'™) uses data from a representative national sample of adult
Americans and therefore should not undercount lower-income households.

Undercounting should not be a serious problem either for the AAFRC’s annual
report Giving USA, since it incorporates G&V data. Specifically, Giving USA
combines IRS data on itemizers with data from G& ¥ on non-itemizing taxpayers.
(As described in the methodology section of Giving US4 1999, data on non-
itemizers from G&V were compared with similar data from the General Social
Survey (GSS) and the SCF. The three surveys were found to yield consistent,
though not identical, results.)

The report “Wealth and the Commonwealth,” by the Social Welfare Research
Institute at Boston College, is another attempt to get representative data on giving.
It uses a composite measure combining (1) the distribution of average
contributions under $500 reported on the 1996 GSS in each income category with
(2) the distribution of average contributions of $500 or more reported on the 1995
SCF.

Q. Do the poor donate a larger or smaller percentage of their income than wealthier
Americans?

A. The answer appears to be “neither.” Research has shown that, excluding those
with the highest incomes, families at every level of income and wealth give about
equally generously.

' More details: As a group, the 95 percent of families with incomes under
$100,000 all tend to contribute about the same proportion of their income to
E charitable causes, roughly 1.5 percent to 2 percent. G1v1ng as a percent of income
- ) rises for those with incomes above these levels.



T S Surveys often find that the lowest income group — such as those under $10,000 —
' give somewhat higher percentages of their incomes than those in the $10,000 to

$100,000 income range. For example, in “Wealth in the Commonwealth,” giving
among families with incomes between $10,000 and $100,000 varies between 1.36
percent and 1.86 percent, while giving among those with incomes under $10,000
equals 2.84 percent of their incomes (or $91). This higher percentage of giving,
however, reflects lower-income but higher-wealth retirees with substantially
higher wealth than other households in the same income groups (see “The High
Giving Poor” by SWRI). These households are lower income, but are not “poor.”

Also of note is that the lowest-income families (even including those with higher
wealth) contribute only a small fraction of total charitable giving each year. For
example, according to “Wealth in the Commonwealth,” the 49 percent of families
-with incomes below $30,000 gave about 12 and a half percent of total
contributions in 1994. By contrast, 20 percent of families making at least $60,000
gave 67 percent of all contributions, with the 4.3 percent of families with incomes
above $125,000 giving 46 percent of the total.

Q. Do senior citizens give more than non-seniors?
A. Yes. Elderly households (over age 65) at every level of income make larger

inter vivos contributions in terms of both donation size and as a percent of their
incomes than households under age 65. (This does not include bequeaths.)

More details: According to the 1995 SCF, the percent of households making
donations rises with age from 6 percent among the youngest households (under
age 25) to 40 percent among those age 45-49 and then declines with age, reaching
23 percent among householders of age 80 or more. All told, 32 percent of elderly
households made contributions, compared to 29 percent of non-elderly
households.

The SCF data also show that, with respect to the dollar amount of contributions,
elderly households give more than twice that of non-elderly households ($5,102
versus $2,255). G&V 1996 found very similar patterns in terms of the percentage
of families who gave and their average contributions.

Part of the reason that older households donate more money is that their incomes
are greater. However, even when income is taken into account, generosity tends
to rise with age. In 1995, for example, elderly households contributed 5.2 percent
of their incomes while non-elderly ones contributed only 1.4 percent. (On
average, elderly households were only slightly more generous in relation to their
wealth holdings, contributing 0.5 percent of their wealth, than non-elderly ones,
who donated 0.4 percent of their net-worth.)



l_r'_j"- = \ Q. How do charitable trends vary by income versus by wealth?

A. Giving as a percentage of income, as discussed above, is fairly constant below
$100,000 or $200,000 and then rises at higher income levels. Giving as a
percentage of net worth (“wealth”) on the other hand, actually tends to fall as net
worth rises.

More details: Data from the SCF, as well as from “Wealth and the
Commonwealth,” find that although the average contribution increases as net
worth increases, it does not increase in proportion to wealth. According to
“Wealth and the Commonwealth,” families with positive net worth of less than
$10,000 contributed an average of 5.1 percent of their net worth to charitable
causes. In contrast, families with net worth of $10 million or more contributed
only 0.5 percent of their net worth.. (It should be noted that 5.1 percent of the net
worth contributed by families with wealth under $10,000 represents only 0.02
percent.of income.)

One possible explanation for this finding is that people tend to make charitable
contributions primarily from their incomes (and possibly liquid assets) during
their lifetimes and make charitable contributions from their wealth via their estate
planning. High levels of wealth may therefore provide donors with sufficient
. security to make larger contributions from their incomes during their lifetimes,
) but unless that wealth is accessible and deemed discretionary, such wealth may
not translate into inter vivos giving.

Although the average percentage of net worth contributed to charitable causes
tends to decline as net worth increases, the relatively few families with high levels
of wealth give a disproportionately large share of total contributions. According
to “Wealth and the Commonwealth,” for example, the 3.2 percent of families with
a net worth of $1 million or more in 1994 contributed 46 percent of total
contributions that year.

Q. How do levels of giving among contributors differ from giving levels among
everyone?

A. The latest estimates comes from G&V 1999. The average household
contribution among contributing households was $1,075 in 1998. Among all
households, the average contribution was $754. The difference reflects the fact
that an estimated 70.1 percent of households contributed to charity that year.

More details: The figure of $1,075, above, is much lower than the 1995 SCF
estimate of the average contribution, among contributing households only, of
$2,939. This is likely because the SCF excludes donations under $500.



Q. How do trends in giving va;y by race and ethnicity?

A. White households appear to give larger contributions than African-American
or Hispanic households — a trend that may be largely explained by income
differences between the groups. The Survey of Consumer Finances also finds that
white households give more as a percentage of their incomes than African-
American or Hispanic households, although it is unclear how much undercounting
— due to the survey’s exclusions of smaller donations — plays a role in this finding.

More details: The most recent data on giving by race and ethnicity come from
G&V 1999. It shows that in 1998, 75 percent of white households reported
contributions, compared to 63 percent of Hispanic households and 52 percent of
African-American households. Among households that reported contributions,
the average amount was $658 for Afncan—Amencans $504 for Hispanics, and
$1,174 for white respondents.

Data on contributions by race are also available from the 1995 SCF. (Since the
SCF excludes contributes under $500, it is likely to undercount contributions from
minority households, who have lower average incomes than white households.)
The SCF data show much lower levels of participation in giving than G&V data,
almost surely because of the exclusion of contributions under $500. The SCF
finds that 32 percent of non-Hispanic white households, 19 percent of non-

. Hispanic black households, and 16 percent of Hlspamc households made

sy charitable donations in 1995,

Levels of giving, however, were found to be higher in the SCF than in G&V, most
likely because the SCF samples more high earners. Among households who made
donations, non-Hispanic white households gave an average of $3,203, non-
Hispanic black households gave $1,451, and Hispanic households gave 1,599 per
household. The SCF also finds that non-Hispanic white households donated the
highest proportion of their income — almost double that of other groups.

However, non-Hispanic black households and Hispanic households gave a higher
percentage of their wealth than non-Hispanic white households.

Q. What are the estimates of future trends in giving?

A. One prominent estimate of future giving is from an article by Avery and
Rendall in 1990 and based on 1988 data from Federal Reserve Board’s Survey of
Consumer Finances (SCF). The article estimates that over the next 50 years there
will be between $10 trillion and $10.6 trillion in wealth transfer. A new estimates
comes from Social Welfare Research Institute at Boston College (SWRI) and uses
a micro-simulation model. It predicts that $12 trillion will be transferred over the
next 20 years, and $41 trillion over the next 55 years. Bequests are predicted to
be $1.7 trillion and $6 trillion over the 20 year and 55 year periods, respectively.



Q. What are the main sources of data on giving?

; ) ' A. Three of the main data sources for giving include Giving USA (from the
C AAFRC), Giving and Volunteering in the United States (from the Independent
Sector/Gallup), and the Survey of Consumer Finances (from the Federal Reserve).

More details: The AAFRC’s Giving USA provides one of the most complete
pictures of giving. The 1999 report (including 1998 data) has recently been
published. The report draws from many sources in creating its estimates.

. For individuals, it bases its estimate on IRS data for itemizers and G& V data for -
non-itimizers.
o For bequests, it uses a 1981 baseline amount from IRS data and adjusts it each

year using data on bequests for higher education (reported by the Council on Aid

to Education) and bequests for other recipients (calculated by AAFRC).

) For foundations, estimates come from the Foundation Center.

. For corporations, Giving USA defines corporate giving as gifts by corporations
and their foundations to non-profits. It begins with IRS data on corporate giving,

and subtracts the value of gifts to corporate foundations (as reported by the

Foundation Center). It then adds the value of corporate foundation grants.

° The report also uses interpolation for years when certain data are unavailable, and
regression analysis in forecasting the most recent year’s giving.

The Independent Sector’s Giving and Volunteering in the United States (G&V) is
another comprehensive examination of giving. The 1999 report (including 1998
data) was released October 19™, 1999. The report is based on in-home personal
interviews conducted by The Gallup Organization, with a representative sample of
2,553 adult Americans. The survey has been conducted biennially since 1988 but
skipped 1998 and will resume biennially this year (1999). The skip was done to
move the survey away from election years, when people are inundated by surveys.

The survey oversamples African-Americans, Hispanics, and affluent Americans
with household incomes over $70,000 (in order to be able to do statistically
reliable analyses). Weighing procedures are used to ensure that the final sample is
representative of the adult population in terms of age, race/ethnicity, education,
marital status, size of household, region, and household income.

The Federal Reserve Board’s Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF) is another
source of data on giving. It is conducted every three years to provide detailed
information on the finances of U.S. families, including charitable giving. Its
sample size is 4,500 families, and the most recent data available is for 1995. An
advantage of the SCF is that it oversamples wealthy families and so is able to
capture a more accurate picture of giving among those families. Disadvantages of
the SCF are that it only occurs every three years, and that it excludes contributions
under $500.
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" The Whlte House is trymg to deﬂate expectation&that its oonference on phllnnthropy will prompt major changes, but both President Clinton and

. LARRY DOWNING, ARCHIVE PHOTOS

the First Lady have long promoted volunteermg' Last Deeember, they made lasagna ata Washmgton soup kitchen with AmenCorpa volunteer Jill Mueller. .

1 .
' [

hllanthropy
"Takes the
Bully] rulplt

Charities hope that confereme
; .at thte House stzmulates gwmg

-ByJENNFER MOORE . -
- ‘and GRANT WILLIAMS f

.‘

Premdent Clinton and Hillary Rodham Chnton '

have invited 150 donors, charity executives, and oth-

. ers to. attend the “White House Conferenee on Ph1-.. .
lanthropy: Gifts to the Future.”

' WASHINGTON .

HILANTHROPY wxll be in the national spot-
light this week as the Clinton- Administra-

ever to focus on chantable giving.

Among' the topics to be dxscussed. ‘how tradmons

" of phllanthropy can be passed to future generahons, .

how companies can -encourage individuals to in-

crease their phﬂanthropy, and how people who-are. -
making fortunes in thh-technology fields are re--

~ shaping the non-profit world.- -
Non-proﬁt leaders say they are éager for the at-

- tention. “If there was ever a.right moment to step
back, look at the big picture, and pull the key players

in philanthropy together, this is it,” says Bill Shore,
- founder of Share Our Strength, a Washington orga-

nization that fights hunger and poverty, and a for- -
" mer aide to two Democratic Senators. _
“It’s such a dynamic time, in part because of all the -

new wealth that’s being created by philanthropists

"who are younger and giving their money away earli-
' er-—the Slhcon Valley entrepneneurs says Mr.

tion holds the first White House' confemnce o
' . once the prov1der

Shore. “It's also because our social metltuhons have
.changed - dramatically: - Non-profit = organizsitions
- have assumed responmblhty for being the service

provxders in a lot: of -areas where govemment was ‘

Nice People Saymg Nwe Thmgs .
. Others doubt that White. House gathenngs can’

) -'really stir debate and force big- changee in public
“attitudes. )

“T look forward to seeing what comes out of it,”
says Chris K. Olander; executive director of the JM-

'Foundatlon, in New York, “but I have a feeling that . .

a lot of nice people will get together and say nice .
things and then not much 15 gomg to be -accom-

" plished.”

- Mr. Olander adds “q1 hope some people who dm-
agree with the Chntons on some of their basic pre--
cepts—they deeply believe in- the public. sector—are
invited to discuss the role of philanthropy and ask

“some tough questions. But I don’t expect that at &
- White House conference. That’s not what White

House. conferences are for.”

- Still, manychantyoﬂiclalsexpectthatthehlgh.
proﬁle conferenoe w1ll lead Americans to focus on-
' ST Contmued on Page 10



.. President and First Lady involved iii

thewaymm.llangath
" erings at theCllntnn White House have
brought attention to issues of early-
childhood development and child care.

- Matthew E. Melmed, executive direc- ..
tor of Zero to Three: National Ceriter for -

- Infants; Toddlers, * and: -Fainilies,
: Washmgbonchanty,sayshmotsamm
tion eonhnuutobenaﬁt&omthnaeeun-

'Thsconfuencesopenedupawhole

new door of awareness and opportunity
~ for us to step through in terms of work-
_-'mgmthpeopleinthomed.laandpohcy
makers,” he says: - .

. Adds Jennifer Furla,- co-chmr of
_'LaavealagacyKansaanty,agmup
ﬁhntpmmotesdmntablﬁgwmgthrwgh
. estate planning, “Anytime you'have:

. msue, it certainly is a motivating force,

‘But White House officials and others '

are cautioning against inflated expecta-

hunsaboutthemﬂumeeoft.heconfm*- -

. ‘ence on philan

thropy. - :
~ Shirley 8. Sagawa, deput.y chlef of
staff to the First Lady, says. that while

anmdxrectgoaloftheeonfermeewmxld

be to see charitable giving naticnwide.

rise, “it. would be unrealistic to think -~
that one conference or.a challenge by
. tbePremdentorFlrstIadywwldsume-
~ how increase giving when we know that .

. it’s been 80.steady over time.” (For an _
" proposals to influence public policy will
be announced. )

" examination of giving trends in recent
decades, seé story dn Page 1.) -
Guest List Not Released - ]
. Just days before the event, the Clin-
ton Administration was’ still. working-
" “out the details of the conference agenda
_..and drawing:up a list of speakers. The.
' meeting’s. organizers are:-posting up-
. dates-on the gathering—before and af-
-.tertheevant—onaWebmte athttpl/
; wwwguﬁstotheﬁuw-e
. ThethtaHousehasdeclmedle
: Chmmdearequesttoduclwetheeoats
of the-conference or the names of any
. foundations or companies that are help-
- ing defray its expenses. The Adminis-
tration also would not provide an ad-’
- vance copy of its guest list.

Because of the emall size of the White

" House'’s East Room, conference planners
had to limit the number of people invit-
ed. But thousands are expected to watch
_portions of the conference via satellite
" broadcast to special sites” around the
“country or through a computer cyber-
- cast. The White House said last week
» 1,500 gites will receive the

satellite broadcast.

Mrs.Chntonmexpectedtomoderate )

- for

the entire event, while thé President is
scheduled to give a short speech at the
"“close. of the first session. To help-illus-

trate the conférence’s themes, the White
"House plans to show a videotape of “he-

roes’whohaveglvunthelrhmeormon
ey to ‘help a cause;

well-known name amang its gpeakers;
. liné,

'lhehmmgoftheWhlheHouaemeeb
ing makes it unlikely that any major

One reason, according to Administra-

. ‘Wewanttopaintaméwlmofphﬂan-}'_.

-, thropy in this country that's more true -
.tot.herealitythatglvmwm&ﬁumall.-_'-' S
i allraeas,alleeonomlclev--"_ L po

-Steve Cass, chanrma.nofAmmmOn-"'.

Last y(l;ar, Mrs.

- the meeting to be part
* of a panel discusaion.

‘nesses to support phll_anthmpy.’ .mys_

Still, some non-pmﬁt leaders worry.

privately that the White Honse will be

'aoonnoarnednboutapotenhalbaekhdx..

against Mrs. Clinton that this ‘week’s

" conference will have litilé substance.

tion officialss Congress and the Presi-
dentare;ustnnwu'ymgtowmpupthmr -

any major:
 says Ms. Sigawa,

Anothbrmsonthatm.q)orpohcypm--&
_poaals are unlikely to ‘emerge:
shongpomblhtythatMm Clinton will
‘run for # Senate seat in New York next

year. White House officialsare

_ reported-.
ly concerned that Mrs. Clinton’s critics

might accuse her of using the conference

‘to advance her standing in the political
_world and are taking great pains to in--

surethattheennfemneeagmdaavolds
such a trap.

: PlnnnedMore'l'hnnaYearAgo

The

‘They say that is especially’ worrisome

-mnesthiusprubablythelantmmm'op-
etﬁrrthenewﬁscalyearandarenotyet'
- thinking about plans for. next year

. “Don't " expect -“any
ments, becaise ‘the' timing’s. wmng :

Parhnpsmorelmportantthanthel-

conference itself will be efforts by the

'Administration and dmnty leadnm to

- follow up on the meeting; -

"l‘heteahtymWauhmgtonmthm

are so many-things that pop ip that it's

very hard for the White House to stay

focused on one-or two or three initia--

tives,” says Chris Kjeldsen, vice-presi-
dent of community and workplace pro-
grams for Johnson & Johnson, who at-

. tended the White House conference two
yeara ago on' early-childhood develop-

But Ma. Sagawa says that the First

Lady’s potential Senate bid has had no
effect on the conference’s agenda. Plans
for the meeting have

than a , she says, *

in the works -

- of corporate policies

ment.
But the Clinton Administration con-

tinued to pay attention to that issue af-
terﬂ:slss'leunfm'ence,hesays.Mr_-'-

Kjoldsen named to a special .
mlwaeﬁn'medtohelpcomeupmthahat
do the to

.spirations,” - says Ms.
coni_of ‘working with non-pmﬁis and

Clinton returned to

helpwurkmdealmtht.hmr&mﬂyn- '

‘sponsibilities, and the panel later pre-
semted its recommendations in person to - E

the First Lady, the President, and Cabi-

_.net secretaries.

"’l‘hedayaﬁeranhntoHoumnﬁr--.

; enoe,you"llseesplaaheqofnewsint.he_
: fpapersnbmntxt,’h&mys.‘ButJt’swhat
] __Iymattar' ;

2 WhnlennAdmxmstmhunmstﬁullow

- unwenaremergmed, ' he says, “then'it
" really is up to them to-make suie the
" issue stays on the agenda of the White
_House, and on the: Ammeanpeoplea

Getﬁngldeasl?mmYoungPeoplb

Gommsntagenuesandnon-proﬁt
organizations. alike have announced -
plans to try to make that happen. -

Fm'example,thepromhunﬁ:rNa-

. tional Service has scheduled s meeting -
-..of 25 representativea of youth organiza- -
‘tions the same morning as’

the-White
Housaconﬁzronmtolookatwayswen-

. eomgopwploageaui:o%tngetm-

ualswatdItheﬁmtsesmonofthethte c
House confererice -_through: .satellita -

- transmissions. Manyofthwem'gnmza
.ﬂonshnvemwtedmamhmsofConm_j
- -and. elected officials of local govern- )
-menlshaﬁendthesmnns. -

Some organizations hope tn.use the

_'eunfemnceasachaneetotakeaclwer
look at local giving. The Connecticut

Council for Philanthropy, for example, -
plans to release updated figures on giv-
mgtodnmhesmthemte.

And some organizations are schedul-

' ing follow-up meetings. The Washing-
ton Regional Association of Grant-

makers says it will gather local groups
on December 1 to discuss ways to en-

- courage people who havent given to -
- charity in the past to become donors. :

A few foundations, including the’
country's largest philanthropy, the Bill

- & Melinda Gates Foundation, are also . -
* starting to think about ways tobuildon -

momentum generated by the. confer
ence. Says Trevor Neilson, a sf
for the Gates Foundation: “] think there

-will be follow-up activities 'sa
good chance'  we’ll be involved with -

o s
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= mcmaumonumﬂor«hereopenedm* '
'doorstothehomelessandhungrym1884 .

- -and over the years the charity has weath- .
'.-ered the-- contrary waya of Amenean do-.

