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Foreword
I can think of no better way to introduce this summary of GHC Conversation 2010 than to
share a story. Tom Soma surprised me–and all of us at Conversation 2010–by harvesting in
real time our discussion from the first day of our meeting into a poem, which he read aloud
to us at the conclusion of our day. Tom, a longtime friend and colleague, is the Executive
Director of Ronald McDonald House Charities of Oregon and Southwest Washington
(Portland, OR). He is a 2009 and 2010 participant at GHC Conversations. Following is the first
of four poems Tom wrote for Conversation 2010. For me, this poem describes the very
essence of Conversation 2010 and what I strive to catalyze in every GHC Conversation.
Setting the table -or- Grace before dinner
Dream makers
in a middle place,
surrounded by a different mix of friends—
both known and to be known—
starting with blank pages,
suspending judgment,
considering “things that make you go, ‘hmmm,’”
challenging former assumptions within a space to think,
searching for more meaningful, more fair ways
to do good…
Together
we are writing a story
which will end,
ironically and paradoxically
with a more passionate listening
and a letting go
of outcomes—
For we already know
that the traveling, the journey
matters far more
than any anticipated destination,
and that
the conversation,
the dialogue
are intrinsically worthwhile…
Friendship, encouragement,
affirmation, inspiration
all await our embrace.
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Energy will emerge naturally
from the bouncing around of ideas,
and community fueled and forged likewise
through trust.
The table is set,
the menu nutritious and unlimited.
Let us partake of the feast.
Tom Soma
28 April 2010

Fourteen social sector leaders assembled in Colonial Williamsburg for GHC Conversation 2010, held
April 28 through May 1. The group composition was a fascinating mix. The Pacific Northwest was
well represented (5 people); the East North Central U.S. states brought us three participants;
Ontario, California, Minnesota, and Arkansas each offered one representative. Interestingly, two
participants were locals, one of whom had just days before concluded his senior role as part of the
Colonial Williamsburg Foundation.
Categorizing the organizations represented is always tougher than it appears on the surface. This
year, four participants were from higher education, three each from health care and from
consulting firms, two from human service organizations, one from a community foundation, and
one from an advocacy organization. By design, I worked hard this year to get three generations of
leaders in the room, ranging from an energized first-time executive director to a wise and reflective
recently retired college president. The final result was a great blend of wisdom, interests, and
perspectives.
As with last year, participants reported a deep appreciation for this reflective moment in their busy
lives and, above all, for the generous, thoughtful, and challenging contributions of all participants.
It was abundantly clear from the start that this group was deeply committed to going deep, to
asking themselves and others hard questions, and to working to see their work and their world
through a new lens.
Much of this monograph is a collection of essays. As we did for Conversation 2009, participants were
asked to write and submit in advance an original essay. Each was asked to reflect on philanthropy,
organizational change, and community. Our shared intent in our essays was to explore these
topics—alone or in combination—in some way that may shed new meaning, if only for the
individual essay author. Essays were compiled and shared with all invited participants prior to our
gathering in Williamsburg. While these essays were not formally presented during our gathering,
their influence on our discussions was evident throughout.
Obviously, neither the essays nor our subsequent conversation occurred in a vacuum. Most essays
were written between November 2009 and March 2010. During this period, the world economy
continued to sputter. Some improvements were becoming more visible, yet lingering difficulties
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were evident everywhere. The nature of the political climate in the United States remained volatile
and polarized. The world climate summit was held in Copenhagen. The presence of war was a
daily occurrence for us—if only (for most of us) through media coverage. The complexity and
promise of sweeping health care reforms were reaching a point of formal adoption in the U.S.
These and many, many other factors influenced each of the participants, sometimes unconsciously.
This context is, however, important to remember when reading this summary and the collection of
essays.
An additional highlight and added dimension to Conversation 2010 are the graphic vignettes that,
together, reinforce and reflect the “story” of the conversation. As before, my brother, Ken Hubbell,
not only brought these graphics to life in real time during the conversation, he added insight and
interpretation that is invaluable. These wall sized graphics enabled us to see and interpret ideas
differently than we might have otherwise. While elements of what became a virtual library of
graphic symbols are woven throughout this summary, most are not reproduced here.
By preparing this monograph, I intend only to provide a snapshot of what we as participants felt
was a powerful and insightful dialogue. I remain curious and committed to exploring ideas in
collaborative learning laboratories like GHC Conversations. And I feel compelled to continue this
journey.
“The more present and aware we are as individuals and as organizations, the more choices we
create. As awareness increases, we can engage with more possibilities. We are no longer held
prisoner by habits, unexamined thoughts, or information we refuse to look at….As we explore
our organizations’ opportunities, life is calling us to experiment and change. We might discover
some bold, as-yet-undreamed-of solution, some unique quirk of design or expression. When we
do, we can feel pleased. But not for long. The world moves on. The world does not stay attached to
a particular way of being or to a particular invention. It seeks diversity. It wants to move on to
more inventing, to more possibilities. The world’s desire for diversity compels us to change.” 1
It is my hope that the reader may find in these pages a question or an insight that adds value to
your own journey. Together, I believe we can change the world.
Gary J. Hubbell
July 2010

Wheatley, M. J. and Kellner-Rogers, M. (1999). A Simpler Way. Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc.: San Francisco,
pp. 26-27.
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SECTION I
C O N V E R S AT I O N S Y N T H E S I S

7 G A R Y H U B B E L L C O N S U L T I N G C O N V E R S A T I O N 20 10 ~ C O L O N I A L W I L L I A M S B U R G , VA

Loose From Our Moorings
Thinking back on our conversation, it is clearer now that the tone of the early stages of our
discussion reflected people being “in transition.” For some around the table, this may have
been driven by personal and/or professional uncertainties. For others, it may have been an
unconscious psychological pall resulting from continuous retrenchment during the
recession. Several participants with direct fundraising responsibilities suggested they felt
higher degrees of pessimism and cynicism than they’d ever felt before.
The story of our conversation is indicative, perhaps, of the process many individuals,
organizations, and society at large are experiencing. We found ourselves seemingly
grappling for our moorings during a sustained turbulent time unlike any other we had
experienced. During this time, it is becoming increasingly evident that things are different,
yet it remains unclear what is emerging. Reflecting society and the social sector in general,
philanthropy is in a transitional space. Seemingly, we are unsure what we value in this time
and we search for clarity and understanding of what is most important during “this
moment” in our personal, organizational, and globally-connected lives. For some, this
moment is characterized by scarcity, increasing polarization, and rootlessness. For others, it
is characterized by new openings and opportunities, a sense of empowerment and a desire
to teach from the future. We see the symptoms of a clash of cognition, a clash of values, and
a clash of operations.
Unwilling (or unready) to let go of what has worked well before, we find ourselves
working harder to control our environment. Leadership conversations narrow around
“sticking to our knitting” and focus more intently upon the quantifiable scorecard to gauge
our effectiveness. Frustration builds as we realize that this posture is increasingly
ineffective and out of balance. Constantly in search of the big idea, we speculate about the
locus of control or influence on that idea, wrestling sometimes with the question of “who
leads” during times like this.
As this discussion unfolded—clearly reflecting a shared sense of struggle—we lifted up the
concept of the mandorla, introduced in Ken Hubbell’s essay (see page 74). The mandorla is a
concept that describes a transition that is underway. Used in Christian and Buddhist
iconography, it is an ancient symbol of two circles coming together, forming a
transformation of opposing forces. In his essay, Ken notes, “[s]cholars and psychologists
describe the transition space as ‘the place where you arrive after you leave one room and
have not yet entered another. In this place you are living on the threshold and this requires
faith.’”
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So we drew a mandorla during the discussion to help us visualize the work that must be
done to be whole and to understand what from the past we need to hold onto and what in
the future is best and richest toward which we want to move. We came to understand that
we have been trying to piecemeal change and it is not working satisfactorily. Now we may
be coming more to realize deep interconnectedness and the wholeness of the system. This
systems thinking perspective was one that we would return to several times in our
discussion.