- ) the reat Depresmon, g1vmg to Central '
. 'Umonrose ‘Peoplehadmoresenseofurgencyabout B
/i helping ‘other people,” says David Treadwell, .the:

- chanty’s executive director, But today, as America
. rides the crestof & prosperity wave, Central Unien -
. muststmggletopemmdesmall one-time donorsto.. -
‘begome major, committed anes. “People. read about
. 'howgreat. the stock market ig. domg and they're
o '-_"aﬁ-é1d.tommsout”Mr Treadwell says." . '
o HehmpmmsﬁngermomdmemuhIMe
. -aspectsofpnvategwmgmAmenca.Despltearec-
ord peacetime économic expansion, charitable gw-
. -'._;mgmsomewaysremamsstuckmneutral . :
- While the total dollar amountofglvmghasbeen'
_ .mcreamng for three decades Americans have never
 given:more than 2. lpercentofthelr_annualpre-tax
e to charity. Not only that, but giv, indi-
._vldua]shasnotexwedediepercentofM domes- -
‘ tic product, which. meaaureathg nauonsoutput'of-_ :

David Treadwell, of Washington’s Central Union Mmslon. “Youhear a
o butoﬂmrpeoplearennwillhgtosauiﬂceslﬂbecauseth

'_'_..A&moﬂlohmhen :

o Ammcansarevoluntemngmrecord
- numbers, & survey reports. But
< _averagenmnetaryeontﬁbuhansareup

41_49 __-onlyshghtly—andasapercentageof

I B
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.. House- Conference on: Phllanthropy, _
. one-day event thatlsalmedat elevatlng .
- the issue of private giving and volun-

e

‘teering to one of 'national ‘importance.

" Experts in the non-profit world general--

- lyland the effort, but they say Washing- -
T tonmustdofarmorethanmountabully
pulpit in"an effort to persuade Ameri::

-+ cans to be more charitable. Policy mak-

ers, they say, must treat philanthropy: .-
--with thesamedegmeoflmportance that .-

.they"assign to the federal. budget, the

- stock market, and other measures of Da-

- tional vitality and economic health.

_Speciﬁca.lly;_ charity advocates Want_

cy.
Ifthe Whlte House slmply. says, “Let’s.

just have more giving,” that is not quite
enough, says Charles T. Clotfelter, di-

. rector of the Center for the Study of Phi-
- lanthrépy and Voluntarism at Duke

University.. “The questions are, do we

_have the right amount of giving, is it -

duocted in the- correct way, are we pror i
. v1dmg the right incentives for people to -
give, and do peoplé have enough mfor- -

: matlon to nake chmees?” Lo

R.ise m Total leen

.The WhlteHousehassomegoodnews" :
to build -on, of course. Total contribu- -
" tions from individuals grew. from $71.3-

billion in 1975 to $134.8-billion in 1998,

USA, a statistical almanac published by
the Amenoan Association of Fund-Rais-

ing Counsel. What’s more, giving by the _

most affluent Americans is on the rise.

te E conomzcﬁo_om Ammcans Donate Small Pm"tzon of Income 10 Chcmly

o thegovernmenttoreﬁnethefederaltax_.-
/' code-in Ways that encotrage more giv-"
~ing, especially among middle- and low-
‘er-income donors; to devote more re-
“sources to collecting reliable data on
“why, how, and how much people give; .-
.and to learn more about the uses—and -
_ mlsuses—ofphllanthropymsoclalpoli- -

-In,1996 people with. i incomes of $l-m11--
lion or more reported- ‘giving an average

'of ‘$137,000 to charity, up from about
$113 000 in 1996.
- Yet, when ‘measured agamst ‘the

o yardstick of personal and national pros-
‘perity, American generosity has bardly
- budged for decades,

In 1968, amldapotentuptummm-

'_-ﬂation,ansemtaxeetopayforthe.

after adjusting for inflation, aooordmg.
to the latest estimates from Giving

Vietniam:- War, and a: personal-savings

 rate of nearly 8 per cent of take-home

pay, Americans gave 2.1 per cent of

- their pre-tax income to charity. In 1998,

with inflation and unemployment low,
) Contmued on Page 12
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gémeroaity.
'lhmomlh-ainingnfournaﬁmhm

lndapendmtﬂedm myﬂmtﬂnaver--
. age charitable gift per household re- .
_ma!nslawheeausompwpleofmod—

--_Giving byAmericans,

'1968-1998

tago of sl income [ indMduial @Vl s & peroentags of @SS domesti procuct |
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_nuﬁmtlsbemmatbey’mwmpped.
-_npmnlﬂuhm

. Nobwﬂhshnﬂmsthsthsuns.mm ’ "L

charity advocates beliove that Ameri-
cans, on average, have mure room to be

-Gwe SI-lelum for Scholarships . .
Founder

the national averages for per-capita
giving to charity. This year alome,
Mr, Gates and his wife have poured

$16-billion-into the Bill & Mslirda. :
Gates Foundation, mare money than '
any other U.S. donors have given to -

danors are allowed to claim each year

an their income tdxes. And not everi *

'ﬁ!rg:ﬂ:omed:uM

. or gross

’l‘hat’lbeeuunenahmalpvingn-

erages rely largely- on information
that 8 report to the

. Revenup Servico—specifically, the

amount of cha deductions that

ence in the level of giving when ex--

pressed as ashare of personal income ' : gation “from. Microssft in - 19997 :
domestic product.

" charity by far. Because the Gateses’ gifts have
Buthsmhmmthinsum been in Microsoft stock, to claim a -

"the national deduction on the $16-billion all in one

Evmthe(hum’huﬁ:taklnglnb shot, they would need a combined ad-
gesse won't make a significant differ-  justed gross income of about $80-bil- -

lion this year. Mr. Gates’s compen-

$623
Evﬁﬁe&hﬂmﬁcﬂma

) wnn]US.glvlngunpumhéeaf
product would '

groes domestic

- sum gifts of $1-million or more to

virtuslly unchanged, at about 1.6 per .
cant,haudondahﬁmamUSA
a_statistical almanae published by
the, American Association of Fund-
Raising Counsel.

“In fiact, big gifts never seeim to have
much of an effect on national aver-

Roaring
In 1928; donars made 500-lump-

_ charity, Ohio State University pro- '
hwrma.rlhnRoButH.Bmm

payers on their Lk 8. returns totaled
$533-million in- 1928, $25-miilion
more than in the year befire. But giv- -
ingasa of £ g’
It dropped in | —to 1.84 per cent,
1.84 per cent the year before. -
| . —THOMAS J. BILLITTERI

Claude Rosenberg, a former invest-
roent manager who founded an organi-

Bzg Gifts Do Litle to Change N, atwnal Gwmg Avemges

Gates Pours $6-Billion More Into .
Foundation . Guuﬂumdatwnm.

28 per cent from the year before, to
11 showing that the renks of the
wuall.hy are on the rise. But

O abiecnd s P v 2



Continued from Page 12
wealthy - filers still represented only
about 1 in 800 U.S. taxpayers.

Moreover, many observers say that '
-cuts in the top income-tax rate over the -
decades have diminished an important.

incentive -for people—especially  rich
.ones—to give: the opportunity to keep
their money out of the government’s
-hands.
.- When the top tax rate was above 90
- per cent in the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s,
a wealthy donor wound up spending less
than 10 cents to give a dollar to charity;

hanging on to the dollar meant losing 90 : -
cents of it to the Internal Revenue Serv-

ice. -

. But in recent years Congress has .
* slashed the top tax rate—to 50 per cent ..
in 1983 and then to 28 per-cent in 1986, .
before raising it again-in the 1990s to'
the current 40 per cent. Today, it costs a -

donorin the top tax bracket as much as
60 cents to give a dollar to charity.

“On one side, there is more wealth,”

"Mr. Clotfelter concludes, “but on the

.. other side; the wealthy don’t have as
" much tax-related incentive to give.” -

- Of course, not everyone agrees that
taxes—or the poaaibility of- escapmg
themn—are the way to promote giving. “I

don’t think being heavily taxed makes . .
says-Alan-

people feel very charitable, “
Reynolds, director of economic research

at the conservative Hudson Institute. “It o

.makes them feel ripped off.”

'Estate-Tax Debate |
Mr. Reynolds’s comment points up the

- starkly drawn battle line over taxes and

philanthropy. Those lines are no more
clear than in the debate over whethlier to

- eliminate the so-called death tax on the

estates of the wealthy.
Conservatives have long said that es-

tate taxes lead to the demme of family

L~ = v asass Awasa wAVA |

- businesses, raise interest. rates, and
-bring in little net revenue to govern-
‘ment. Supporters contend that the

taxes spur philanthropy and discour-
age dynastic concentrations of famly
wealth. .

ADDISON GEARY, FOR THE CHRONICLE

- Princeton University professor Julian Wolpert: “Wiﬂ: wealth going up and - -
" when our economy is good enough that savings seem less important, one
- would expect that more of that surplus would go to charity.”

Eliminating the estate tax “won’t
automatically increase or decrease giv-
ing,” says Paul G. Schervish, director of
the Social Welfare Research Institute at

Boston College. But, he says, it would ~

“provide a better terrain for increased.

2y

chantable giving because it wﬂl enable

. people to have more of their mcomeand
- wealth to dispose of ”

Still, David Joulfaian, an analyst in -

>the U.S. Treasury Department’s Office
" of Tax Analysis, suggests in a recent

paper that eliminating the estate tax
could cost charities between $1-billion

. 'and $1.6-billion a year. Eugene C.

Steuerle, a senior fallow at the Urban :

- Institute, a Washington think tank, also-
- concludes that the

tetax cres an
important incentive for wealthy people

_to. give to charity. People with a’

worth of $10-million or more at« h
bequeath about a third of their estates to
charity, with the estate tax playing a -
mgmﬁmnt role in many of those  i-
sions, he says.

Whatever the course of national tax

. policy, many analysts are sanguine
" about the future of giving. Some cite the
-, growth of the Internet es a fund-re 3
-~ tool; saying it will lead many Americans

. to give for the first time or to give more
- than they-have in the past. Others éx-’
- pect-a spate of bequests when today’s -

Silicon Valley mi_llionaifés reach old

'l‘nllnons of Dollars °
_ But.the blggest reason for the opti-

" miism can‘be summed up in one word:

demographics. In commg decades, the |

“World War II generation is expected to—-
" transfer trillions of dollars in wealth to-
'heirs, to charity, and to government in -

t.heﬁ)rmofestate taxes. Charity could
reap a slgmﬁcant harvest from that
transfer.

In & new study, 'Mr. Schervmh fore-
casts that the total wealth transfer will

. be “many times greater” than cur |

estimates of - about $13-tnlhon, -and he
foresees the awakening of “a *
' Contmued on Page 16
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‘projections; saying: the- reality. will de-.

donwhathappensmthestockmar
~ket. A run-up in stock prices could pro- -

~ “pel the value of the transfer-to $30-tril-

~lion. or more. A Walt Street meltdown,' :
onthe other ha.nd, would mean a]l bets o
Joff.”

‘ What's more, evenif tens of tnlhons of
dollarsmdeeddochangehandsmthef .
‘next half century, charities aren’t in-

s - government. We need to know a. lot .
more- about the non-proﬁt sector and_

. about: phﬂanthropy

suredaresultmg‘bonanza.

“There’s hope, but no assumptlon of
‘that, says Sylvia- Ronsvalle, ‘executive -
v:oe-presl,dent of Empty. Tomb, a ‘reli- -

gious; research, and socml-servmes or- .
gamzatwn in Ilhnons Among religious -
-fund raisers, she says, the prevailing

“ view ig that without better education. -
_on- - philanthiropy, - billions -of .dollars. -
couldpasstohen'sorbepaldoutmes- '
“tate taxes with' nary a thought about -

- charity.”

"Unless SO educatmn takes place in’.

‘the near future,” Ms. Ronsvalle says,

" “people will die without wills—or by de-

. fault that money will go to families be-

ing-giant ofchantable glvmg" as a re-

_’___1

---.:_-_cause 1t won’toccurtopeopletoglveto
: Wlth 80. many unsettled quest:lons"-‘
_But many- analysts are- adoptmg a.: "about gwmgmAmenca,thenon—proﬁt-
' wmt-and—seepostureonwealth-u-anstbr'_- g
-+ cy. makers in. Washington.’ Their hope;-
_that' the ‘White  House .Conference on . .
““Philanthropy wiill: spur Washington -to -
" takethesubjectofchantymoreseﬂous-'

_ The greatest need, many - obsuvers
say,lsfor bétter basic data on philan--
'._-thropy Saya Mr. Wolpert of Princeton:-
“private sector; relies &:lot on.all”

'_hndsofdatathatmpmdforlavmhlyby

;Worldlslookmgforleademhlpﬁ'ompoh-.-
'lanthmpy “Qur prosperity: _
some of the problems-we have hesays B
.- *Folks: hvmg at or below the poverty:
~ line are shll in very mgmﬁamt need of;_.‘-_.
" _support.

' .Two'l‘axProvmions - i
~ “Other tax ideas also need a senous'_-_f-’l'-'
look from: the White House -and .Con-:-.
gress, charity advocates say: ‘They point -
'totwopmvmonsthatdledlastsummer'
in the bitter fight over taxes. One would: -
- allow older people: to shift. assets from' .
- _ihatchantyplaysmcanngﬁ)rthepoor
.. they need only.look out the- window of

Besides improving gevefnment’s com-

- mitment to data:collection, charity ad--
' vomtessay,theWhlteHDuseneedsto .
. play. a stronger leadership :role in ~
amendmg the tax system to enoourage.
~ philanthropy. . -
-7+One waylmghtbeto allow donorsto .
*_ take a double deduction for gifts to char- -
- ities that certify they will use the contri-
" butions exclusively to help the poor. .

-While some non-profit groups,. such as
Harvard University, have amassed re-

- comd endowments, many soup kitchens

individual retirement aecounts to chari-.

: ty without incurring income taxes; ‘the'-
“other would allow people. who- ‘don’t: * -
ﬁ'omtheexecutwemanmonml.afayette
, - Park, where the down and out of the
. natmnscapxtaloﬁen gather in twos and

jtemize on their federal income-tax. re--

. turns to take a charitable deduction for
'glﬂ;suptn$100perfamﬂy o
Even more fundamental than tax .
cbangeechantyadvocateasay,maneed o
- for Presidential leadership in examin- - -
ing the proper role- of phllanthropy in-
. American: society
-era when both major political parties fa--
vorshlflnngthe administration of more ~

lyman'_.

'Wmte House’ conference, Mr. Wolperl: :

~ says, “is to show. some strong advocacy
“for the people. who would ‘benefit either-

_from philanthropy.

" programs,” The White. House, he says,"

or from gova-nmnnt

" 'should “dramatize the problem of poor
- children in this country, with & clear

- message that both. charity and govern-
‘ment have important roles but thatthe
'chantablerolelsonlyatmyproportmn '
' _ofwhatneedstobedtme "The major re-
-_sponslblhty reniains with government.”
“If participants at”the’ White: House

conference want, a reminder of the role

1600. ‘Pennsylvanisi "Avenue. Across

threes. Amongthemarechentsofthe

Central Union Mission.

- “The guys who spend the night w1th
me,”.says Mr. Treadwell,. reﬂectmg on -

-this week’s philanthropy conference, “go
“to Lafayette Park and -watch the White

House durmg the day.”
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HEADLINE: VENTURE CAPITALISTS ALTER FACE OF CHARITY

BYLINE: By Karen Brandon, Tribune Staff Writer.

DATELINE: MENLO PARK, Calif.

BODY:

For three decades Silicon Valley venture capitalist Gib Myers helped nurture
infant high-technology concepts into industry icons such as Compaq Computers and
Cypress Semiconductors.

Now, Myers, a general partner in the Mayfield Fund, a venture capital firm,
is planning to do the same for charity--invest millions in people and concepts
with potential, refine their strategies, link them to elite professional
networks, and, he hopes, make them wildly successful.

His new line of work is called venture philanthropy.

"I think the exact same principles can apply to a non-profit," said Myers,
who heads a new philanthropy, the Entrepreneurs' Foundation, that has yet to
select its first recipients. "The basic concepts are just about the same.”

The notion of applying venture-capital business strategies to non-profit
causes is a trend generating both promise and controversy in philanthropic
circles nationwide.

debate over the merits of venture philanthropy coincides with what many
er a golden era in charitable giving akin to the early 19%00s, when
Ca lEgie, Rockefeller and Ford created foundations that bear their names.

Last year, for the third consecutive year, charitable giving rose to a
record, $175 billion, according to the annual industry report called Giving USA.
The unprecedented creation of wealth, both through the stock market and through
the transfer of wealth from one generation to the next, is altering the face of
philanthropy, according to a report this year by the W.K. Kellogg Foundation.

Venture philanthropy is in many respects a metaphor for many changes at hand
in the philanthropic world with the infusion of new donors, who bring with them
new causes and ideas of how charitable work ought to be done. Its terminology
and image are tied to Silicon Valley, where the term was coined about 15 years

ago, but its methods are turning up in established and new philanthropies across
the nation.
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Rebecca Rimel, president of the Philadelphia-based Pew Charitable Trusts,
writes on the organization's Web site, "At the trusts, we are thinking more like
venture capitalists, seeking to derive the greatest benefit from every strategic
investment of time, talent and capital."

( ' {Redwood City, Calif., some of Silicon Valley's most prominent venture

¢ . .alists are participating in the New Schools Fund, an organization founded
this year with the intention of using venture capital techniques to solve the
problems plaguing public education. Two years ago, the Harvard Business Review,
famous for its vignettes of business successes and failures, published,
"Virtuous Capital: What Foundations Can Learn from Venture Capitalists."

Though the term has no strict definition, Tom Reis, venture philanthropy
director at the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, described the difference between the
classic and new methods with broad generalizations.

At a traditional foundation, he said, giving is generally hands off. A
foundation will give a grant and then perhaps have no contact with the charity
for a year. Many foundations offer money for a maximum of three years, he said,
and insist that the money be spent exclusively on programs, not on staff or
other basic necessities, such as rent or utilities.

By contrast, Reis said, the venture philanthropist's style is hands on. A
venture philanthropist might want a seat on ‘the charity's board and insist on
seeing results.

"It is sexy and controversial, and it makes some common sense,” he said.
"Many people of new wealth are coming out of that new economic world. They say,
'I don't just want to give money. I want to get involved. I want to give
know-how, too. I know what it takes to get impact and success.' "

Advocates say the new methods have the potential to bring new ideas and
experimentation to philanthropic pursuits.

"This will shake up the world of philanthropy in some aspects, in a healthy
way," said J. Gregory Dees, a professor of public service at the Stanford
Up*~ersity Graduate School of Business who teaches a course on social
/', hreneurship.

“ﬁ&g government provides fewer social services, more non-profit organizations
are trying to fill the gap, he said. At the same time, philanthropies are facing
pressure to find strategies that sustain their operations and to adopt a more
businesslike approach to their work. This "pro-business zeitgeist," as he calls
it now embraces business concepts that can be adapted for social missions,
rather than believing that business is the enemy that creates social problems.

Detractors consider the trend alarming in many respects, in part because they
believe an emphasis on return on investment and measurable outcomes may mean
venture philanthropists will aim for the easiest targets, not necessarily the
most pressing needs. Moreover, venture capital, they.note, is by nature risky. A
few spectacularly successful investments make up for the many others that
fail--a pattern these critics fear may be repeated in venture philanthropy.

"The comparison is attractive, even romantic in a swashbuckling sort of way,"
wrote Mark Kramer, a venture capital investor and foundation trustee in an
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article this spring for the journal The Chronicle of Philanthropy. "But as I can
attest after years in both philanthropy and venture capital, it is seriously
misleading."

"“snture-backed companies grow at rapid rates, but social change comes at a

oA

- al pace.

" Bruce Sievers, executive director of the Walter and Elise Haas Fund in San
Francisco, believes the marketization of society has its limits.

"If non-profits were indeed more like businesses and foundations were more
like venture capital firms, some non-profits could well achieve (spectacular)
Netscape-like . . . results,”" he wrote for Foundation News & Commentary. "But
then, if pigs had wings, they could fly."

Others are offended by the basic philosophy of somehow insisting that a
charity carry a return on investment.

"Our results-oriented culture has made the word competence more important
than kindness," said Barbara Clark, director of Redwings Horse Sanctuary, which
takes in abused and neglected horses in Carmel, Calif.

Part of the wary outlook is an implicit, underlying assumption that somehow
the traditional philanthropies just didn't get it right. Some people perceive
the new philanthropists as naive or even arrogant in their belief that their
business acumen will make them better philanthropists.

Though the terminology sounds groundbreaking, with its catchwords like
leveraged philanthropy and social venture capital, many question whether it is
anything more than new rhetoric for tried and true methods.

Established foundations have been extraordinarily entrepreneurial, said Avery
Russell, director of public affairs and program officer at the Carnegie Corp. As
examples, she cited Carnegie's long-time support of "Sesame Street,"” and the
Rockefeller Foundation's support of the research that led to the improved rice
strains responsible for the Green Revolution in Asia.

“here was nothing more entrepreneuriai than that," Russell said. "There's a
glorious history associated with foundations."

Organizations that are experimenting with the new approaches say there have
been problems, and rewards.

Nine years ago, The Roberts Foundation in San Francisco brought its venture
philanthropy concept to the Golden Gate Community, an organization that serves
the homeless in San Francisco.

The change, Golden Gate executive director Randy Newcomb recalls, was
dramatic.

"The entire board of directors (of Golden Gate) quit because this whole
notion of venture philanthropy was more than they could take," he said.

Golden Gate, like all charities, was used to taking a traditional posture
with grant-making organizations. "We promise to change the world with your
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$20,000 grant," Newcomb said wryly.

But that posture had to change when The Roberts Foundation became closely
involved, monitoring cash flow and personnel and asking about the long-term
F~ »ects for the homeless people who used the services. In the beginning,

(- - . nb said, "We were afraid if they found out what we're really like, they
v... . Roberts Foundation) might cut off our funding."

But the changes improved Golden Gate's services, he said. For the first 10
years of its existence, it provided emergency help-- food, shelter and
clothing--to the homeless, many of them the same people year after year.

Now, it has enough money to pay for cbmputer equipment to better track the
progress of its clients, and to pay the salaries of people who might otherwise
be lured into private, for-profit businesses.

Golden Gate offers job training and employment opportunities in its own
souvenir store and printing shop. It also offers counseling to help people keep
the jobs they find.

Newcomb estimates that Golden Gate serves fewer people, but serves them in
more effective ways.

"There is certainly more pressure on us," Newcomb said. "But to tell you the
truth, I think some of us could use more pressure."

GRAPHIC: PHOTOS 2PHOTO: A worker pulls shirts from a dryer Friday at Ashby
Images in San Francisco. The shirt store, a part of Golden Gate Community,
serves the homeless. Photo for the Tribune by Randi Lynn Beach.; PHOTO:
Generating promise and controversy, Gib Myers (right) and other investors apply
risky strategies to non-profit causes.
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BODY:
For the small group known as Silicon Valley philanthropists, charity begins at
the office, not at home.
These cyber-rich people are drawing on their entrepreneurial know-how -- and
their colleagues' wallets -- to erase their stingy image and boost philanthropic
programs in the region. A major project is the nearly bankrupt United Way of

Santa Clara County.

Among the latest strategies to maximize efficiency and investments are
"venture philanthropy" and "e-giving."

In the first, donors follow the venture capital model, which is used to
finance high-tech startups. They give lots of cash at the beginning and sit on

the boards of directors and monitor performance -- instead of writing an endless
stream of checks to charities they never see. In the second, e-giving Web sites

help people find -- and in some cases donate to -- charities of their choice.

1dd1ng philanthropists are also talking over cocktails at networking

: s, like the one for Silicon Valley Social Ventures, or SV2, during the
wetkend at the Los Altos Hills home of Steve Kirsch, chief executive officer of
the Internet firm InfoSeek. The goal is to build up a new generation of donors
from the legions of young Silicon Valley tycoons.

SV2 was started in June, has 31 partners, and has raised $275,000 to date.
None of the money has yet been allocated; Saturday's meeting was the group's
second.

"The Internet millionaires think you have to be a Packard Foundation to have
an impact, and you don't," said venture capitalist Kevin Fong, a co-chair of the

SV2 fund. "Our target is not the Hewlett-Packards or the Intels, but the startup
world."

Not all nonprofit groups will welcome the venture philanthropy model with
open arms, of course.
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Venture philanthropists run the risk of "micromanaging" and eroding the
mutual respect between nonprofit organizations and their funders and of
insisting on results that may be impossible to measure, said Bruce Sievers,
executive director of the Walter and Elise Haas Foundation in San Francisco.

TN
{ '_7?he field always needs to be pushed a bit to look hard at the relationship
L. -7 2n money and results . . . but in philanthropy, there are no bottom lines
eduivalent to the for-profit world," Sievers said.

Meanwhile, 10 more-established industry leaders -- including Microsoft
Corp.'s Bill Gates, Hewlett-Packard Co.'s Lew Platt and venture capitalist John
Doerr -- are working to expand the culture of philanthropy in Silicon Valley by
going to bat for the United Way of Santa Clara County.

They will run donation campaigns at work, lend their names to United Way
marketing drives and tap their own pockets -- and those of their friends. The
goal is to establish consistent and reliable revenues to keep the charity from
sinking into a permanent financial quagmire, said Les White, interim president
of United Way of Santa Clara County.

In May, the United Way chapter announced that it was broke and needed $11
million to finance 100 member agencies for the coming fiscal year. The United
Way's chief executive officer was fired, and the surprise jolted Silicon Valley
corporations into a bailout that raised more than $14 million in a matter of
days. .

Longtime philanthropic leaders say the developments confirm what a study
showed: Silicon Valley wants to be generous but needs to learn how.

"I think we're at a seminal moment in the development of philanthropy in
Silicon Valley -- we're moving from having a couple of icons like Bill Hewlett
and David Packard to a time when it will be broad-based, decentralized and
vigorous," said Peter Hero, president of a 45-year-old group now called the
Community Foundation Silicon Valley, which helped begin SV2.

"In not too many years, Silicon Valley will be known as much for its
phil@qthropy as for its technology," he said.

e foundation's own 1998 study, "Giving Back, The Silicon Valley Way,"
shidd that people in their 20s, 30s and 40s have money and talent to offer but
not the time or experience to evaluate charitable causes.

The survey found that while there are many generous donors, 43 percent of
well-to-do people give $2,000 or less annually to charity.

And in Silicon Valley, where work is often equated with religion -- if only
in jest -- 43 percent of those surveyed said that being asked at work is at
least somewhat important in their philanthropic decisions, while 42 percent said
that being asked at church is a factor.

That makes the workplace a logical place to renew philanthropic appeals,
Hero said. Using business lingo and business models familiar to the Silicon
Valley crowd may also work by appealing to workers' sensibilities.
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cover photo by Jim West

School and community programs are preparing a new generation of
pr:)tential philanthropists to be aware of social problems and how to solve
them.

Grantmaking has long been the purview of "wise-from-years-of-experience"

‘adults. But young people are gaining on them. Since the beginning of this

decade, programs that involve young people as grantmakers (as young as 12)
have been proliferating.

Why is there a movement afoot now to involve young people in %rantmaking?
According to Robert Collier, vice president of the Council on Michigan
Foundations (CMF) in Grand Rapids, which runs two statewide programs to
develop young grantmakers, it's a logical extension: First, there was a
movement to get young people involved in community service. And now,
grantmaking.

These proliferating programs prepare young people by first giving them up-front
instruction on running meetings, performing needs assessments, building
endowments and grantmaking. Then, young grantmakers are handed the same
challenges as their adult counterparts: doing some fundraising, fact finding,
having more good proposals than they are able to fund, making tough decisions
and evaluating progress toward a goal.

As these young people learn about social problems and grantmaking, they are
building youth service programs in their local communities, too. And many
young grantmakers report that grantmakin% helps them to develop leadership,
communication and negotiation skills, and builds their self-confidence.

These young grantmaker programs generally fall under four umbrellas: where
youth grantmaking is tied to a community foundation; where it is tied to a
classroom curriculum; where it is tied to a nonprofit agency, such as a Boys &
Girls Clubs or United Way; and where grantmaking is tied to a local government

http://int1.cof.org/foundationnews/SeptOctober1998/coverstory.html
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and municipal funds. Following are examples of each type, plus a few
variations.

At Community Foundations

Most of the young grantmaker pro?rams out there today are tied to community
foundations. The Michigan Council on Foundations Youth Project (MCFYP) is a
model of sorts for this approach. Durintﬁl its ten-year histor?', almost 4,000 young
grantmakers have voted to give more than $3.6 million dollars to youth projects
in their communities through this program. MCFYP has three goals:

« to build the capacity of community foundations in Michigan,
« to establish youth as philanthropists, and

o to build permanent and growing funds within each community to meet
local youth needs.

The project is funded largely by the Michigan-based W.K. Kellogg Foundation
through challenge grants; this funding comes with the requirement that $2 of
local funds be raised and placed in a permanent unrestricted fund or field of
interest fund of a community foundation, to leverage $1 of Kellogg foundation
funds. These Kellogg funds must also be permanently endowed in a youth field
of interest fund, and community foundations must establish a Youth Advisory
Committee (YAC) composed of at least 50 percent youth members, ages 12-21.
These YACs are then required to conduct an assessment of youth needs in
their community, assist with raising challenge funds, conduct grantmaking from
the interest on the endowed fund, and stimulate youth volunteerism in their
;:on}munities. They make grant recommendations to community foundations'
rustees.

Since 1988, more than 90 community foundations and affiliated geographic
funds in the state have set up YACs as standing permanent committees. Some
of these YACs give away as much as $50,000 a year.

Details concerning how members are selected for YACs, how often they meet
and how they are organized, vary among communities. YAC members (known
in shorthand as YACers) represent the geographic, socioeconomic, ethnic and
educational differences Iin their communities. They include both recognized
student leaders, and people who may not be leaders but are thought to have

‘potential. The number of members in each ranges from 6 to 78, with a median

of 20 members. Most are chaired by the gouth themselves with adults acting as
advisors. Most meet monthly, and some biweekly, and their grantmaking cycle
usually follows the school calendar. But committee activities-needs
assessments, fundraising, grantmaking and stimulating youth
volunteerism-remain a common denominator across YACs.

Joel Orosz, program director at Kellogg, says, "Without any question, the
biggest reason why we fund this is that we strongly believe that young people
have tremendous potential that is not being tapped. The YACs allow them take
the lead in doing important work in their own community. They address real
community problems with significant community resources."

Often young people are quite direct at funding the most difficult problems:
violence, unplanned pregnancy, and drug and alcohol abuse. When one
grantseeker was confronting racial problems, the local YAC brought in
mediators to help the group work throu?h the issues. Another YAC was willing
to take on a company, the biggest employer in town, when they perceived it to
be the biggest polluter. Says Orosz, "They won't say, as adults might, 'Oh, that's
too hot to handie.' Kids have a tendency to deal with the kinds of issues that
adults would just as soon sweep under the table."

Who Better to Decide? _
Rave of West Michigan was awarded $2,879 by the Grand Rapids Foundation

YAC. The funds are for a youth-directed drama troupe that writes and performs
interactive scenarios depicting various types ofviolence, with emphasis on

10/21/1999 3:43 PM
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sexual and emotional abuse in dating. Their grant process was much the same
as any conducted by adults.

Lora VanHarmelen, Rave program director, says, "We wrote a four-page
application after seeing a news item about the funding opportunity in the Grand
Rapids Press. Then we had a site visit. Later, | met with six or eight students
from the Grand Rapids Youth committee. They asked detailed questions; they
were very interested in what speciﬁcall¥ we would use money for. They wanted
to know if there would be a good mix of diversity. They knew what they were
looking for and were very prepared.”

Curt Babcock, a community education coordinator at White Lake Community
Education, received a $3,000 grant from the Community Foundation of
Muskegon County YAC to assist in funding a parks program, called "Sports and
Shorts.” It's a recreational program with academic components, particularly for
at-risk youths,

Babcock says, "Who better to decide what youth program will work than youths?
Their comments about our proposal helped to educate us."

YACing it Up

Information about the Michigan YACs, includin%a Periodic newsletter called
Yackety-Yac, written primarily by YACers, can be found at the project Web site
at http:llwww.mcfyp.gg.

Similar community foundation youth committees have been established around .
the country, including at the Hawaii Community Foundation in Honolulu, the
Rockford Community Foundation in llinois (this one started up with Ford
Foundation funds; youths are mandated to invest in programs that are intended
to run long-term), and the Community Foundation of Silicon Valley, which
specifically targets at-risk youth in East San Jose to be grantmakers.

The community foundations movement has even gone international. Last
December, the board of the Vancouver Foundation in Canada approved an
initiative to establish youth advisory committees with community foundations in
British Columbia. To date, three community foundations there have created
youth advisory committees and 14 have expressed interest in creating one.

At Nonprofits

_The Boys & Girls Clubs of Western Pennsylvania, in Pittsburgh, has had a

program involving youth as grantmakers, called Teen Councill, for five years
now. The organization's already-established community service program
provided a springboard for this grantmaking program. Endowed by the Heinz
Endowment in Pittsburgh, the number of Teen Councils recently increased from
five to eight clubs.

In addition to making grants and performing direct community service, the
youths are required to attend local government hearings (such as, town council
or school board)-at least two per year. This way, says Mike Helper, president
and CEO of the Boys & Girls Clubs of Western Pennsylvania, "The kids know
everything that's going on in their community. They turn over every stone."

Timothy Scully, an 11th grader on the Teen Council-2000 of the Boys & Girls
Club at Sto-Ken-Rox, learned the value of hearing more than one point of view
on an issue. "Your first thought is not always the right one," he says. "Our
committee had a disagreement about funding playground equipment because
some people disputed that an empty lot was a playground solely because kids
played there. We had to work out our differences.”

In the Classroom

The Student Service and Philanthropy Project (SSPP), established by the
Surdna Foundation in New York City in 1991, was the first to develop a high
school course curriculum to teach about philanthropy. It calls for establishing a
mini-foundation in each school. Seven years later, students in more than 30
cities and towns across the country have participated in the project. The
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program is being expanded into a étatewide, K-12 curriculum in Michigan now.

The high school course, in general goes like this: In semester one, students
study the history of foundations and philanthropy, engage in activities to
enhance teamwork, identify community needs, practice leadership and public
speaking skills, and learn grant writing and evaluation. In semester two, the
students undertake community service projects, engage in reflective activities,
learn problem-solving and decision making, and make grants.

The Surdna Foundation began the project under a grant area called "Creating
Effective Citizenry," which includes student community service. The rationale for
the project, says Surdna Foundation Executive Director Ed Skloot was this:
"Young people in man% places have been able to serve on nonprofit boards.
But, they never got to be out front. | thought, let's give the kids some real
responsibility.” The course, approved by the New York City School Board as a
credit course, was developed to be used in high-risk neighborhoods. Skloot
explains, "There were some efforts to do this at a private school, where kids
may have more experience with using money. My idea was to take it where kids
would learn. Foundation funds are risk-capital-that is my view. So, why shouldn't
we take risks?"

Linda Frank, an educator and former head of a nonprofit organization, put
to%ether the curriculum with a few other teachers. Over six years, the number of
schools in the project rose from three to 18. Surdna gave students $2,500 each
year to disburse.

Frank is now a consultant to the Michigan K-12 Education in Philanthropy

Project, which aims to integrate the teaching of philanthropy across the K-12

curriculum with other core academic standards, such as social studies and

language arts. Like MCFYP, it is being administered by the Council of Michigan

Eogndations. Kellogg and Surdna are funding this effort, too, as is the Lilly
ndowment.

The project development is still on going. So far, the design and testing of
curriculum modules and materials has been a grassroots effort led by 46
practicing classroom teachers from rural, suburban, urban and private schools,
who arle writing, piloting, and determining how to assess the learning from the
curriculum.

Frank says, "The curriculum is actually a leadership program designed around
running a foundation. It's designed to teach students about the third sector in

maintaining democracy in our society."

She adds, "We're now reaching kids in Kindergarten, telling them their lives
should involve helping other people. When they look at their community and see

- what makes it a good place to live, we explain it's because they see people

volunteering their time, for example, in Girl Scouts and Little League."

The project's current curriculurﬁ, geared to junior and senior high, and other
information about the project can be found on the Web at
http://www.msu.edu/~k12phil.

Empowerment and Leadership

The high school course on philanthropy found its way beyond New York City
and the project in Michigan to Los Angeles, among other places. Jane McCoy
Miller, a trustee of the Bowen H. and Janice Arthur McCoy Family Foundation,
and Claire Peeps, executive director of the Durfee Foundation, in Santa Monica,
California, began the SSPP program last Fv]ear in three high-risk high schools in
Los Angeles. It was tacked on to two tenth grade English classes and an
accounting/finance class.

Says McCoy, "We gave a two-year grant to each of the schools. They each
received $12,000 outright for students to distribute, $1,000 for whatever the
schools felt was needed to provide for the curriculum, and $200 for students to
duplicate materials."

One thing that worked well as part of the curriculum was that the students'
decisions required a lot of consensus-building. “The negotiating made for a

http://int1.cof.org/foundationnews/SeptOctober1998/coverstory.html
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better, but more difficult, class experience, says McCoy. One teacher reported
that through the grantmaking process, students gained a lot of self-confidence
and became more articulate. In the first year, the students gave grants mostly
within their schools, but next year, McCoy says, the aim will be to move out to
the community.

Peeps says, "It seems a lot of funders are dealing with issues of youth
development, and including youth at-risk, but very seldom is there planning to
help youth address their own concerns.”

"Many of the kids in these three high schools," Peeps says, "are from welfare
families, in very tough neighborhoods. One of the school's principals felt very
strongly that this program was helping to break the sense of entitiement in their
community, that students felt they can be empowered by raising money and
giving it away to make change. And by working collectively, they can affect
policy and their day-to-day lives." One of the things added to the Los Angeles
curriculum is it that brings students from the three schools together to talk about
what they funded, needs in the community and outcomes.

Besides upping content in their curriculum, and starting activities sooner this
school year, Peeps says, "We would like a program that ?(raduates youths from
a classroom to a wider collaborative, where they can work on philanthropic
activities, rather than languishing after a year of training."

The SSPP curriculum is also being.used at the Devereux Glenholme School, in
Washington, Connecticut. Devereux Glenholme is a residential school that
helps.young people, ages 5 to 16, with a variety of behavioral and emotional
problems and learning disabilities. .

According to Lisa Williams, community service coordinator at the school, the
SSPP course provides a framework for students to get their minds off of their
problems by getting more involved in the community. The first step of the
curriculum is for students to trust each other and to talk about important issues.
Then students work as a group and listen to the opinions of others. Eventually,
they begin researching and carrying out fund-raising projects so they can offer
grants.

Students formed their own foundation, called the Teens Who Care Foundation,
after receiving a $1,500 challenge grant from Berkshire/Taconic Community
Foundation in Great Barrington, Massachusetts. Williams says, "At first, it

seemed impossible for the students to raise a matching $1,500. But we made
jewelry and cookies, among other things, and actually raised $1,600." With this

money, the youths made a variety of $300 grants to ten youth programs.

With Government

In 1996, Oakland, California, voters passed a ballot measure that allocates 2
percent of Oakland general budget funds-above and beyond youth line
funding-for youth programs for the following 12 years. Over time, those funds
have added up to around $6 million for something called the Oakland Fund for
Children and Youth. As part of that, the city council appointed a grantmaking
body of one adult and one youth who have awarded $250,000 to various youth
projects so far. They have also decided to use $250,000 more of those funds to
develop a citywide youth-to-youth grantmaking committee and process. It's still
in the planning stages, but if put into effect, the committee would likely work with
the East Bay Community Foundation. The foundation will provide training and
technical assistance and would also receive the municipal funds and re-grant
them to neighborhood groups.

Says David Pontecorvo, program director, "This is putting tools in the hands of

young people where they can make a real difference on the local level. It gets
them thinking about policies and activities that affect our community."

A Hybrid, Among Others

Just this past year a group of students at the Wayneflete School, a private
school in Portland, Maine, merged bits of the philanthropy curriculum model with
pieces of the community foundation model. Théy set up their own foundation as
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a component fund of the Maine Community Foundation in Ellsworth. The
Wayneflete Student Foundation is the first student-run foundation in the state. It
makes 20 percent of its funds available to groups on campus, with the other 80
percent going to youth groups in the region and to groups with a broader
purview, such as Mothers Against Drunk Driving and Amnesty International.

Alexandra Antoniou, 16, is cochair of the student foundation. She says, "In the
beginning, we decided to work in a consensus arrangement. Everyone had to
give a little in some way. Sometimes, we'd have to start the grantmaking
process all over. It was difficult." '

Doug Malcolm, a philanthropic advisor by trade and coach to the Wayneflete

students, developed a proposal, which he is shopping around the state, called

"New Roots." Its goal is to build a permanent endowment for youth grantmaking

in Maine, modeled after the MCFYP. But instead of a receiving grant money

from a single foundation, the proposal requires a mix of private, public and

%_)vergment funds. So far, it has the support of the Maine Governor Angus S.
ing, Jr.

Among the other existing student grantmaking programs around the country:

+ The El Pomar Foundation in Colorado Springs, Colorado, created the El
Pomar Youth in Community Service program in 1991. It is a collaborative
effort between the foundation and 77 Colorado high schools, where
student foundations are established. After each group of students raises
$500,.the foundation then grants them $7,500 and trains them on how to
make grants. Over the past seven years students have granted over $2
million dollars to nonprofits in-their communities.

« Since 1990, the Cleveland Foundation has funded the John K. Mott
Youth Fund Distribution Committee, a group of about 30 high schools
students, from a mix of Cleveland communities. They meet over several
months to review funding requests for $20,000 of United Way funds, and
allocate those funds to nonprofits groups providing youth services in the
area.

¢ In Fort Lauderdale in 1994, teenagers established the Pine Crest
Community Foundation, named after their private school. The Plan for
Social Excellence in Mount Kisco, New York, a private foundation, was
so impressed by the program that it produced a video about it, and plans
to distribute the video this fall to 200 schools nationwide in an effort to
encourage start-ups of similar foundations.

One of the founding students, Rebecca Brogan, is now a Harvard freshman and
has apgroached the school's administrators there with the idea establishing a
charitable foundation run by students.

These youth grantmaker programs aren't without their downsides-some
committees suffer from too-few involved members, over the course of time
experienced students graduate and move on, and not all of their grantmaking is
great. (And sometimes adults can't leave their hands off of the process.) But a
new generation of potential philanthropists have become aware of community
problems and the activities that can solve them.

Even if some of these young people never have enough money to give it away,
Linda Frank says, "At least they've learned how to care."