Emerging mandorla showing overlapping circles (L to R) representing characteristics of the past, the
present (which we kept calling “the middle”), and the future. (Illustrated by Ken Hubbell)

Several among us felt the social contract has been tested by the new economic realities. The
recession is turning out to be a defining moment. We have to rethink everything. Some
question, though, whether we are seeing a collective reevaluation of what matters most.
They bristle at the realization that contemporary philanthropy pales in comparison to the
U.S. federal government flow of funds. Others counter this argument with a different view,
suggesting we consider all these investments combined rather than looking at them
separately. Look at the U.S. government’s $900 billion stimulus package plus the money
being invested through philanthropy collectively. The issue is less about which source is
dominant; rather it is about the collective impact and societal improvements being made.

9 G A R Y H U B B E L L C O N S U L T I N G C O N V E R S A T I O N 20 10 ~ C O L O N I A L W I L L I A M S B U R G , VA

While there are now, and will always remain, large societal needs, our institutions are
supposed to provide a sense-making role for people, providing a sense of hope and
accomplishment. This is the vehicle through which we can make sense of all the current
inconsistencies, changes, and uncertainties. We need to help our constituencies see the
bigger picture so they can feel momentum and hope and so that they can engage in the
work of growing hope—which is one way to look at philanthropy. By playing some direct
role in the movement toward a hopeful future, it helps our organizational constituents have
some context and framework to address their fear and disorientation. Many of our essays
touched on this theme in various ways—bringing clarity about the environment; connecting
with heart and soul; living life with others; modeling sustainable behavior—all of which is
an interesting contrast to fear and disorientation.
Organizations, foundations, groups, individuals, and governments are trying to step up
and demonstrate leadership, but it is being done from a silo orientation. Some locus of
leadership may be shifting away from institutions and moving more to individuals and
groups. We’re seeing some shift away from the “traditional” big philanthropy initiatives,
and movement toward smaller, closer-to-the-impact undertakings. The microloan pioneer
Kiva (www.kiva.org) is a perfect example of that movement. We may be in a period where
neither governments nor big organizations can control the environment (if, in fact, they
ever could). In the future, nonprofit organizations and foundations may be less able to
shape or control these movements. Instead they may have to become more collaborative.
Contemporary evidence suggests the need to find better ways to collaborate. There is a
need—and, maybe, a growing sense—of a “community of institutions” trying to create
more partnerships and more leadership. If there is going to be lasting societal change and
lasting impact, we all may have to leave behind our habitual and familiar siloed
organizational leadership thinking and embrace the mindset of behaving as a “community
of institutions.”
Still, this is all pretty murky. The mandorla
represents the in-between place. We can see the
signals of what we’re called to create. We’re trying
to address a new future that isn’t yet. It feels to us
that there is another way, but we can’t really see it.
Our current space is impacted by many factors,
including the globalization of change and the
acceleration of technology innovation. From our
organizational perch, we may share a feeling that
ours currently is “a space between” and there is
growing recognition that the “playbook” seems to
be a bit exhausted.

(Illustration by Ken Hubbell)
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As individuals, each of us has had to do our own work to interpret this setting. We must
accept that we are always in ‘the middle place,’ which may never be completely
comfortable or familiar. Yet our goal should not be to get comfortable. Too often we are too
quick to try to “fix” things. A Buddhist view holds that pain is inevitable, but suffering is
not. We are defined in part by how we choose to perceive that which is before us.
Philanthropy can be a lever for authentic dialogue. It can be the bridge to what Marv
Baldwin referenced in his essay as finding our way collectively to emptiness—the place
“where people stop arguing with, agreeing with, supporting and fixing others. It is the
place where truth can begin to emerge, where people can speak from a core place deep
within themselves and be heard human to human. Community then emerges from emptiness.”
Stay with that last concept for a moment—community emerges from emptiness. One may
be quick to dismiss this idea, feeling that it sounds defeatist or nihilistic. Even attempting to
hold the concept in mind creates no small amount of internal tension for many of us. Yet,
the emptiness may simply refer to the growing emptiness of traditional approaches to
philanthropy and to societal change that no longer work. The emptiness may refer to the
emptiness of the siloed approach. It may refer to the inherent limitations of our quantifiable
business framework with emphasis on the short term, quantifiable metrics, and
measurement tactics and touches.