More:
Verbatim

Pifiata Philanthropy

You Don't Need to Go to Rio

Voting Age:18 or 16? -
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A vndo spnctrum of e’dmmally diverse grant makers
| bnghten,s_ the philanthropic _Iandseape.

As the Civil Rights movement began to inspire changes in America in everything
from education to the workplace, pbzlantbropy also became an arena for change. At -
the time, it was clear that the major grant making institutions—private, public’
and United Ways—were doing little to foster growth in nonprofits run by and for
communities of color. The cultural makeup of mainstream grant making still falls
short .of meeting the needs of a diverse America. However, commaunities of color
bave created their own grant making institutions designed to address their partic-
ular needs. In this article, NCRP will examine African-American, Latino, Native
‘American, Asian/Pacific-American community funds, and workplace giving
‘funds—why they came into being, their current status and their future challenges.

African-American Funds

ndependent and organized African-American philanthropic organizations

have existed since the éarly 1700s in the form of churches, mutual aid soci-

eties and fraternal organizations. Formed largely by free African-

Americans in Northern cities, they provided social service networks to a
community ignored by government services, and White nonprofit organiza-
tions. Beyond assisting free Blacks with everything from food and shelter to
apprenticeships, these associations vigorously opposed the institution of slav-
ery. The underground railroad, for instance, was supported through the
fund-raising and volunteering efforts of these early philanthropists. Their
activism was successful enough that by 1835, Southern states began to out-
law Black mutual aid and fraternal institutions. While this effort hampered
the development of such institutions in the South, it did not lead to their
complete demise, as they continued to grow tremendously in the North. It is
estimated that at the dawn of the Civil War, almost half of the adult African-
American population of Philadelphia was associated with a mutual aid socie-
ty. In the seven years followmg the Civil War, the Freedmen’s Bureau pro-
vided many of the services that had been the domain of the mutual aid soci-
eties. Later, a few large foundations became interested in educating African-
Americans, but shied away from challenging Jim Crow laws.

In the 1950s and 1960s, African-American o;-ganizations, funded largely

. through indigenous philanthropy, challenged segregation in America. The
+ 7y success of the Civil Rights movement created the impetus for a variety of -
 self-help initiatives, and as a natural extension, the creation of the National
~"" Black United Fund (NBUF) which introduced a new era in self- deter-
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- mined grant making. As Emmett Carson, presi-
dent of the Minneapolis Foundation and a lead--

ing scholar on Black philanthropy, explains, what
was different about the BUFs was that “they were
a systematic method of raising fnoney, similar in
some respects to tithing through the church,
from people who did not know each other but
who shared a common value of wam:lng to pro-
vide assistance to their community.”

To fulfill its goal of self-determination, NBUF '

dec1ded to concentrate on workplace fund rais-
ing. “Most African-American income comes

‘from their salaries,” says Bill Merritt, presxdent

of NBUF. “Government agencies, in particular,
are a primary employer of African-Americans.
Going to the workplace, especially public work-
places, has been the best way to reach Black
donors.” As part of its mission to retain institu-
tional autonomy, NBUF refused to be incorpo-
rated i into the United Way. At the time, United
Way had a virtual monopoly on workplace fund

. raising and a stranglehold on the Combined’

Federa.l Campaign (CFC). The ensuing battle to

open up the CFC involved a lawsuit filed by

NBUF, lawsuits filed by the NAACP Legal
Defense Fund, the Puerto Rican Legal Defense
- Fund and Natural Resources Defense Council .

and extensive lobbying of Congress and the
Carter administraion by NCRP, NBUF and
many others. Finally, NBUF was admitted to the
CFC in 1982. The opening of the CFC ensured
economic vitality for NBUF and created
momentum for the fledgling organization..

The era surrounding the CFC fight is
described by Carson as NBUFs “movement”
era, when NBUF’s board “read like a Who’s

Who of Black America” and when the resources

of the organization went primarily towards
high-profile public policy conferences.

However, NBUF of today looks very diﬁ’ere;nt. :

It has become an organization focused essentially
on the prohferauon and growth of its local affili-
ates, the Black United Funds: Carson points to

“three changes that occurred over the 1980s that

precipitated the change. The first was that the

local BUFs needed organizational and technical
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assistance that was not being provided by the
more activist NBUE. The second was a decline in

fanding by foundations and corporations that had -
- supported NBUFs earlier efforts. This decline
~might have been the result of NBUF's controver-
- sial stance on the CFC and its confrontation with

the United Way, of alleged difficulties arising
from lax reporting on existing grants, or simply of
the limited time frame of foundation grants.
Whatever the reason, the result was an increased
reliance and organizational focus on workplace
fund raising. The third reason was the death in
1982 of Walter Bremond, founding president of
NBUE. Not only was Bremond responsible for
much of NBUF’s activist strategy, it was his pres-
ence that attracted many of the high-profile board
members. '

“Our strategy shifted,” says Merritt. “We still
take an advocacy position, but now it is focused
on philanthropy. We have always been involved
in fighting discrimination against the Black
community, and being blocked from workplace
giving campaigns is another form of discrimina-
tion. That is where we put our energy now.”

During the last 20 years there has been a con-
siderable growth in the African-American mid-
dle and upper class. What does that mean for the
BUFs and Black philanthropy in general?
“Among wealthy African-Americans, there are
explains Carson.
‘Some see themselves judged not just on the

* content of their character, but also somewhat on

the color of their skin. This group is more likely
to support Black advocacy organizations. Others
feel that they happen to be Black, but don’t feel
that it has been a disadvantage. They might fund

- advocacy organizations, but not ones focused

along racial lines.”

The claim thata segregated fund raising fed-
eraton is unnecessary has been an argument
used against BUFs from the beginning, usually
from outside the Black community. Merritt
thinks this is an excuse. “The real reason we are

excluded from campaigns is simply to protect -

United Way’s monopoly of the campaigns. It
takes a lot of pressure for a campaign to open up
to an alternative fund, and when it does, it will

often be to a group with a broader consutuency, _

like an environmental fund.”

Carson says that those other funds have begun
to compete with BUFs for African-American
dollars as well. “It’s not enough any more to say,
‘It’s just a Black thing.’ We are not segregated

_ anymore, and many African-Americans find
. “ralue in both the White and the Black world. So

-;fow philanthropy is really a competitive market-

- place and African-Americans feel they deserve
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the best service available. That means the BUFs
must show the value-added services they pro-
vide. They need to communicate with the
donors, and highlight the successes they have
achieved.” _
‘The fact that wealthy African-Americans are
willing to give to a wide variety of charities has
not escaped the fund raising world. Many com-
munity foundations and other groups are court-
ing these emerging donors. Carson proposed the:
creation of a national Black community founda-

tion at the 1997 Nadonal Conference on Black -

Philanthropy, but so far, there is not a vehicle
specifically designed to attract large individual
donations from African-Americans. “BUFs aren’t
designed to access new wealth,” explains Carson.
“United Way doesn’t get huge individual dona-

tons through workplace campaigns either, .

though they have managed to get big one-time
checks from corporate executives. But they have
inside connections to big executives, while BUFs

are stll working just to get into the campaigns.-

The upper echelon of corporate America is not

full of Blacks. Black wealth is in entertainment, .

which is harder to crack.”

Metritt is optimistic that BUFs have plenty of
room to expand in the workplace. In 1977, there
were 13 local BUFs raising a total of just over $1
million. By 1997, 21 BUFs raised an estimated
$5.4 million. “Our experience with payroll
deduction has proven that if African-Americans
are given the vehicle to which they can direct
their charitable dollars, then giving will expand.
We have new local BUFs in Memphis and

‘Atlanta .that are doing very well. Athletes and

entertainers do not need to be the primary
source of philanthropy. There are plenty of
workplaces with people who would give to a
Black United Fund if given the chance.”

Native American Funds

ost Native American tribes had an estab-
lished philanthropic system long before
the first White settlers arrived in the
Americas. Darrel Kipp, executive direc-
tor of the Piegan Institute, and 2 member of the
Blackfeet tribe, says, “The entire religion and
philosophy of the Blackfeet is based on sharing,
giving, and receiving.... Giving bonds you to the
group, and it bonds you within the group,
because you have provided a serles of gifts that
allow the group to prosper.” (Quoted in The
Honor of Giving, by Ronald Austin Wells.)
Unfortunately, the colonization of North
America left Native Americans with few

‘resources to share. Native Americans have the

highest level of poverty among ethnic groups in

“The upper echelon
of corporate Ameri-
ca is mot full
Blacks,” Emmett
Garson of the
Minneapolis Founda-
tion says. “Black
wealth is in enter-
tainment, which
barder to erack.”
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Rebecea Adamson of

~"the First Nations
=" Development lnsti-

tute says main-
stream foundations
are unable to-
appreciate tribal
organizations that
view solutions more
holistieally.

the United States. The majority of tribes have
poverty rates of 50% or more and unemploy-
ment as high as 80%. Native American juveniles
have the highest rates of suicide, alcoholism,

drug abuse, delinquency and out-of-home place-
~ ment among minority groups. This makes it all

the more shocking that, according to Native
Americans in Philanthropy (NAP), only two-
thirds of 1% of foundation grant dollars went to
Native concerns from 1991 to 1993, and only
one-third of 1% went to Native-controlled
organizations.

The high-profile Indian gaming boom has
created a public perception that Native tribes are
in no need of assistance. While it is true that a
few tribes have eradicated poverty through gam-
ing, these tribes tend to be small and located
near urban centers. For many tribes, gaming is
not a viable option, either logistically or spiritu-
ally (some have rejected building a casino on
ethical grounds). In the decade or so since
Indian gaming was given federal protection, the

poverty on nine of the 10 largest reservations, .

which house half of the Native American popu-
lation in the United States, has gotten far worse.

Gaming has not, so far, provided capital for
grant making. In last year’s gaming regulations,
however, casinos were urged to begin grant-mak-
ing programs. Yet casinos, on reservations or not,
are essentially industrial endeavors that are
incorporated first and foremost for the benefit of
their owners, in this case, the tribes. Expecting
that gaming will become the grant making savior
of tribes across the country is tantamount to

- expecting “New York to share its gaming [lot-

tery] revenue with Hawaii,” says Shannon Finley,
in her American Indian College Fund report
titled Indian Gaming Hardly a Panacea. “One can-
not hold Indian. governments to dlﬁ'erent stan-
dards than one holds state governments.”

When Indian gaming operations do make
grants, they are not necessarily to Native issues.
“Casinos give to make themselves look good in
the outside community so people will come and
gamble on the reservation,” notes Christopher
Peters, executive director of the Seventh Gener-
ation Fund. “The recent and well-publicized
grant of $200,000 to the San Diego Symphony is
a good example.” According to NAPs Survey of
Grant Giving by American Indian Foundations and
Organizations, in 1994, casinos gave $185 million
to state and local governments, $3.1 million to
non-Indian organizations and only $1 million to
Indian organizations.

With mainstream foundations and Native

corporations ignoring the needs of Native -
organizations, a new movement of Native grant-

makers has risen to the challenge. These grant-
makers, for the most part, attempt to create
institutional organizations with a philosophy in
harmony with indigenous culture and philan-
thropy. The movement has grown rapidly. In
1973 there were only three Native grant makers;
by 1995 the number had grown to 32. While all

BUFs have similar structures, Native grant-

.makers fall into seven distinct categories: corpo-

rate foundations, tribal foundations, publicly
supported general interest foundations, publicly
supported operating foundations, scholarship
funds and special purpose funds. According to
the NAP survey, Native foundations gave away
$2.75 million in 1994. Native organizations with
grant-making programs gave an -additional -
$750,000 and the American Indian College
Fund, which raises money exclusively for 29
member colleges, granted $5 million.

The vast majority of grant dollars went
towards education, largely in the form of schol-
arships to individuals. Besides the enormous .
contribution of the American Indian College
Fund, seven other funds and foundations grant-
ed more than $100,000 to educational efforts.
This, like many aspects of Native grant making,
is aimed to preserve tribal heritage, rather than
promote assimilation. Historically, an American
education was used as a tool of cultural erosion;
Native American children were relocated in
boarding schools where they were prohibited
from speaking their language. Native grant mak-
ers’ educational initiatives attempt to reverse this
damage, particularly in their support of tribal
colleges.

The second and third largest utegones of
grant making are economic development and
cultural preservation. There can be an inherent
conflict between the two, since some see the
cash-based economy as the heart of assimilation.

. “It is a common mlsuﬁdersmndmg that the
way to deal with Indian poverty is to mainstream
tribes into capitalist economic life,” says Peters.

“Although the world opinion is that sustainable
development systems are what work and need to
be encouraged, at the same time, philanthropic
effdrts, for the most part, push for a cash-based .
system.”

Peters’ Seventh Generatlon Fund granted
$500,000 last year in a number of areas, includ-
ing cultural preservation, the environment, and
protecting sacred lands. Peters advocates for a
return to an informal economy, based on hunt-
ing and gathering, or at least “the opportunity
for that kind of lifestyle.” '

Rebecca Adamson, president and founder of
the First Nations Development Institute, does

. Basponsive Philanthrepy




not see a conflict between cultural survival and
economic development. “If a lifestyle is depend-

_ent on a grant, then it is not a sustainable '
lifestyle,” she says. “Unfortunately, we live in a

. srofit-driven, cash-based society. The crucial

" 'question is how to create a livelihood that

respects our traditional culture and sustains
itself.”

Adamson criticizes mainstream foundations
for being too categorical in their funding, and
therefore unable to appreciate tribal organiza-
tions that view solutions more holistically. She
points to the Inter-Tribal Bison Cooperative
(ITBC) as an example of a project that is busi-
ness-oriented, sustainable, and does not fit into
one particular grant area. The ITBC currently
raises over 8,000 buffalo, which can sell for up to

$1,200 a head. This has led to the reclamation of

huge stretches of tribal land that had been used
by cattle ranches. Buffalo, unlike cattle, eat:
indigenous prairie grass, the restoration of
which has brought back indigenous species of
larks and ferrets. Finally, Adamson notes, “The
reintroduction of buffalo has brought back cere-
monies that historically are connected with the
slaughter of buffalo and provides skin and bones
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for traditional crafts. It is a culturally based proj- -

ect.”

There has been a historical disconnect
between charitable organizations on tribal lands
and the nonprofit sector as a whole. However,
recent IRS rulings have begun to bridge the two
philanthropic communities. The first ruling
states that charitable organizations incorporated
under tribal law will be considered 501(c)3)
organizations. The other ruling treats tribal gov-
ernments like state governments for purposes of
private foundation grants. A recently published
guide by the Council on Foundations, Grving
With Homor: A Legal Reference om Charitable
Activities of American Indian Tribes, explains the
technical aspects of Native American charitable
activities.

Latino Funds

atino philanthropy is an' emerging field
with very different characteristics than
either Native or African-American philan-
thropy. Rather than establishing funds that
are designed specifically to retain a cultural iden-
tity, Latinos are much more interested in creat-
ing philanthropic vehicles that will assist, rather

S
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'_ than resist, the mainstreaming of Hispanic
Americans. Their efforts emphasize citizenship

and literacy programs. This rapidly emerging
" population, however, has been virtually ignored

. 3y most of institutional philanthropy; only 1.4%

" of foundation funding in 1992 went to

Hispanics.

_There are currently six Latino funds in oper-
ation. Three of the funds raise capital through
workplace giving campaigns—the Hispanic
- - Community Foundation of the Bay Area in San
Francisco, the Hispanic Federation of New York
City, and the United Latino Fund in Los
Angeles. The San Francisco and New York funds
were created out of partmerships with local
United Ways. The Los Angeles fund is inde-
pendent. The remaining three funds are fully
staffed field-of-interest funds in community
foundations—the Greater Kansas City Hispanic
Development Fund, the Hispanic Fund of

Lorain County, Ohio, and El Fondo de Nuestra -

Comunidad in St. Paul, Minnesota. In 1996-97,
according to research conducted by Henry
Ramos, they had a collective asset base of $4.5
million and granted a total of $897,000.
“Latinos are emerging in the same way that
immigrant communities have always evolved in
the United States. Latinos want to be in the

»mamsu'eam, Latinos want to help build

.. ’American consumer products, Latinos want-to
_.be a part of a healthy civil society,” explains
Henry Ramos, principal of Mauer - Kunst
Consulting and former Irvine Foundation
staffer. “The funds exist, not as an attempt to
separate themselves, but simply because the
Latino commuriity has been excluded from phil-
anthropic institutions.

The Latino funds apply the same principles as
mainstream philanthropy, and look to them for
inspiration. It is sad, therefore, that some phil-
anthropic leaders see them as simply a vehicle
for taking money from established foundations,
when that couldn’t be farther from the truth.”

Paul Castro, co-founder of the United Latino
Fund in Los Angeles, remembers that attracting

* foundation grants was not a priority for the early
architects of the movement. “When we started
the United Latino Fund, we were focused on
creating a vehicle for self-determination. Found-
ations were never seen as the component that
would make or break the movement. It was
about us, not them. We wanted to make a case to
Latino donors in Los Angeles. We looked at the

. la.rge numbers of Latinos in the municipal work-
.. “orce, and we thought if only 1% to 2% gave us

'.)10 a month, we could be raising around

"~ $100,000 a month.”
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Unfortunately, none of the Latino funds
attracted close to that level of giving. The rea-
sons for this are both complex and entrenched.
In many of the countries where Latinos origi-
nate, services are generally provided by the state
or the church. When Latinos arrive in this coun-
try, there emerges an informal philanthropic sys-
tem, which includes giving to extended families
or within their own neighborhoods. However,
Latinos as a whole remain ambivalent about

institutionalized philanthropy.

Castro remembers the early efforts of the
United Latino Fund, “I started the fund and sdll
had to spend two hours convincing my father to
give. He said, ‘If I care about the homeless, I will
give to a poor person, or I will give to my church
or school. I take care of my own.’ Philanthropic
institutions remain too abstract a notion for
many Latinos.”

The only soliition to this d1lemma, ironically,
may be increased capitalization from the powers
that be. “In the end, it was foundations that
breathed life into the Latino funds movement,
but not enough. They essentially have been
funded to fail,” Castro explains. “We need to

‘have enough money to show that the funds are

effective, accountable to the community and can
make a difference.”

The Latino funds can also be helpful to main-
stream foundations by identifying nonprofits
and community needs that are beyond the foun-
dations’ reach. “We are in a better position to
know what we need in our community than the
dominant culture,” says William Diaz, senior

_fellow at the Humphrey Institute and former

Ford Foundation official. “Latino funds develop

emerging organizations that would be beyond

the operating guidelines and programmatic areas
of most philanthropic institutions.”

Ramos feels that the funds do mainstream
philanthropy a service by being a testing
grounds for new ideas. “The funds tend to give
flexible grants that allow innovative programs to
grow, and in the process, are getting the main-
stream to push the envelope by tesung riskier

investments.”

Some foundations claim that the funds’ lack of
leadership and management do not warrant con-
tinued funding. But Ramos feels that the foun-
dations need to have realistic expectations.

“To be frank, there have been some issues
with the management of the funds. This should

‘be a priority of the fund leaders, and will bring

credibility to the Latino funds movement,” he
says. “However, philanthropic experts need to

keep in mind that these funds are still in forma-
tion, and can’t be expected to work as efficient-

“Philanthropie
institutions remain
too abstract a
notion for many
Latines,” says
Paul Gastro of the
United Latino Fund.
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“In the Bay area,
Asians make up
20% of the popula-
tion, but only
received 0.5% of

foundation funding,”

says Gail Kong of
the $an Francisco-
based Asian Pacifie
American Gom-
munity Fund.
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ly as institutions that have been around 50 yearé

" or more.”

The Latino community is alrcady a sxgmﬁcant
portion of the population in places like Los
Angeles and Miami and is growing all across the
country. This creates an impetus for'mainstream
foundations to support the growth of philan-
thropy in these communities.

“In the future, it will not just be Latino organ-
izations that are looking towards Latino donors
for support,” says Ramos. “Latino funds are a
way to begin to build a bridge to these future net
assets. The more the mainstream resists the suc-
cess of Latino funds, the more long-term harm
they will be doing to themselves. This is not just
a Latino issue, this is about the long-term sus-
tainability of the independent sector.”

Another factor that has impeded the creation
of a cohesive Latino philanthropic movement is
the lack of a single Latino identity. While viewed
as a distinct group by the Census Bureau and
others, in reality the Latino “community” is

made up of many different nationalities. This is -

something with which the United Latino Fund
in Los Angeles has struggled.

“There are a lot of independent communities
within the Latino population,” explains Castro.
“In Los Angeles, 85% to 87% of the Latino

population is Mexican and it has been very diffi-
" cult to cross the barrier to other groups.
. Mexicans are often seen as the giants who get

everythmg So the Central Americans are start-

ing to organize themselves separately. This is a

- real challenge for the funds.”

Besides dealing with tension among separate
Latino populations, Los Angeles has also seen
some conflict between Black and Latino com-
munities. Many _historically Black neighbor-
hoods, such as Compton, will soon have a Latino
majority. This creates a situation where, as
Castro puts it, they are “fighting over the bones
thrown to ethnic communities.” In other words,
there is a perception that there is a limited
amount of power to be granted to minority com-
munities, and holding on to your piece can be
easier than trying to cooperate for a bigger pie.
As Castro notes, “Blacks and Latinos together
could elect the city mayor.” Unfortunately, there
has been a historic inability to cooperate even on
workplace fund raising issues.

However, this may be changing. The Los
Angeles United Way, the Brotherhood Crusade

" (the first Black United Fund), the United Latino .

Fund and others have agreed to work together
on the workplace fund raising campaign of the
Los Angeles city government. This collaborative
will work together to hire one person to market

v

the campaign, with all federations treated equal-
ly. “At this point, trust is still just a word,” cau-
tions Tony Espinoza, president of the United
Latino Fund. “Hopefully, it will provide effi-

ciency in the campaign, and a new strength in -

our relationships.”

Asian/Pacific-Americans |
n some ways, the situation of Asian/Pacific-
Americans is similar to Latinos. They are a
rapidly growing group that nearly doubled in
10 years to become 2.9% of the population in

1990. Many are foreign-born newcomers, -

refugees from countries ravaged by war, who

‘work long hours in urban sweatshops for near-

starvation wages. A walk through Manhattan’s
Lower ‘East Side is a reminder that no immi-
grant group is exempt from the grueling road to
assimilation; the tenement houses and sweat-
shops once filled with Jews are occupied by
recent Asian immigrants and operating at the
same turn-of-the-century conditions.’

With median incomes equal to or exceeding
national averages, native-born and recently
immigrated Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Filipino
and Indian Americans, who often arrive educat-
ed, professional and with well-established fami-
ly ties, create the impression of a “model minor-
ity.” However, this applies only for certain com-
munities in the A31an/Pac1ﬁc-Amencan popula-
tion.

Asian/Pacific-Americans are stlll largely

‘absent from the halls of philanthropy. A survey

by the Council of Foundations of its members
shows that Asian/Pacific-Americans are a 'mere
0.9% of foundation board members and only
0.5% of CEOs. Between 1983 and 1990, only
0.2% of foundation dollars went to organiza-
tions working in Asian/Pacific communities,
according to Invisible and In Need, a report pub-
lished by Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders
in Philanthropy (AAPIP).

While Asian/Pacific-Americans have created
an informal phlla.nthroplc network that prowdes
survival assistance to arriving immigrants, it is
only recently that they have created philanthrop-
ic institutions. There are currently three federat-
ed community funds located in New York, San
Francisco and Los Angeles; the oldest, in New
York, is in its eighth year. All participate, to some
degree, in workplace fund raising.

The Los Angeles fund receives most of its
money from workplace giving campaigns, and
often finds itself in competition with the local
United Way. This relationship may improve in -

_ the new cooperanon among the Los Angeles

workplace giving funds. The San Francisco and
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the New York funds, on the other hand, have had
longstanding affiliations with the local United
Ways and are more involved in cultivating indi-
vidual donors. The three funds granted a total of
$285,400 in 1997.

While the funds hope to foster relationships
with wealthy Asian donors, they also exist to
alert mainstream foundations to the needs of the
Asian community. At least 10 special interest
funds have been created in community founda-
tions. “In the Bay area, Asians make up 20% of
the population, but only received 0.5% of foun-
dation funding,” explains Gail Kong, executive
director of the Asian Pacific American
Community Fund in San Francisco. “There is a
lot of education needed in the foundation world,
and we want to help be part of the change. That
includes being funding partners as well.”

Invisible and in Need, the AAPIP report, docu-
.., mented foundation unresponsiveness to the

jAsian community, noting that there was “very

Alittle funding for legal rights, community devel-

opment, advocacy and public policy analysis.”
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_The San Francisco fund has launched a cam-

paign this year to encourage advocacy among

tthe Asian/Pacific population.

“We know there is a cloud hangmg over the
Asian population because of the campaign
finance scandal,” says Kong (referring to the
allegations that Asian businessmen gave illegal
contributions to the Democratic party). “We are
worried that Asians will disassociate from poli-
tics as a result. We are going to sponsor commu-
nity forums to educate people on propositon
issues, tenants’ rights, parental involvement in
the school system and other essental issues we
must be involved in.”

Like the Latino funds, Asian/Pacific-Ameri-
can funds are in need of substantial support to
increase their visibility. Some of them have
attracted high-profile board members and com-
mitted staffs, and are hoping to build from a

strong start. “We are cautiously optimistic,” says

Kong. “We clearly see our role and the path to
success. Now we need a eouple of people to step
forward and really support us.” m

ASIAN FUNDS
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 and Feeding the Spirit

Progressive faith-based grant makers are quietly supporting a vibrant

Preskytarian Chargh USA: ae
 Great B of Sharing Fnd (KY)

movement at the local level.

ith the amount of media attention given
the religious right in the past few years,
it would seem that religious political
activism inhabited a political spectrum
limited to abortion clinic bombers and the
Christian Coalition. Behind the scenes, however,
national faith-based progressive organizers, such

as Industrial Areas Foundation and Pacific .

Institute for Community Organizations (PICO),
are bringing communities together to work on
social justice issues such as livable wages, housing
and welfare reform.
. “The progressive movement has insufficient
tesources and isn’t organized to successfully
counter the conservatives on socially divisive
issues at a national level,” says Jeannie
Appleman, executive director of Interfaith
Funders, a national consortium. “We just don’t
have a unifying force on cultural issues. Plus,
they raise more money. They have huge think
tanks and they have managed to wed the ideolo-
gy and grassroots bases of the religious right.”

However, Appleman reports that a different
story is emerging at the local level. “People are
coming together under progressive religious
organizing and transforming communities. This
is the kind of fundamental change that doesn’t
dissipate,” she says. “If we can simply reframe
the debate about welfare reform, that would be a
huge success.” '

In the last national elections, the Christian
Coalition did not bring people out to the polis
like it -had promised, signaling that the move-

ment is waning. “The Christian right is a force

that is overestimated,” says Doug Lawson, asso-
ciate director of Catholic Campaign for Human

Development (CCHD). There is reason to
believe that faith-based progressive organizing
may leave a legacy wider and deeper than that of
the religious right.

“Congregation-based organizing is not about
politics,” Lawson adds. “It is broad-based and
multi-issue. We are about bringing people
together to face the issues that are really plagu-
ing the community. We don’t go out there with
a set of issues in mind; this allows us to bring all
kinds of people together.” '

Realizing that their commitment to commu-
nity organizing transcends their denominational
differences, .11 progressive faith-based grant-
makers have come together as the Interfaith
Funders (IF). Besides trying to attract new
sources of support for faith-based organizing, IF
is trying to expand the impact of faith-based
community organizers. IF’s first initiative asked

- for grassroots organizations that are involved in

collaborations with other institutions, including
academia and labor; working with constituencies
beyond congregations; increasing opportunities
for organizational leaders to share ‘strategies
across organizations, networks and regions; and
are working to hire, train and mentor new
organizers, particularly people of color. “We
want to play a greater role than simply grant
making,” says Appleman. “We are really inter-
ested in pushing the whole model to the next
level so that we are working more strategically.”
IF hopes that it can find new sources of fund-
ing for faith-based organizing. “It is no accident
that Interfaith Funders was born at a time when
Some congregations are becoming more conser-
vative,” Appleman says. “We realized that we




Catholic Campaign
for Human Develop-

" ment and many of
% .-'the other Interfaith

Funders fund far
beyond faith-based
organizing, including
an array of pro-
gressive advocacy
organizations.

could pool resources and also start to leverage
support from foundations for our initiatives.”
Lawson sees the work that IF does as extreme-
ly valuable, but also limited. He looks forward to
the day it is ready to progress to new frontiers.

“It is important -that we approach mainstream

foundations for support of faith-based organiz-

.ing, because funders understand that we have an

- expertise in that field,” explains Lawson. “Now
that foundations are ﬁnally beginning to under-
stand faith-based organizing, I look forward to
being able to expand the pie to other social
change organizations.” CCHD dnd many of the
other funders involved in IF fund far beyond
faith-based organizing, including an array of

" progressive advocacy organizations.

Progressive Christian Philanthropy
ost Christian-based progressive funders
differ from progressive public founda-
tions in that they raise money from a

finite, and captive audience—the con-’

gregants. CCHD is the largest faith-based
organization, last year raising $14 million dollars

from Catholic congregants for social justice-

organizations, including faith-based organizers.

The role of the Catholic Church in support-
ing change is not a recent development. The
Catholic Chuirch has been involved in social jus-
tice issues since the 19th century, when Pope ~
Leo XIII supported labor organizing and insist-

ed that the church had the responsibility to com-
ment on political and social issues.

CCHD was founded-in 1969 as a response to
the upheaval that was gripping America. The
stated purpose was to support “organized groups
of white and minority poor to develop econom-
ic strength and political power.” It also had a sec-
ondary mission to “educate the People of God to
a new knowledge of today’s problems.”

CCHD has seen steady increases in its fund-
ing, and Lawson credits the success to five rea-
sons: The donors already are members; religion
already is the largest recipient of individual con-
tributions; religious-based organizers have an
excellent track record of being able to mobilize
constituents; donors know that the grant making
staff are deeply committed to service, meaning
they will use the money wisely and are not mak-

ing “United Way-level salaries”; and they know
-that the money will be given in line with the val-

ues of their faith.

Catholics also have the advantage of havmg a
diverse congregation that spans the spectrum
from the very wealthy to recent immigrants of -
very limited means. The challenge, then, is get-
ting wealthy parishes to have a connection with
the work that the grantees do. “We need to let
potendal donors know what we are about so they
will give generously,” says Lawson. “We have
groups come in and speak to the people in the
pews, so they hear about the work first-hand. .

mmmw'




We also organize retreats that bring grantees
and churches together to work on a project. This

will usually include a lot of discussion and social”

" analysis. In the end, the group will ask for the
~ congregants to become involved in some way—

I perhaps by accompanying them to a public hear-

ing, or by helping raise money.”

Lawson says it is critical to connect congre-
gants’ faith with social justice issues. “It is criti-
cally important to translate the deeply held val-

ues that are the roots of faith, and to show that ~

these values are represented in community
organizing. This involves, for CCHD, really
getting the support of the bishops and making
sure our message is spoken from the pulpit.”
CCHD has been a supporter of environmen-
tal organizations, legal aid, Native American
rights, public media and other social change
organizations. Lawson now sees the need for an
economic strategy that extends beyond U.S.
borders. “No matter what we say or do,
Americans will not be able to solve the maldis-
tribution of resources,” he says. “We need to
make connections with organizations in the
third world, and that is my long-term goal.”
Although CCHD support is growing, it has
been caught in the crossfire of the culture war.
CCHD?’s policy has always been not to fund pro-
grams that go against the Catholic faith, which

"".'"'has prohibited funding of abortion rights or
s 'death penalty advocates. However, some pro-.

gressive organizations that CCHD has funded,
such as 9 to 5 Working Women and NCREP, have
worked in collaboration with organizations that
support abortion rights and other controversial
social issues, such as gay rights. This has drawn
fire from Christian conservatives—Rescue
America pledged to have activists in 19 states
pass out leaflets to “expose the faults” of CCHD.

Last year CCHD publicly reaffirmed its com-
mitment to Catholic teachings and changed its
name from the Campaign for Human
Development to the Catholic Campaign for
Human Development, which then raised con-
cerns from progressive organizers (see the Fall
1999 issue of Responsive Philantbropy). “We don’t

dictate policies to any organization that receives

.our money, and we don’t force them to take it
either,” says Lawson.

CCHD is the only congregauon—based fund
raiser that has started an individual donor cam-
pann, which happened almost by default. “We
just started receiving gifts straight to our nation-

... al office from people who believed in the work
':' “';awe were doing,” explains Lawson. “So we have

3 - ;/set up independent funds that are separate from

our regular appeal, and this gives us the flexibil-

-Wlm

ity to start funding in new ways.”

The Presbyterian Church USA, the second-

largest church-based funder, has seen today’s
conservative climate eat into its support base.
Presbyterian Church USA raises its contribu-

tions through a church-based fund raiser called

“One Great Hour of Sharing.” Congregants are
given the choice to designate their dollars to the

.charities of their choice or give to the general

fund. In the 1960s, the general fund was por-
tioned out according to the priorities of the
national office and, at that point, the national
office was granting a half-million dollars to com-
munity organizing. However, in the 1980s the
amount for community organizing was set at 4%
of the general fund—around $300,000 in 1998—
and very little is designated by congregants to
community organizing.

One reason for this change is that Presbyteri-
ans are simply ‘not as affected: by urban poverty
as are many Catholics. “The Presbyterians are,
by and large, a White, upper-middle-class
church,” says Phil Tom, pastor and consultant
for the faith-based ~organizing office of
Presbyterian Church' USA. “While Catholics
have seen their affluence grow, they still have a
large, diverse congregant base who stayed in the
city. We didn’t stay in the city.”

This suburbanization of wealth and power
also provides a unique challenge for faith-based
community organizing. IF has decided that sup-
porting organizations “working at a larger scale
than most faith-based community organiza-
tions” is a funding priority. The reasons are
twofold. The first is economic: without subur-
ban congregants’ involvement, it is nearly
impossible to attract their financial support. The
second concerns the growth of metropolitan
areas. “A lot of issues are decided regionally, so
they affect suburbs as well as the inner city,” says
Steve O’Neil, an organizer for the Greater
Boston Interfaith Organization. “The need for
change may not be as apparent in the suburbs, so
that makes organizing more challenging.”

With the movement from inner city to suburb,

- many Presbyterians have become wealthy busi-
ness owners with a vested interest in the status

quo. “Some of our consu'tuéncy is not interested
in social change, espedially in their neighbor-
hoods,” says Tom. “They are part of the owner-
management class and have had confrontations
with community organizers. When people get the
power they are entitled to, it does rattle cages.”

The culture war has also taken its toll on .

Presbyterian churches, simply by occupying its
time. “Much of the political discussion happen-

ing within the Presbyterian church is a battle

“lt is critically
important to trans-
late the deaply held
values that are the
roots of faith, and
to show that these
values are repre-
sented in community
organizing,” says
Doug Lawson of
Gatholie Gampaign
for Human
Development.



“The history of
Blaek churehes
shows that they .
have always had a
holistic mission that
serves both the
congregant and the

£ sommunity,” says
*-_~Baverly White of the
Foundation for the
Mid-South.

over cultural values,” says Tom. “When the

Presbyterian board gets together, a ‘theologxcal.

conservatism’ is very evident. The mind-set is
that people should help themselves. I tell them
that this is about improving peoples’ quality of
life, not about blaming the victim.” *

The Global Ministries of the Methodist

* Church, on the other hand, has been affected

much less by the Christian right than other

" Protestant denominations. “We have always
-stressed racial and economic diversity, and are

less constrained in our grant making,” says Kim
Jefferson, former director of planning for the
Global Ministries and current Methodist repre-
sentative to IF. “Having said that, we have not
had as much involvement in funding organizing
at the national level. We have a lot of potentla.l
that is not being tapped.”

The Global Ministries does not have a chari-
table collection like the Catholics or Presby-
terians. Rather, the money they grant out is a
kind of tax—an annual percentage of the collec-

" dons of local churches to be granted out nation-
ally. While many Methodist churches are

involved in community organizing, the money
raised for these projects stays at the local level,
with minimal national involvement. Last year,
the Global Ministries granted less than $100,000
to faith-based organizing.

Methodists do make substantial grants to a
church-run project called Communities of
Shalom, which was founded as a response to the
1992 Los Angeles riots and now has branches
across the country. While the project is much

-more steeped in the language of economic com-
-munity development, Jefferson sees the potential

for Communities of Shalom to instigate change

“Communities of Shalom is a progressive proj-
ect,” says Jefferson “It is much ‘more inclusive
and less elitist than many economic development

projects. On the other hand, the project does not °

confront the powers that be and hold them
accountable, so I am not sure that Communities
of Shalom has done as much for commun_ities as
traditional faith-based organizing.”

Jefferson believes that Communities of
Shalom has the potential to learn from commu-
nity organizing and begin to change deep-root-
ed community problems. “The project is ulti-
mately about justice, it just needs a more focused
methodology,” says Jefferson.

Faith-based organizers do work with commu-

" nity development organizations to reach com-

mon goals. “There is a challenge finding com-
mon ground,” says O’Neil. “But we are finding
that we are able to bndge the gap and work
together.”

African-American churches have been associ-
ated with organizing since the success of the
Civil Rights movement, and their participation
in the fight for social change continues today. -
However, many African-American churches are
using their central role in the community to
leverage dollars for economic development.

“This is a field that is growing,” says Rodney
Jackson, president of the National Conference
on Black Philanthropy. “Why wouldn’t founda-
tions be looking to partner with churches? In
certain Black communities where there is hardly
a supermarket, and certainly no boys’ and girls’
clubs, they stll have churches. Churches have
proven they can provide for a variety of commu-
nity needs, including running economic develop-
ment programs, housing programs, health cen-
ters, credit unions, day care programs—they are
an obvious match for foundations looking for
partners in underdeveloped Black communities.”

The Foundaton for the Mid-South is one
foundation providing African-American church-

- es with the skills necessary to conduct communi-

ty and economic development activities. In addi-
tion, the foundation “helps the churches develop
partnerships with other philanthropic and public
organizations,” says Beverly White, vice presi-
dent for programs at the Foundation for the
Mid-South. “The history of Black churches
shows that they have always had a holistic mis-
sion_that serves both the congregant and the
community,” she adds. “By applying liberation

 theology, the church has the potential to insti-

tute powerful community change.” Foundations
across the country are in a unique position to.
nurture and support these efforts.

Progressive Jewish Philanthropy

merican Jews set up their largest commu-
nity-based model of philanthropy, the
United Jewish Appeal, more. commonly
own as the Jewish federations, around
the turn of the century. This model was origi-
nally incorporated to ease the assimilation of
new immigrants, and to -provide a social service
infrastructure for the Jewish community. The
Jewish federations are still the largest network of

' Jewish, public phjlanthropy, funding mainly

social service organizations in the United States
and Israel.

At first, few Jews were involved in private ph1—
lanthropy outside of the federations. “Philan-
thropy was another elite social club, and Jews
were not invited,” says Evan Mendelson of the
Jewish Funders Network (JFN), an affinity
-group of the Council on Foundations. “Also,
"Jews, for the most part, did not set up founda-




tions. Rampant anti-Semitism had made them
: wary of being associated with money. That
®"  changed after World War I.”
. Nowadays, the choices have expanded far
beyond the federations, with the transfer of
" wealth inspiring the birth of new pubic founda-
tions, family foundadons and private founda-
tions. Mendelson says that people often ask her
* why Jews are so philanthropic, and she responds
* that “it is central to the Jewish faith. The Jewish
obligation of Tzedakah requires a philanthropic
commitment. And the root of Tzedakah comes
" from the Hebrew word for justice.”

However, since the Jewish federations were
organized to fulfill social service needs, there was
an absence of a Jewish vehicle for funding social
change. This need took form in the Jewish Fund
for Justice JFJ) and the Shefa Fund, which make
grants to American social change organizations,

" and the New Israel Fund and the Abraham Fund,
which focus on the progressive agenda in Israel.
* ‘These are all public foundations and are not tied
to any particular congregation. “Synagogues are
not based in a hierarchical system; every one is
autonomous,” says Marlene Provizer, executive
director of JFJ. “In order to reach congregants,
we really have to forge partnerships on a syna-
gogue by synagogue basis.”
JFJ has enlisted the help of a cross-denomina-
" tional Rabbinic Advisory Committee, which
> developed resources lmkmg Jewish themes and
"= holidays to social justice issues. JFJ resource
materials provide opportunities for synagogues
to provide a Yom Kippur study session on work-
ers’ rights in the Jewish tradition, a Hanukkah
session that addresses the community’s responsi-
bility to low-income children, and other sessions
that include women’s rights and immigrants’

rights. By providing these materials to syna- -

gogues, they raise awareness about social justice
issues, and provide the option of giving to JFJ.
“Synagogues will not pass the plate for us, that is
not what they do. However, by providing these

services we raise the visibility of the Jewish Fund-

for Justice,” says Provizer. “These materials help
create a strong presence of the Fund.”

In soliciting contributions, donor advised
funds are not an option for JFJ. “We ask people
to buy into our core mission and support a cer-
tain philosophy of grant making,” says Provizer.
“It is important that we retain as much flexibili-
ty as possible in our grant making. However,
after a donor has made a major gift, we will allow

__ himor her to deSIgnate to a previous grantee.”
o .\ The Shefa Fund, in contrast, promotes a

_ - ;donor activism based primarily on donor advised
e funds The fund also encourages its donors to
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use their wealth to promote social jusu'ce in a
variety of ways; it also provides opportunities for

" socially responsible investing and low-income

community loans.

- While JFJ, Shefa Fund and CCHD share a
commitment to grassroots organizing, and flexi-
ble discretionary funds, their boards look very dif-

ferent. JFJ’s grantees are arguably as diverse as any

FEX foundation grantees, but the JFJ allocations
committee and board are entdrely Jewish, and
many are wealthy donors. “I am not sure how our
grant making would differ if we had constituent

_representation on our board,” says ‘Provizer.

“Many of our donors used to be organizers and
now, later in life, they have money. People who

see both sides can be a very important asset to an

organization.”

The Jewish Funders Network is designed to
help a growing number of Jewish donors looking
for advice on how to direct their charitable con-
tributons. Mendelson sees a lot of entrepre-
neurial-minded donors coming to JFN and she
believes that donor activism inspired by venture

capitalism can be an effective tool. “There is a

lot the nonprofit world can learn from a good

-venture capitalist,” says Mendelson. “I realize

that it can be problematic applying business lan-
guage to nonprofits. However, as we enter into
the coming multitrillion dollar transfer of
wealth, we shouldn’t proscribe what may be a
valuable tool.”

At the end of the year, Mendelson says a lot of
donors feel that they have written 200 checks
without feeling like they have made a difference.

~JFN tries to help donors learn to be more strate-

gic in their giving. “One of the venture philan-
thropy concepts that can be very beneficial for
both donor and grantee is the emphasis on
capacity building,” she says. “Nonprofits, like
businesses, need to be capitalized. Nonprofits
spend way too much of their time fund raising.
So I encourage donors to call nonprofits that
they support and ask them what they need. They
may need new computer systems, or to hire
additional development officers. Once donors
enter into relationships with nonprofits, their
philanthropy can have much more impact.”

JEN offers an annual conference for both
budding and experienced philanthropists. This
year’s theme is collaboration and partnerships.
Although the founders of JFN 1dentlfy them-
selves as progressives, the institution is designed
to reach a’ much broader audience. “Most
Americans are not interested in being put in a
political box,” says Mendelson. “We could talk
to ourselves as much as we want, but we are
interested in growing.” m

“There is a lot the
nonprofit world can
learn from a good
venture capital-
ist...,” says Evan
Mendelson of the
Jewish Funders
Network. “As we
enter into the com-
ing multitrillion dol-
lar transfer of

“wealth, we shouldn’t

proscribe what may
be a valuable tool.”
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Women

Paybar.k Time for
Women’s Groups?

Woman control more assats than men, but feminist
organizations are still underfunded.

ention the word “philanthropy” and most Americans’ conjure
images of our corporate forefathers: Rockefeller, Carnegie, Mellon,
and so on. This perception pervades many of our assumptions
about gender and wealth. For instance, a recent poll commissioned

- by the PBS-TV program “To The Contrary,” shows that 76% of Americans

believe that men control more wealth than women. If fact, the opposite is

* true: women actually control 51.3% of personal wealth.

As women control more and more disposable income, women’s funds,
which were created to support feminist organizations, are hoping to grow
substandally. However, it is not just women’s funds that are taking notice.

- Ironically, the career doors opened by the feminist movement could gener-

ate competition for women’s funds searching for new donors. “A whole lot
of organizations that have never addressed women or tried to raise money

. from them, are suddenly interested in this new source of dollars,” says

Carol Mollner, executive director of Women’s Funding Network.
“Women’s organizations that have been vital to the gains women have
enjoyed, on the other hand, often don’t have the same resources or profes-
sional staff, and can be left behind.”

Women’s funds were created to support women’s organizations, but also
to address general social ills through a gender lens. Women’s funds and the
feminist movement were sure to be synergistic: as the feminist movement
helped open career opportunities for women, those same women would
now be able to contribute money to women’s funds. Indeed, they have
been very successful—the history of the women’s funding movement
shows that these funds have been able to grow remarkably despite limited
staff and resources.

The roots of women’s funds go as far back as 1888, with the establish-
ment of the American Association of University Women’s Educational
Foundation. The first fund to grow out of the modern women’s movement,
the Ms. Foundation, was established in 1972. There are currently over a
hundred women’s funds existing in some stage of development. Forty-three
of the largest women’ foundations reporting to the Women’s Funding
Network raised a total of $31 million dollars in 1996, an increase of 14%
over 1994.

The women’s movement has created opportunities in mainstream phi-
lanthropy as well. Women now have a majority presence on the staff, but

n



Grant making to
women and girls

~the 1980s. Never-
theless, 75% of the
U.S. population liv-
Ing  or below the
poverty line are
women and their
children.

"~ doubled throughout |

not the boards, of mainstream foundations.
Between 1984 and 1994, the percentage of
women staff members in foundations rose 60%;

women now hold around three-fourths of all
foundation staff positions. This is due, paradox-

ically, both to the old-fashioned idea that non-

profit institutions are an appropriate realm for

-women, and the opportunities created by the
" feminist revolution. In particular, some women

who were originally given opportunities in
women’s funds have moved on to key positions
in mainstream foundations. '

It is a matter of great consternation, then, that
this influx of women into mainstream philan-
thropy has done little to change the grant mak-
ing of these institutions. In 1995, only 5.2% of
all grant dollars were designated specifically for
women and girls, according to the Foundation
Center. A rabid optimist might point to the fact
that grant making to women and girls doubled
throughout the 1980s. Nevertheless, 75% of the

U.S. population living at or below the poverty

line are women and their children. Women’
organizations, with their emphases on workplace
discrimination, reproductive health, child care,

domestic violence and other deep-rooted social .

problems, would seem well-suited to tackling
widespread poverty and discrimination.

The argument offered by defenders of the sta-
tus quo is that women-and girls are served by
more general programs. “But this doesn’t hap-

pen automatically,” says Mollner. “For example,
there is a lot of evidence that girls are often
ignored in the classroom. There is a similar
dynamic in nonprofit programs. Many programs
designed for a ‘general audience’ are really
designed with men and boys in mind. If these
programs were designed to cater to the unique
needs of both men and women, there would be
less of a need for women’s organizations. We
encourage use of such gender lenses in general
programs, but we’re far away from achieving
that goal.”

So why haven’t women substantially changed
foundaton grant making? “This has more to do
with the evolution of leadership in bureaucracies
than anything,” says Mary Ellen Capek,
researcher and author of the monograph series
Women and. Philantbropy: Old Stereotypes, New
Challenges.*“As individuals move up the ranks,
both men and women, the innovators and the
troublemakers are naturally weeded out. Leaders
are expected to buy into the culture of an organ-
ization, and wouldn’t have gotten promoted if
they were going to rock the boat.” -

The fact that a strong female presence in main-
stream philanthropy has not changed foundation
grant making underscores the need for strong
women’s funds. “If mainstream foundations
directed enough money to women’s and girls’
. programs, there would be no need for our fund,” -

says Atlanta Women’s Fund Executive Director

Besponsive Philanthropy




Stephmﬁe Davis. “That will never happen.”

However, women’s funds slowly change main-

stream philanthropy by providing a training

" ground for politicized grant makers. Women
. . who move directly from women’s funds to main-

stream philanthropy tend to bring a heightened
awareness of women’s issues with them.
Elizabeth Bremner went from the Los Angeles
‘Women’s Foundation to president of the Sante
Fe Community Foundation. “After one has
worked in 2 women’s fund, you are able to bring
an awareness to the table wherever you go,” says
Bremner. “At this point, even the male chair of
our board of trustees asks how we will reach
women and girls with our grant making. Of
course, they hired me knowing I had a track
record working in a women’s foundation that
was diverse and representative of the communi-
ty, so they were already looking for that.”

In this way, women’s funds are often seen by
mainstream foundations as influential role mod-
els, as well as specialized grant makers. Since gen-
der issues cross racial, ethnic and class barriers,
women’s funds have prided themselves on having
some of the most diverse boards and staffs in

organized philanthropy. “This diversity has -

allowed women’s funds to do some of the most
innovative grassroots funding in organized phi-

... .. lanthropy, because their constituencies are repre-
(- sented on their boards and staffs,” says Bremner.

"~ Women’s funds’ organizational structure has

also allowed the funds to take risks with their
grant making. Women’s funds often will give seed
money to newborn nonprofits, who then go on to

attract funding from other sources. “Women’s .

funds made the first grants to organizations deal-
ing with gender violence, homeless women and
women and AIDS, issues that are now funded by
'mainstream foundations,” says Mollner.

Mollner emphasizes that diversity and innova-
ton do not end with grant making, but apply to
fund raising as well. “Women’s funds are not
about the charitable model, with the wealthy
giving to the poor,” she says. “We emphasize
miore of a self-help approach with everyone giv-
ing what rhey can. We want people at all class
levels to give what they can.”

However, the emphasis on class diversity
comes with its own set of challenges. As Capek
illustrates in Women and Philantbropy, the goal of
reaching wealthy philanthropists can come into
conflict with an organizational structure com-
mitted to treating individuals of limited means as

equals to those of wealth. The coming transfer

iof wealth has raised the stakes, and women’s

_'funds are now askmg themselves how they can

preserve their unique organizational philosophy
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and also attract big bucks. “When you are only -
trying to raise $100,000, it is easier for board

members who are not wealthy to contribute
equally,” says Capek. “As soon as you shoot
higher, you begin to rely on your wealthy board
members, who, of course, have greater access to
other wealthy individuals. Women’s foundations
have su'uggled with this for years. On the one
hand, women’s funds see how distorting and cor-
rupting class can be, and want to do it different-
ly. On the other hand, you need to have a small

cadre of wealthy donors so that you can beginto

make large grants.”

The Dallas Women’s Foundation is an exam-
ple of a foundation that has courted wealthy
donors from the beginning, and has something
to show for it—an endowment of $4.5 million.
Every board member must raise or donate
$2,000, a decision the foundation acknowledges
excludes less wealthy individuals. “We under-
stand that there is a valid debate on how to
organize boards, and we have come down on this
side of the issue,” says Becky Sykes, executive
director of the foundation. “We have on the
board a lot of professional women with real pull
at corporations. This has allowed us to access a
lot of dollars that we wouldn’t otherwise have.”

The Dallas Women’s Foundation, like a num-
ber of others, began by building an endowment
right away. Many other funds, however, have
spent most of their history granting out all the
money they raise. “When we started the Los
Angeles Women’s Foundation, the issues were
critical and we felt like the best idea was to get as
much money out the door as possible,” says
Bremner. “Over the years, we have learned that
the work will need to be continued forever. This

is a long-distance run, and we need to pace our-.

selves.”

As women’s funds become more established
and begin to attract more affluent donors, an
endowment becomes a critical symbol of perpe-
tuity. Women’s funds now have a total of $80
million in assets, and an initiative led by the
Women’s Funding Network aims to raise that
number to $450 million by 2009. “There are not
many individuals that will give planned gifts to
an institufon without an endowment—they
want to be assured of permanence” says Mollner.
“This sets the stakes a lot higher.”

While most women’s funds pride themselves
on a healthy mix of endowment building and
diversity, some begin by building a board with an
emphasis of one over the other. But Bremner
believes the funds usually end up with a healthy
mixture of both. “It will4ake a women’ fund that
focuses primarily on class diversity longer to build

“Over the years, we
have learned that
the work will need
to be continued for-
ever,” says Eliza-
beth Bremner of the
Los Angeles Wo-
men’s Foundation,
“This is a long-dis-
tance run, and we
noed to pace our~
selves.”

L



7 “We wanted to get
tio-” away from the
bake-sale mentali-
ty,” says Becky
Sykes of the Dallas

'Women’s Feundation.
“In the past, women
... would throw a
huge charity ball
and give away all
the meney. We
wanted to go
beyond that.”

an endowment. The growth tends to be much
slower,”. she says. “On the other hand, for a
women’s fund that has focused on raising money,
it is going to take longer to make grams that reach
deep into the community. We can’t measure foun-
dation success purely by its dollar resources.”
Some fear that women’s funds could lose their
edge by becoming large, endowed institutions.
“Most large foundations are gutless wonders,”

~ says Capek. “It is harder to take risks with mil-

lion-dollar grants than with $2,000 grants. So the
funding becomes pretty pale. This is the perenni-
al problem. How do you keep innovation alive as
you grow and become more bureaucratic?”

For many large donors, it is the age of women’s
funds, rather than their institutional culture, that

" make it difficult for donors to trust them with

large donations. Many donors like to give to

organizations they feel are established and, there- -

fore, seen as a safe investment. “It is really diffi-

.cult when you are a young organizaton to ask
people to invest in an endowment,” says Bremner.
“People worry about giving to an organization -

that is only 10 years old, especially estate giving.
Donors worry, ‘What will happen to my money if
they don’t make it? Where will it go?’ ”

Despite the uphill battle, the Dallas Women’s
Foundation has made creating an endowment its
number one priority. “We wanted to get away
from a bake-sale mentality,” says Sykes. “In the
past, women have had a lot of volunteer energy.
So women would throw a huge charity ball and
give away all the money. We wanted to go

-beyond that. We felt it was important to build
- something permanent, but it hasn’t been easy. It

took 10 years to raise $3.5 million, but now that
we are established and the economy is good, we
are raising more than ever before.”

The relative youth of the funds also makes it
difficult to raise unrestricted money. “Donors
feel comfortable giving Princeton University a
half-million dollars because it has a long histo-
ry,” says Capek. “However, when they give to a
women’s fund, even one that is 25 years old, they
want strings attached. So, donor advised funds
become a route for attracting wealthy donors,
but you lose a lot of grant making flexibility.”

The Atlanta Women’s Fund, like others,

believes that wealth does not preclude women
from having a social consciousness. The fund
has capitalized on this philosophy by creating
fund raising luncheons that connect women in
high-income professions with a corresponding
social issue—they meet activists in the field, raise
the money and make the granting decisions. For

instance, one luncheon raised money from real _

estate brokers for homelessness issues. Another.

lincheon asked women who work in the finance
industry to raise money for issues concerning -
economic justice for women. Each event raises
more than $100,000. “There are a lot of profes-

.sional women who are too busy to give back to

the community by volunteering, but still want to
be involved,” says Davis. “They have a comfort- '
able income and hunger for connection.”

"~ The Dallas Women’s Foundation has allowed

corporations to make donor-designated grants
that are essentially chosen by the foundation, but
given in the corporations’ names. “These allow
us to grant out more money than we otherwise
would have, and they are less restrictive than
many donor advised grants,” says Sykes. In one
example, Texas Instruments gave the Foundation
money to regrant to programs that involve
women and girls in science and technology.

While these funds rely on wealthy donors,
corporations and mainstream funders for large
gifts, most still allow plenty of opportunities for
less wealthy individuals to give to the fund. The
Los Angeles Women’s Foundation, for example,
'runs a workplace giving program in addition to
its other fund raising efforts.

“The focus of our workplace giving program
is really community outreach,” says Bernice
Brattler, executive director of the foundation.
“We can reach a half-million people in their
workplaces. This raises consciousness and allows
workers an opportunity to give to women’s pro-
grams.” Women’s funds organized as federations
in Philadelphia, Chicago and Seattle also rely
heavily on workplace giving. '

Some women’s funds are beginning to have an
intergenerational focus as well. The Third Wave
Foundation in New York is a women’s fund that
is run by and for women aged 15 to 35. The
foundation serves young activists, inheritors and
entrepreneurs. It both runs programs geared
towards young activists and makes grants to
established programs. At the same time, the
foundation runs an annual conference, co-
organized by the Funding Exchange, for young
people of wealth. Third Wave Foundation -
emphasizes that an intergenerational perspective

" is crucial for building 2 movement. “We con-

stantly reach out to older women as mentors,”
says Vivien Labaton, executive director of the
foundation. “We have a lot to learn. Unfor-
tunately, I don’t see the same in reverse. I think
other women’s funds overlook the potential of .
young women. In particular, many established
women’s funds seem hesitant to utilize the talent
of their younger staff members.” :
The Third Wave Foundation is not the only
organization offering training and- advice to

"”‘_“"""""“‘“"‘“




*- donors. Many women’s funds are beginning to

" offer financial planning services to women,
which enables them to plan their giving within
their budgets. “A lot of people just send a few
checks out at the end of the year instead of real-
ly thinking about what is important to them and

how to be an effective donor,” says Mollner.

“The reality-is a lot of middle-income people
can easily give a thousand dollars a year or more
without a huge sacrifice. It just takes pla.nnmg
your finances to allow for that.”

The Boston Women's Fund, in collaboration
with the Haymarket People’s Fund, is offering
intensive fund raising training to women of color
working in grassroots organizations. In this way,
it hopes to give women’s organizations in low-
income neighborhoods the skills to raise money
from wealthy individuals and foundations. “We
are redefining fund raising based on the values
held by women of color,” says Pat Maher; execu-
tive director of the Haymarket People’s Fund.
“We raise money from a set of donors, and then
provide the opportunity for the participants to
actually sit down with a donor and ask for a con-
tribution. In this way, they are really getting first-

..+, hand fund raising experience.”

+  Itis a combination of women’s funds’ innova-
tdons, diversity and access to wealth and main-

Spring 1989

stream foundations that have allowed them the
success they enjoy. However, women’s funds are
still far from being considered mainstream, and
grant making to women and girls by the largest
private foundations remains minimally changed.
One potential reason for this is the well-funded
backlash against feminism disseminated by
right-wing institutions. “The right wing has
been very successful at stereotyping women’s
issues as ‘special interest’ and labeling feminists
as ‘feminazis,” says Mollner. “Considering we
represent half of society, that is -a ridiculous
assertion. However, despite the gains the
women’s movement has made, this perception
has had a powerful effect on our ability to grow
as a movement.”

Women’s funds struggle to find new words to
explain old ideas without relying on jargon and,
at the same time, to reclaim words like “femi-
nism.” Moreover, creating women’s funds
designed for perpetuity and able to attract
planned gifts, will bring the movement the cred-
ibility that has generally been reserved for large,
mainstream foundations. If, as the Women’s
Funding Network hopes, women’s funds have
$450 million in endowment money by 2009, it
will be hard to characterize women’s funds as a
fringe movement. »

Women’s funds
struggle to find new

-words to explain old

ideas without rely-
ing on jargon and,
at the same time, to
reclaim words like
“feminism.”
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WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE
ON PHILANTHROPY: GIFTS TO THE FUTURE

DATE: October 22, 1999

LOCATION: State Floor

TIME: 12:30pm

FROM: Ellen McCulloch-Lovell
Shirley Sagawa

PURPOSE:

You and the First Lady will participate in the first White House Conference on
Philanthropy. You will make brief remarks announcing Administration initiatives
establishing a new Interagency Task Force on Nonprofits and Government, a
Department of the Treasury follow-up meeting with nonprofit leaders, and a study
by the Council of Economic Advisers on the role philanthropy plays in the
economy, including an analysis of the factors that affect giving and demographic
and other trends that will affect giving. Prior to the event you will meet with the
panelists, conference supporters, and the outstanding individual philanthropists —
the “heroes of philanthropy” — who are profiled in the introductory video to be
shown to East Room and satellite audiences.

BACKGROUND

The White House Conference on Philanthropy is a three hour discussion with
twenty discussants and a live audience of approximately 200 that will be
broadcast from the East Room of the Whitc Housc io downlink siter across the
country. The first session will cover the ways we can teach or trangimit the
philanthropic tradition to future generations, and the sccond will explore how
changing demographics, the transfer of wealth and new technologies will
transform American philanthropy in the years ahead. These panels will be
followed by an open discussion with some pre-determned particij ; in
audience. This conference was conceived by thic Office of the First Lady and the



White House Millennium Council in consultation with experts from foundations,
leading nonprofits, and researchers.

The conference will begin with a four minute introductory video shown to the
East Room and the satellite audiences. This video will profile eleven “heroes” of
American philanthropy from a wide range of backgrounds. The video makes the
point that a// Americans can be philanthropists and that American philanthropy
will reflect the demographic changes transforming America in the 21% century.
The first panel, “Expanding the American Tradition of Giving,” features four
panelists who represent scholarship and new research, community foundations,
youthful donors, and experts who are working with youth. The purpose of this
session is to explore how the ethic of giving can best be taught and to highlight
some imaginative current efforts to involve youth.

The second panel, “New Philanthropy in the New Millennium,” features three
outstanding new donors and philanthropists who are actively promoting more
giving by entrepreneurs, the newly wealthy, and ordinary Americans. The third
segment of the program will feature an open discussion which the First Lady will
moderate. Observing and participating in the discussion will be an audience of
some 200 leaders from philanthropic institutions, nonprofit organizations, youth
groups, and researchers, educators and innovative new donors.

The first two hours of the conference will be broadcast by satellite by South
Carolina Educational Television. Over 3,443 sites will receive the signal, and
several public broadcasting networks will transmit it as well. Public access and
cable channels will reach a potential audience of 10.5 million cable viewers, and
South Carolina ETV’s own network will reach 1,200 schools and other sites. 153
sites, in 42 states, have registered at our online website. Many of these local sites
will sponsor their own conferences or forums in conjunction with our event. The
American Red Cross and United Way cooperated to organize a number of these
local conferences, but other groups — the Forum of Regional Association of
Grantmakers, the National Committee on Planned Giving, and the National
Association of Fund-Raising Executives also are planning special events around
the broadcast. The American Red Cross will host one large forum at its national
headquarters on 17" Street.

The conference provides a forum for announcing a series of action steps from both

the government and our private sector partners.

Government:

e You will announce the creation of a new Interagency Task Force on
Nonprofits and Government. This Task Force will be charged with studying
ways to improve collaboration between the nonprofit sector and federal
agencies. The Interagency Task Force will be co-chaired by the National
Economic Council, the Domestic Policy Council, and your Chief of Stuif.
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The Department of Treasury will sponsor a follow-up forum with
representatives of the nonprofit sector to discuss issues affecting the charitable
sector.

The Council of Economic Advisers will be charged with preparing an analysis
of research on the economic impact of the nonprofit sector and new studies of
possible governmental measures that could increase private giving.

The Corporation for National Service is sponsoring a youth roundtable this
morning to discuss ways that young people can be encouraged to become
more active donors and volunteers.

Private Sector:

The National Charities Information Bureau, in cooperation with AOL,
charitableway.com and Greatergood.com, and with participation by officials
from the Office of the Vice President, the Department of Commerce, and the
White House Millennium Council, is sponsoring a roundtable on e-
philanthropy at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. The President of NCIB will
announce a commitment to hold follow-up forums and that the participating
corporations have agreed to four principles that should guide online
philanthropy.

The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation will announce that it will support the
costs of a follow-up meeting with youth organizations to discuss how they can
work together to promote youth philanthropy.

The Girl Scouts of America has announced the creation of a new patch
program, the Strength and Sharing Girl Scouts Philanthropy Patch program.
The AOL Foundation just launched its online philanthropy portal,
www.helping.org which provides potential donors information about
hundreds of thousands of nonprofit organizations. Steve Case, CEO of AOL,
is on the second panel of the conference.

The White House Conference on Philanthropy is sponsored by the White House
Millennium Council in partnership with the National Endowment for the
Humanities. Major support comes from the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation
which is providing funds to South Carolina Educational TV for the cybercast and
satellite broadcast. Additional support comes from Jill Iscol and the Iscol Family
Foundation, the Marcie Polier Family Foundation, the J. Paul Getty Trust, and the
Community Foundation-Silicon Valley. The American Red Cross and United
Way of America have provided significant in-kind support by organizing a
nationwide network of downlink sites to receive the satellite signal.

PARTICIPANTS

Briefing Participants:




The President

The First Lady

Ellen McCulloch-Lovell
Shirley Sagawa

Meet and Greet:

The President

The First Lady

Speakers: :

Emmett D. Carson, President and CEO, The Minneapolis Foundation
Justin Randall Timberlake, N°'SYNC

Peter D. Hart, Founder, Peter. D. Hart Research Associates
Dorothy A. Johnson, President, Council of Michigan Foundations
Steve Case, Co-Founder, Chairman and CEO, America Online, Inc.
Catherine (Cate) Muther, Founder, Three Guineas Fund

Kevin A. Fong, General Partner, Mayfield Fund

Paul Amos, President and CEQ, South Carolina Educational TV
Heroes:

Myrian Bodner

Gil Castellanos

Laura Castellanos, Mother

Matel Dawson

Mary Grayson

Regina Jennings

Dr. Rolland Lowe

Matthew Nonnemacher

John Nonnemacher, Father

Rev. Ann Pearson

Esperanza Rich

‘Williaiz Shelton JI1

Harrison Steans

Funders:

“William S..White,.President and CE0, The Charles Stewart Mott Foundation
Ann Young Orr, Chief of Staff, National Endowment for the Humanities
Jill Iscol, Iscol Family Foundation
-Marcie Polier, CEO. Entdata.com
Beety Beene, President & CEQ, United Way of America
Bernardine Healy, President, American Red Cross
Others:

Secretary Shalala
Paul Newman

Event Participants:
The President
The First Lady
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Panel 1:

Emmett D. Carson, President and CEO, The Minneapolis Foundation
Justin Randall Timberlake, N’'SYNC

Peter D. Hart, Founder, Peter D. Hart Research Associates

Dorothy A. Johnson, President, Council of Michigan Foundations

Panel 2:

Steve Case, Co-Founder, Chairman and CEO, America Online, Inc.
Catherine (Cate) Muther, Founder, Three Guineas Fund

Kevin A. Fong, General Partner, Mayfield Fund

Open discussion:

Rebecca L. Adamson, Founder and President, First Nations Development Institute
Lorraine Cortes-Vazquez, President, Hispanic Federation

Malik Evans, Sophomore, University of Rochester

Rosabeth Moss Kanter, Professor, Harvard Graduate School of Business
Administration o

Rosario “Chayo” Long-Mendez

William P. Massey, President, National Charities Information Bureau
Margaret (Peg) Talburtt, President, Michiigan Women’s Foundation
William S. White, President, The Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

SEQUENCE OF EVENTS
12:35pm YOU and the First Lady receive briefing in Map Room.

12:50pm YOU and the First Lady proceed to the Blue Room for meet and
greet. '

12:59pm Ellen Lovell begins program and introduces video.
Video 1s shown to live and broadcast audience.

1:00pm YOU and the First Lady are announced into the East Room and
proceed to the stage.

The First Lady makes welcoming remarks and introduces YOU.
YOU make remarks and returni (o scat on stince.

The First Lady begins first session discussion fioi: st il
introduces panelists on stage.

The First Lady calls on Emmcit Carson to mabs e e s



1:42pm

~1:59pm -

2:06pm

2:11pm

The First Lady responds and calls on Lorraine Cortes-Vazquez to
make brief remarks and asks for additional comments from Evan
Mendelson and Peg Talburtt.

Lorraine Cortes-Vazquez makes brief remarks and turns to Evan
Mendelson (in audience) for additional comments.

Evan Mendelson makes brief remarks and turns to Peg Talburtt (in

-audience) for additional comments.

YOU have the option to respond.

The First Lady calls on Peter Hart to make brief remarks.

Peter Hart makes brief remarks.

The First Lady turns to Justin Timberlake for additional comments.
Justin Timberlake gives brief reply.

The First Lady tums to Dorothy Johnson to make brief remarks.
Dorothy Johnson makes brief remarks.

The First Lady asks Dorothy Johnson to introduce Chayo Long-
Mendez (in audience.)

Chayo Long-Mendez gives briefreply.

- YOU have the option to respond.

The First Lady responds to the discussion and calls on Patty
Stonesifer (in avdience.)

Patti Stonesifer makes brief remarks.
The First Lady wraps first session and invites audience to break.

The First lady iniroduces the second session and second reund ol
panelists proceed to seats on stage.

The First Lady introduces panelists and turns to Kevin Fong to
begin discussion.

Kevin Fong makes brief remarks.




VI.

VII.

The First Lady turns to Cate Muther, who makes brief remarks.
The First Lady turns to Steve Case, who makes brief remarks.

The First Lady makes brief remarks and calls on Bill Massey (in
audience.)

.Bill Massey makes brief remarks.

The First Lady responds and has the option to call on Rosabeth
Kanter (in audience.)

The First Lady wraps discussion and YOU make concluding
remarks.

2:31pm YOU depart.

PRESS PLAN

Open Press

REMARKS

Provided by Speechwriters

ATTACHMENTS

Program Script for Mrs. Clinton (to be forwarded)
Speaker Bios

Heroes Bios

Background on public policy issues



Speaker Biographies

REBECCA L. ADAMSON
Founder and President
First Nations Development Institute

Rebecca Adamson, a member of the Cherokee tribe, is founder and president of First Nations
Development Institute. She has worked nationally as an advocate of local tribal issues and
worked with grassroots tribal communities for more than 24 years. A founding member of
Native Americans in Philanthropy and Funders Who Fund Native Americans, Ms. Adamson
currently serves on the President's Council on Sustainable Development/Sustainable
Communities Task Force and is a member of the Social Venture Network (San Francisco,
California) and Women & Philanthropy.

Among the many boards she serves on are the Council on Foundations, the Corporation for
Enterprise Development, Independent Sector, the Ms. Foundation for Women and the National
Committee for Responsive Philanthropy. She is also an advisor to many national and
international policy organizations, foundations and task forces.

Ms. Adamson was awarded the Council on Foundation’s 1996 Robert W. Scrivner Award for
creative and innovative grantmaking and the National Center for American Indian Enterprise
Development’s 1996 Jay Silverheels Award. Ms. Adamson was named a Woman of the Year by
Ms. Magazine in January 1997 and a Social Entrepreneur of the Year by Who Cares Magazine in
1998.

Ms. Adamson holds a Master’s in Science and Economic Development from New Hampshire
College in Manchester, New Hampshire, where she teaches a graduate course on Indigenous
Economics within the Community Economic Development Program.

EMMETT D. CARSON
President and CEO
The Minneapolis Foundation

Emmett D. Carson is president and CEO of the Minneapolis Foundation, one of the largest,
oldest and most complex community foundations in the country. He oversees the Foundation’s
grantmaking, loan making, communications, fund development and investment management
activities. As spokesperson, he is responsible for developing collaborative relationships with all
sectors and segments of the community, as well as with other organizations nationwide. Since
his arrival in 1994, the Minneapolis Foundation has embarked on a 10-year, $20 million
initiative to improve the lives of children and families in poverty, raised record annual gifts ($46
million in fiscal year 1999) and increased total assets under management from $186 million to
over $400 million.



Dr. Carson came to the Minneapolis Foundation from the Ford Foundation in New York, where
he was a program officer, first in the area of social justice and then in governance and public
policy. He managed a $10 million grantmaking budget as part of his responsibilities for
domestic and international support of community foundations and the nonprofit sector.

Prior to his work with the Ford Foundation, Dr. Carson served as project director of the Study on
Black Philanthropy at the Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies in Washington, D.C.,
where he designed and directed the first national study of the charitable giving and volunteer
behavior of black and white Americans. Dr. Carson has received numerous awards and
fellowships, including the honor of having been named one of the top 50 most powerful and
influential people in the nonprofit sector by The Nonprofit Times in 1998.

Among his many board memberships, he is a member of the board of the Council on
Foundations, an overseer of the Carlson School of Management at the University of Minnesota
and a member of the advisory committee of The Urban Institute Center on Nonprofits and
Philanthropy. In Minnesota, he serves as a director of the Minnesota Council on Foundations, a
governor of Eleven Who Care and a trustee of Minnesota Meeting.

A native of Chicago, Emmett Carson received a Phi Beta Kappa B.A. in economics from
Morehouse College in Atlanta, Georgia, and MPA and PhD degrees in public and international
affairs from Princeton University. He is author of several books and dozens of articles on
American philanthropy.

STEVE CASE
Chairman And CEO
America Online, Inc.

Steve Case is chairman and chief executive officer of America Online, Inc., the world's leading
interactive services company. Under his leadership, AOL supports programs that use interactive
technology to empower the disadvantaged. To achieve this goal the company created the AOL
Foundation in 1997, which uses educational programs, community building and increasing
access to interactive services to improve the lives of families and children. These efforts include:

- Providing teams of educators and community leaders with seed money to develop innovative
ways to improve student performance through the integration of interactive technology.

- Supporting the volunteer activities of AOL employees.

- Promoting telecommunications innovations that strengthen rural community service.

- Partnering with the Benton Foundation and the National Urban League to create the
National Digital Divide Clearinghouse, a unique resource that brings together the
information on initiatives to narrow the gap between technology haves and have-nots.

- Creating a philanthropy portal called helping.org to make it easier for people to give their
time and money to charities.



Recently, AOL also launched the Giving Tree Service which offers employees information to
help them increase the impact of their charitable giving, find ways to get more involved in their
community and join "giving circles" with AOL colleagues who share similar interests.

In 1998, Mr. Case and his wife, Jean, created the Case Foundation to serve as a catalyst for
action among public, private and non-profit service organizations; civic and faith groups; and
individual citizens. The Case family’s personal foundation works to address the various
challenges of underserved children by embracing a social venture philanthropy model.

Born and raised in Hawaii, Steve Case graduated with a degree in Political Science from
Williams College.

LORRAINE CORTES-VAZQUEZ
President
Hispanic Federation

Lorraine Cortes-Vazquez has been president of the Hispanic Federation of New York since 1998.
The Hispanic Federation (HF), is a membership organization of Latino health and human service
agencies serving Hispanics in the tri-state region. The Hispanic Federation's mission is to build
and strengthen community-based organizations which provide Latinos with a host of services,
including immigration services, health care, economic development, job training, AIDS
prevention, youth services, leadership development, and housing.

Ms. Cortes-Vazquez is also a member of the New York Governor’s Commission for the Study of
Youth Crime and Violence and Reform of the Juvenile Justice System. Formerly, she ran
Aspira. Inc., a national nonprofit organization dedicated to the education and leadership
development of Puerto Rican and other Latino youth. ASPIRA takes its name from the Spanish
verb aspirar-- "to aspire."

MALIK EVANS
Corporation for National Service Roundtable Representative

Malik Evans is a sophomore at the University of Rochester majoring in political science.

He is active in his community and is a strong advocate of youth empowerment, leadership and
development. He is concerned with strengthening already existing programs for youth by
combining resources. Four years ago he headed a process to combine forces with the Youth
Participation Project and other youth serving agencies. This collaboration produced the City-
County Youth Council, which Malik chairs. The council has developed 20 different workshops
on leadership development and team building and provides assistance with major community
efforts throughout the year.

Malik is a member of the New York State Youth Leadership Congress, the Monroe County Fair
Youth Planning Day Committee, a tutor at Roberto Clemente School #8 in Rochesier, a nauonat
trainer for the Center for Youth as Resources, and a member of the Mayor’s Entertainiment Task



Force. He has received the Urban League Youth of the Year Award, the National Youth Crime
Prevention of the Year Award, the Do the Right Thing Award from the Rochester Police
Department, and the Monroe County Young Citizen of the Year Award.

Malik has served as an attorney for Teen Court, as a member of the New York State Youth
Advisory Council on National and Community Service, and as past co-host and co-producer of
“Many Voices Many Visions Youth First.”

KEVIN A. FONG
General Partner
The Mayfield Fund

Kevin A. Fong, a general partner of the Mayfield Fund, specializes in forming and
investing in early-stage companies in the communications and software sectors. The Mayfield
Fund is a private venture capital partnership based in Menlo Park, California.

Mr. Fong is a director of the Community Foundation of Silicon Valley and one of two co-chairs
of Silicon Valley 2 (SV2), a new fund created for young professionals that promotes intelligent,
active and effective giving to nonprofit organizations. He has worked with the community
foundation to establish a new regional initiative to increase and promote corporate and individual
giving among Silicon Valley residents.

Mr. Fong serves on the boards of the Western Association of Venture Capital and
Networld/InterOp. He is also a columnist for Network World and has worked in management,
marketing and technical engineering capacities for several companies. Mr. Fong also acquired
entrepreneurial experience at DAVID Systems, a venture-backed start-up.

Mr. Fong holds an MBA and an MS in Electrical Engineering from Stanford University, and a
BS in Electrical Engineering from the University of California, Berkeley.

PETER D. HART
Founder
Peter D. Hart Research Associates

Peter D. Hart founded Peter D. Hart Associates, a public opinion research firm, in 1971. Since
its inception, the firm has conducted more than 5,000 public opinion surveys, including
interviews with more than 2.5 million individuals.

Mr. Hart has been the pollster for NBC News and The Wall Street Journal since 1989. In the
political realm, he has represented more than 40 U.S. senators and 30 governors, ranging from
Hubert Humphrey to Jay Rockefeller, and has conducted public policy and cultural issue analysis
for clients such as the Smithsonian Institution and the Kennedy Center. In the internationa!
realm, he has conducted studies in South America, Europe, Asia, and Alrica. I'ne iirm also has



performed strategic planning projects for such corporate clients as Time Warner Inc., American
Airlines, Microsoft, and AT&T.

Mr. Hart appears frequently on major television programs that discuss public policy issues,
including Meet the Press, The Today Show, and The NewsHour with Jim Lehrer. Along with
Robert Teeter, he has been selected by NBC News and The Wall Street Journal to conduct their
public opinion polling- the first time any outside firm has been retained by a news organization
to conduct surveys that bear the name of the sponsoring organization.

Mr. Hart received his BA from Colby College. He is a Woodrow Wilson Visiting Fellow and a
visiting professor at the Sanford Institute of Public Policy at Duke University.

DOROTHY A. JOHNSON

President
Council of Michigan Foundations

Dorothy Johnson has served as president of the Council of Michigan Foundations since 1975.
The Council, an association of 435 Michigan foundations and corporations offering grants for
charitable causes, is the largest regional association of grantmakers in the nation. The mission of
the association is to enhance, improve, and increase philanthropy in the state of Michigan. Ms.
Johnson is also president of the Community Foundation Youth Project, a program created to
develop youth philanthropy programs.

Ms. Johnson is a trustee of the W. K. Kellogg Foundation, a trustee of the Grand Valley State
University Foundation and a director of the Corporation for National Service in Washington,

D. C., a position to which she was nominated by President Clinton in 1998. Ms. Johnson is also
a commissioner, advisor and board member of many state, regional and national organizations.

She has received the Olivet College Leadership Award for Leadership in the Not-for-Profit
Sector and the Women of Achievement and Courage Award from the Michigan Women’s
Foundation. In 1994 she received the Founders Award from the Michigan AIDS Fund and
was elected to the Grand Valley State University Hall of Fame in 1990. She was named
Woman of the Year by Counterpart in 1988.

Ms. Johnson received her BA from the University of California at Berkeley and earned a
Certificate of Business Administration from the Harvard-Radcliffe Program in Business
Administration.

ROSABETH MOSS KANTER
Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Graduate School of Business Administration

A professor at Harvard Business School, Rosabeth Moss Kanter specializes in business strategy,
innovation, and the management of strategic and organizational change. In addition to her
teaching responsibilities, she advises major corporations, nonprofit organizations and
government entities worldwide. She is the author or co-author of 13 books, including bestsetier:
such as Men and Women of the Corporation, The Change Masters, When Giants L.eam to Dance,




and World Class: Thriving Locally in the Global Economy. Her latest books are Rosabeth Moss
Kanter on the Frontiers of Management and the co-edited collection, Innovation Masters.

Professor Kanter founded and leads the Business Leadership in the Social Sector (BLSS) project
under the auspices of the Business School's Initiative on Social Enterprise. To date, BLSS has
engaged more than a hundred national leaders in dialogue about public-private partnerships and
has launched a BLSS video series. She also served as editor of the Harvard Business Review
from 1989-1992.

b

Professor Kanter has received 19 honorary doctoral degrees and more than a dozen leadership
awards and has been included on lists of the "100 Most Important Women in America" and the
"50 Most Powerful Women in the World."

Professor Kanter’s public service activities span local and global interests. She is a judge for the
Ron Brown Award for Corporate Leadership, has served on the Board of Overseers for the
Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award, is a fellow of the World Economic Forum, serves on
the Massachusetts Governor's Economic Council, co-chairs the Youth Service Advisory Board
for General Colin Powell's America's Promise and led the effort to establish a Year 2000
Commission for Legacy Projects for Boston.

ROSARIO “CHAYO” LONG-MENDEZ
Battle Creek, Michigan

Chayo Long-Mendez is a member of the Youth Alliance Committee (YAC) of the Battle Creek
Community Foundation. Key components of YAC’s community involvement are service,
grantmaking, and proactive projects such as working with Habitat for Humanity, stocking food
pantries and helping to renovate the Boys’ and Girls’ Annex Building at the Calhoun County
Fairgrounds. As a member of the YAC, Chayo has learned to research grant proposals and
prepare funding recommendations. She was an intern at the foundation last summer where she
worked on activities related to the foundation’s scholarship program. This fall she served as an
intern at the Building Bridges Initiative International Conference in Buenos Aires, a project of
the W.K. Kellogg Foundation and the Centerpoint Institute.

Chayo has worked as a volunteer in the Community Kitchen at Christmas for the last six years.
During that same period, she has made annual contributions to support children’s and families’
needs as part of her family’s work to aid their community. She recently received the National
Hispanic Scholar Award of the National Hispanic Recognition Program.

Ms. Long-Mendez is a member of the National Honor Society and has maintained a 4.0 GPA at
Lakeview High School in Battle Creek, where she was secretary of the student council and was
named Lakeview Student of the Month for the Math and Science Center last year. She plays
piano and holds a junior black belt in Tae Kwon Do.



WILLIAM P, MASSEY
President
National Charities Information Bureau

Since 1998, Bill Massey has served as president of the National Charities Information Bureau
(NCIB), an 80-year-old organization committed to promoting responsible and informed
philanthropy. Believing that donors are entitled to accurate information about the charitable
organizations that seek their support, NCIB strives to enable contributors to make sound giving
decisions. NCIB believes that well-informed givers will ask questions and make judgments that
will lead to an improved level of performance by charitable organizations.

Earlier in his career, Mr. Massey was executive director of the Kathleen Price Bryan Family
Fund in North Carolina, and senior vice president of Ruder Finn Public Relations in New York
and Raleigh, N.C. From 1988 to 1991, he was associate vice chancellor for university relations
at his alma mater, UNC-Chapel Hill.

Mr. Massey is chairman of the Board of Trustees of the North Carolina School of Science and
Mathematics and a director of the Roanoke Island Historical Association and the Penland School
of Crafts. He is a member of the Chancellors Club of the University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill.

Mr. Massey received his undergraduate degree from the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill and his Master’s of Education from Duke University.

EVAN MENDELSON
Executive Director
Jewish Funders Network

Evan Mendelson is executive director of the Jewish Funders Network, a national membership
organization of individual Jewish philanthropists and family foundations dedicated to advancing
the growth and quality of Jewish philanthropy through more effective grantmaking to both
Jewish and secular causes.

For over 25 years, Ms. Mendelson has worked for the Jewish community in public policy
development and advocacy, intergroup relations, planning and management. She began her
career as assistant director of the Jewish Community Relations Council (JCRC) in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, where she was born and raised. Following this, she worked for several national
community relations agencies, including the National Jewish Community Relations Advisory
Council (NJCRAC), American Jewish Committee and American Jewish Congress.

In 1987, Ms. Mendelson moved to the Bay Area to become associate executive director of the
Jewish Community Federation of San Francisco, and then executive director of Northern
California Hillel Council, a student campus organization.



Ms. Mendelson now consults in the areas of public affairs and organizational development. She
was a founder and is currently vice president of the Jewish Fund for Justice.

CATHERINE MUTHER
Founder and President
Three Guineas Fund

Catherine Muther is the founder and president of the Three Guineas Fund, a public grant making
foundation incorporated in 1994. This California foundation’s mission is to create access to
opportunity for women and girls in education and the economy. Recently the fund launched the
Women’s Technology Cluster (WTC), a San Francisco industry focused incubator for women-
led start up businesses in information technology.

Ms. Muther has held vice president and officer positions in leading Silicon Valley companies in
the computer networking industry. Between 1989 and 1994, during Ms. Muther’s tenure as
senior marketing officer at Cisco Systems Inc., the company grew from $25 million in sales to
more than $1 billion, and joined the Fortune 500. Prior to her time at Cisco, she was the vice
president of Corporate Marketing at 3Com and at Bridge Communications, Inc. She began her
business career as a consultant in San Francisco at Arthur D. Little, Inc.

Ms. Muther has served as a trustee of Mills College and Sarah Lawrence College and is a current
board member of Cambridge University in America. She is a member of the Advisory Board of

Women in Science and Technology and received a Women Making History Award from the City
of San Francisco.

Ms. Muther graduated from Stanford University Graduate School of Business with an MBA.
She earned an MA degree from Cambridge University, England, and a BA from Sarah Lawrence
College.

PATTY STONESIFER
Co-chair and President
The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation

Patty Stonesifer helps lead the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation’s mission to improve access to
advances in global health and learning as we move into the 21st century.

In addition to her responsibilities at the Gates Foundation, Ms. Stonesifer is an active community
volunteer, donating both time and resources to a number of regional non-profit orzaiiizaiicn:
including her local YWCA. She also is on the board of Alaska Air Group, Inc., Amazon.cou,
Kinko's Inc. and CBS Corporation.

Prior to being asked to launch the work of the Gates Foundation, Ms. Stonesifer held a senior
vice president position at Microsoft, and ran her own management consulting firm where she



worked with such corporations as DreamWorks SKG. She holds a bachelor’s degree from
Indiana University.

MARGARET A. TALBURTT, Ph.D.
Executive Director
Michigan’s Women’s Foundation

Since 1996, Peg Talburtt has served as executive director of The Michigan Women’s Foundation
(MWF), which has as one of its’ priorities, the creation and development of Young Women for
Change. This program teaches girls from all walks of life the skills involved in grant-making
decisions: how to develop requests for proposals, read budgets, screen concept papers and make
site visits. At the end of their year-long appointment, each girl makes funding recommendations
to the MWF board. In the process they gain leadership skills, learn about issues facing girls in
their community, and practice philanthropy.

The Michigan Women’s Foundation has also worked with the Girl Scouts to create a new badge
encouraging girls to participate in volunteerism and philanthropy.

Dr. Talburtt is a member of the Affordable Housing Network, the Ann Arbor Area Community
Foundation, the Ann Arbor Hands On Museum, the Junior League of Ann Arbor’s Community
Advisory Board and the Washtenaw Community College Foundation Board. She is a corporate
director of Comerica Bank.

Prior to her work with the MWF, Dr. Talburtt worked as a lecturer at the University of Michigan
and as adjunct faculty at Franklin and Marshall College. She was director of Planning and
Development for Greenhills Schools. Dr. Talburtt has received several volunteer awards for
leadership as well as awards related to her academic career.

Dr. Talburtt holds bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral degrees from The University of Michigan.
Her dissertation title was “Promoting Creative Risk-Taking in Women.”

JUSTIN RANDALL TIMBERLAKE
Performer
‘N SYNC

Justin Timberlake is an 18-year old singer from Mempbhis, Tennessee, and the youngest member
of the teen musical sensation N’SYNC. Like many well-known artists, Justin started his musical
career in church, where he was given the tools and encouragement to develop his ialents.
Justin’s appreciation for his success, coupled with a heartfelt awareness of the importance of
giving back, has led him to partner with the Giving Back Fund to create a charitable foundation
which will provide schools with the assistance they need to create high-caliber music programs
for students. Justin has said that when he was in school, the music programs afforded to him
were without the basic tools young artists needed, namely instruments. He hopes his foundation



will afford other young people opportunities to express themselves artistically and find musical
talents within themselves.

The Giving Back Fund is a national nonprofit organization that helps professional athletes,
entertainers and others establish and maintain charitable foundations for philanthropic giving.

WILLIAM S. WHITE
Chairman, President and CEO
The Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

Bill White has been chairman of the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation since 1988, and a part of
the foundation since 1969. With 1998 year-end assets of $2.35 billion, Mott awarded 550 grants
totaling $88 million, to both domestic and foreign nonprofits.

In addition to his duties at Mott, Mr. White serves on the board of CIVICUS: World Alliance for
Citizen Participation, and the European Foundation Centre. He is a lay reader in his church,
chairman of the United States Sugar Corporation, and currently serves on several other corporate
and civic boards.

Mr. White is on the boards of Independent Sector, the Council on Foundations and the GMI
Engineering and Management Institute. He has also served on the Carter Center’s observer
delegation to the Palestinian elections, on the U.S. Presidential Delegation to observe the
elections in Bosnia and on the Presidential Economic and Business Development Mission to
Croatia and Bosnia. In the 1980s, he was a member of President Reagan’s task force on private
sector initiatives.

Mr. White received his BA and MBA from Dartmouth College and holds several honorary
degrees.



Philanthropic Hero
Biographies

MYRIAN ARGUELLO BODNER
Louisville, Kentucky

Considered one of the world’s worst natural disasters, Hurricane Mitch left hundreds of
thousands homeless, and killed an estimated 10,000 people across Central America in 1998.
Longtime U.S. citizen and native Nicaraguan, Myrian Bodner, a Louisville, Kentucky
homemaker, was devastated by the news. “It was absolutely horrible. All the crops were gone.
It was going to take human resources to build the country up.”

To alleviate the suffering, Myrian first worked with longtime friend and registered nurse,
Jennifer Salazar, to gather medical supplies to ship overseas. First they approached Supplies
Over Seas, a medical foundation, to provide them with medical essentials, then they asked UPS
to fly the cargo to Managua free of charge. Shortly after, hospital beds, IV holders and other
supplies arrived in Nicaragua to be distributed by the Red Cross. Myrian was there to help.

Upon completion of this first success, Myrian then reached out to the Mustard Seed
Communities and her local church and collected $250,000 worth of other daily essentials which
were later distributed by Food for the Poor. Aside from acting as a conduit for these works,
Myrian and her family have financially supported each endeavor Myrian orchestrated. Myrian
felt she had to help, “Those were faces that I knew - that ['ve known all my life.”

GIL CASTELLANOS
Elmhurst, Illinois

After seeing news accounts of the refugee crisis in the Yugoslavian province of Kosovo, 10-
year-old Gil Castellanos was alarmed. Immediately he began talking with his mother Laura about
the effects of war and asked her what he could do. Laura told Gil to keep the refugees in his
prayers-- Gil said that that was not enough.

Working with his 11-year old sister Ashley, 4-year-old brother Michael, and three children from
two other families — Janet, Ray and Diane Barry and Taylor Thorpe, Gil created Simply from the
Heart, a door to door effort to raise $1 from each resident of his hometown. Accompanied by
parents, and under local supervision of The American Red Cross of Greater Chicago, Simply
from the Heart’s six week effort raised $7,100 for Kosovar refugees.



MATEL “MAT” DAWSON, JR.
Detroit, Michigan

Raised by parents who taught him to work hard, live simply and save money, Matel Dawson has
spent his whole 59-year career at Ford Motor Company building wealth to share. By following
his parents’ advice, this 78-year old forklift operator worked overtime and invested his money,
allowing him to give away more than $1 million over the past eight years.

One of the many things Matel’s money is used for is to help students do what he could not -
complete an education. At Wayne State University in Detroit his Mat Dawson Jr. Endowed
Scholarship provides full four year tuition to deserving students, regardless of race, gender or
religion. Handing out the scholarships personally is his way to "meet the kids, follow their
progress and know who they are." Other recipients of Matel’s philanthropy are the United
Negro College Fund ($230,000), Louisiana State University ($200,000) and the NAACP
($150,000).

Matel recently said, “I’ve owned big homes and big cars and that don’t excite me no more. I just
want people to say that I tried to help somebody.”

MARY GRAYSON
Los Angeles, California

Mary Grayson has worked for the U.S. Postal Service for thirty years where she has been a donor
to the Combined Federal Campaign (CFC) since 1974, giving from each paycheck for 25 years.
CFC, a model of workplace giving, allows 4 million federal employees an opportunity to give to
the charities of their choice through automatic paycheck deductions.

A former Girl Scout leader, mother of three and grandmother of eight, Mary has also served as a
parent volunteer with her local PTA and is a trustee at the Hays Tabernacle CME Church. One
of the key factors that motivated Ms. Grayson to give to the Combined Federal Campaign was a
friend who had two children with Sickle Cell Anemia. Seeing first hand what this disease can do
to a family, Mary chooses to give her contributions to various sickle cell disease organizations. A
true believer in the power of education, she also contributes to the United Negro College Fund.

The Combined Federal Campaign is the nation’s largest fundraising campaign. In 1998, federal
employees contributed $206 million to charity, breaking the 1991 record of $204 million.



REGINA JENNINGS
Westover, West Virginia

Through careful savings and wise investments, Regina Jennings, a custodian at West Virginia
University College of Law, was able to amass a life savings of over $93,000. Rather than spend
it on herself, she decided to donate the majority of it to the law school where she works—one of
the largest gifts the school has ever received. Regina made the gift because of her fondness for
the school’s staff and professors and for her deep appreciation of higher education.

"The law school faculty and students were so incredibly nice and genuine," Jennings recalls. "I
had the chance to really get to know some folks. They always talked to me and asked me how I
was doing.” Over the years, Jennings developed a friendship with WVU law professor and
former state Supreme Court Justice Franklin Cleckley. "I sometimes would work into the
evenings, and Mr. Cleckley would always be there too....he was always very kind." Jennings
said she was especially impressed with Cleckley because of his deep respect and love of law.

Ms. Jenning’s gift will be used to renovate a room at the law school. When completed next
spring, the facility - to be formally named for Jennings - will house a sophisticated
teleconferencing system to allow for distance education. A portion of the funds will also be used
to establish an endowment.

ROLLAND C. LOWE, M.D.
San Francisco, California

Rolland Lowe is the chair of the Lawrence Choy Lowe Memorial Fund and the first ever Asian
American President of the California Medical Association. Dr. Lowe's goal as president has
been to get physicians more involved in their communities. He has said that to be good patient
advocates, doctors need to understand their community. Committed to re-establishing personal
relationships between doctors and patients he has worked to provide low-income immigrants
with high quality health care and advocated for better health care within the Chinese American
community.

In keeping with his charitable spirit, Dr. Lowe founded the Lawrence Choy Lowe Memorial
Fund in 1987, a charitable and civic foundation in Chinatown Fund which makes gifts to
nonprofit organizations for a wide variety of causes in the Chinese community. Among these
causes has been ensuring Asian civil rights and the establishment of a capital campaign for the
Chinese Historical Society’s museum. Dr. Lowe has also served in many community
organizations and foundations and worked to provide decent housing for the elderly in San
Francisco through redevelopment of an old hotel for use as a senior housing and community
center. Dr. Lowe and his family have committed more than $600,000 to the Lowe Memorial
Fund, while giving to other local causes as well.



MATTHEW NONNEMACHER
Hazleton, Pennsylvania

Matthew Nonnemacher is an 11 year old boy who in 1997, decided to work with his local United
Way to launch “A Million Ways to Care,” a one million penny-drive in Hazelton, Pennsylvania.
Generated by a homework question of, “If you had any wish, what would you wish for?,”
Matthew set his mind to collect one million pennies for the local poor. In conjunction with Make
A Difference Day, local schools were contacted and canisters for pennies were placed in
businesses and organizations throughout the Hazelton community, eventually collecting 1.8
million pennies ($18,000).

Matthew has expressed that he would someday like to be a priest. But rather than wait to help
people, he wanted “to help them now.” Matthew is ensuring that the money he has raised is
used so that the poor can have “food, clothing and a home.”

THE REVEREND ANN A. PEARSON
North Canton, Connecticut

Reverend Pearson, Pastor of Community United Methodist Church of North Canton,
Connecticut, recently inherited $1,000 from her Uncle John, the inspiration for her faith in God
and charitable works. Wanting to inspire an ethic of caring and a lifetime of service in others as
her Uncle John had inspired in her, Reverend Pearson decided to give $10 to each of her
parishioners to then give to a cause of their choice. “Many folks had not realized how many
avenues for giving there were until they really listened with intention,” she has said. With their
“Uncle John” money, adults brought new opportunities for community service into the church.
Reverend Pearson then published the stories of her parishioners’ philanthropy in the Church’s
bulletin, which profoundly influenced each participant to engage in their own journey of giving.

In addition to her pastoral duties at two churches, Rev. Pearson serves as a member of the
Bishop’s Task Force for Children and Poverty, on the executive board of Focus on Canton, an
outreach program of the six churches in Canton; and a member of the Council on Ministries of
the New York Annual Conference of the United Methodist Church. She is chair of the Central
Connecticut District Council on Ministries and a member of the Central Connecticut District
Committee for Ordination.



ESPERANZA RICH
Seattle, Washington

Born in Mexico, Esperanza Rich came to the United States with her parents at a very young age,
eventually moving to Iowa. Despite many hardships- the death of her father, feeling inferior
because of the color of her skin and working long hours in the sugar beet fields- Esperaza and all
her siblings graduated from their lowa high school.

Throughout the course of her life in Iowa, Esperanza and her family experienced the generosity
of many people including that of two women who brought the family food, clothing and toys
every Saturday. These simple Saturday exchanges made these women Esperanza’s role models.

Many years later, one of the women — after moving with her husband to Seattle — invited
Esperanza and her husband to visit. Upon visiting, Esperanza and her husband decided to move
there and were able to find work. Now retired, Esperanza is as generous to people as she feels
people always have been to her. Working with the St. Vincent de Paul Society, a Roman
Catholic lay organization that fosters personal outreach to poor and needy people of all faiths,
Mrs. Rich is able to help low-income families attain food, clothing, bus tickets, rent and utility
assistance. She also gives them hope.

To ensure that her charitable works are continued past her own life, Esperanza is leaving a
legacy to the St. Vincent de Paul Society in her will. “With the help of God, I’ve been able to
serve the poor through the Conference, geared toward Hispanics. Therefore, in thanksgiving to
our Lord, I’ve included St. Vincent de Paul in my will.”

WILLIAM SHELTON III
Washington, D.C.

William Shelton is the Coordinator of Community Relations at Brookland Manor, an assisted
housing complex for people of all ages in northeast Washington, D.C. A believer in getting
things done, he not only helps those he works with in a professional capacity, he reaches out to
help others in a personal capacity. Professionally, he has been a key player in opening a health
resource center in the Brookland Manor Community that provides information, screening, and
some testing to local residents. Personally, he has worked to help local children realize their
dreams of college by helping them fill out financial aid forms and paying out of pocket for their
transportation expenses. Mr. Shelton has been known to personally pay a young person’s train,
bus or airfare to university.

To show his further determination to help young people, Bill Shelton not only gave $500 to
KaBoom!, a local nonprofit that builds playgrounds, he convinced Black Entertainment
Television to make a $5,000 gift and raised playground money from others as well. “I want to
see every child in this neighborhood have a place they could just be a child. A playground, even
though it’s a small step, is a step that will at least mobilize this community.””



Mr. Shelton says he’s fortunate. He and his brother were raised by their mother, a single parent,
who “struggled for us and always taught us to help others.” Bill says that his goal is to help
people realize that everyone can use the resources they have to help others and is not at all
concerned with spending all that 4e has to help others. “Just do a bit more than you normally
would and you’ll see how much you become part of a community.”

HARRISON STEANS
Chicago, Illinois

Using financial resources gamered from talents in law, banking, education and finance, Harrison
Steans, his wife, Lois, and their three daughters, co-founded the Steans Family Foundation in
Chicago 14 years ago. Committed to the belief that long-term personal involvement with
individuals can change lives and communities, the Steans Family Foundation’s mission is to
improve community development in Chicago. Specifically they are working to positively
develop the North Lawndale community, identified because of significant poverty and lack of
community assets.

The Steans have made a ten year commitment to North Lawndale directing 95 percent of their
Foundation’s $1.5 million annual grants budget directly into working with residents. This
Lawndale Partnership focuses on six broad sectors: capacity building/leadership, economic
development, education and youth development, housing, health and human services, and quality
of life.

In addition to his work on the family foundation, Mr. Steans is involved with numerous Chicago
based non-profits as both trustee and director.



PUBLIC POLICY BACKGROUND

Focusing On Philanthropic Giving As The New Millennium Approaches:

As the new millennium approaches, the American tradition of philanthropic giving may take a
new turn. Several recent economic, demographic and technological advances and trends have
made this an important time to focus on charitable giving, such as:

Giving has reached a new high, rising over 10% in 1998, the third consecutive year in which
giving increased.

Dramatic gifts from some of America’s wealthiest citizens have drawn new attention to
philanthropy and inspired debate about appropriate giving levels by the rich.

At the same time, there is a growing recognition that as the demographic profile of the
United States changes, giving by African Americans, Hispanic Americans, and other people
of color is essential to the long-term health of the nonprofit sector and the expansion of our
collective philanthropic tradition.

Just as the strongest economy in a generation has produced unprecedented new wealth, the
baby boom generation is poised to inherit $12 trillion from their parents.

New technology is creating new avenues for giving, through both for-profit and nonprofit
Internet sites.

And finally, new donors, particularly those who have made their fortunes in the technology
boom, have become innovators in the world of philanthropy, as they look for greater
involvement in the causes they support and greater accountability for results. These “venture
philanthropists” find kindred spirits among new social entrepreneurs who are applying new
thinking and business solutions to the problems that plague our communities.

New Clinton Administration Commitments:

At the conference, the President and Mrs. Clinton will announce new Clinton Administration
commitments to improve our understanding of giving and to encourage subsequent activities and
dialogue on giving.

Making Government More Responsive to the Nonprofit Sector: Insert DPC White House
Council and Treasury Department info

Examining Tax-related Issues and Research Opportunities: note plans for roundtable

Expanding Our Understanding of Charitable Giving: CEA planned study

New Corporate and Private Commitments to Expand Giving:
The President and Mrs. Clinton also will highlight several new private initiatives to encourage
the expansion of charitable giving, such as:

AOL Foundation: The AOL Foundation will highlight its launch of Helping.org, a
revolutionary e-philanthropy portal that provides Americans who want to lend a helping hand
with the fastest, safest, easiest and most cost-effective way to donate money or voluirteer
time to the charity of their choice. Helping.org connects users to over 620,000 charitics and
more than 20,000 volunteer activities, providing an important new resource for the more than




two-thirds of American households that already make charitable contributions, as well as
those new to philanthropy.

e The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation: The Gates Foundation will announce its support of
a follow-up conference...

e Girl Scouts of the USA: The Girl Scouts of the USA will unveil its new philanthropy patch
entitled ‘Sharing our Strength.” Beginning in 2000, Girl Scouts of all age levels will earn
interest patches that will help them recognize and learn from philanthropists in their own
families, places of worship, schools, Girl Scout troops, and neighborhoods. The program will
allow girls to identify and assist organizations and institutions that meet community needs
and understand how their own time and money can make a difference in their communities.
WINGS??7?

Building on the White House Conference on Philanthropy:

On the occasion of the White House Conference on Philanthropy, the National Information
Charities Bureau (NCIB) will host the “E-Philanthropy: Technology and the Nonprofit
Community” forum to discuss the how the ever-increasing use of the Internet will impact the
unique American tradition of charitable giving. In addition, the Corporation for National
Service will host a morning conference on youth and philanthropy. At the White House
conference, William Massey of NCIB and Malik Evans of the AmeriCorps program will report
on what was discussed at their morning sessions.