Ultimately, we came to understand and
appreciate that leading requires a
recognition and willingness that each of
us must play multiple roles at different
times—visionary, leader, facilitator,
follower, and teacher.
(Illustration by Ken Hubbell)

Leading requires equal parts personal insight and personal courage to recognize the need to
be in a different conversation than those in which we typically engage. We are called upon
to be aligned and authentic with our organizational leaders (CEOs, boards, executive
teams) and with our funders and grantees (donors/partners/grant recipients), born of our
recognition as practitioners that our approaches to philanthropy and, oftentimes, the
application of those donated resources are not working as well as we’d hoped and the
continuation of our approach is unlikely to be adequate to the challenges of the future.
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Who are we? We must ask ourselves: “What force in the world do we want to be as an
organization?” For many organizations, their mission, business, spiritual, and
philanthropic pursuits have all been pursued in silos. Now we have an opportunity to cross
into this new place, as reflected in the right side of the mandorla. In this new place, the
definition of philanthropy is much bigger than The Money and, probably, much bigger than
our institutions alone.
After a day of grappling for our moorings, Lisa Scardina read aloud to us an often-used
prayer of Hopi Elder Wisdom. In my judgment, its timing then, and its reproduction here,
are right on target.

Hopi Elder Wisdom
To my fellow swimmers:
There is a river flowing now very fast. It is so great
and swift that there are those who will be afraid.
They will try to hold onto the shore, they will feel
they are being torn apart and will suffer greatly.
Know that the river has its destination. The elders
say we must let go of the shore, push off into the
middle of the river, keep our eyes open and our
heads above water.
And I say:
See who is there with you, and celebrate. At this
time in history, we are to take nothing personally,
least of all ourselves; for the moment that we do, our
spiritual journey comes to a halt. The time of the
lone wolf is over.
Gather yourselves. Banish the word “struggle” from
your attitude and vocabulary. All that we do now
must be done in a sacred manner and in
celebration.
We are the ones we have been waiting for.
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Imagining How Our Organizations Might Change
Both/And…For a New Culture of Philanthropy
Over the course of our conversation, we sought to more clearly recognize the multiple tensions
and the seeming dichotomies that exist. Some of those tensions stem from development
professionals feeling liberated by “whole system” conversations, yet feeling that “the reality is”
and “at the end of the day” development work is “all about the money.” After repeated
exploration, we came to see that this perspective is unconsciously sapping the energy from
people—development professionals, organizational leaders, and the donors/partners
themselves. It becomes unintentionally and unnecessarily limiting of choices and learning.
The cornerstone question of “what is most important about this moment” creates for us an
opportunity for reflection and a new opening. We came to recognize this as a “both/and”
situation. It is both the reality that many people have an expectation that development
professionals (in their siloes) should just go raise money and it’s an opportunity to teach that in
order to perform in a richer, more robust, and more fulfilling way, we have to re-perceive the
culture and practice of philanthropy. We cede the higher ground when we lose the both/and
and end up submitting to the sole and narrow expectation that it is the responsibility of one
team or unit to condition the environment for raising money.
Storytelling helps accomplish this teaching. We have to have a different type of conversation.
To bring about a new culture of philanthropy and a deeper appreciation of philanthropy, we
have to lengthen the time and thought horizon. We’re stuck having to change the way we
perceive the world. We must reframe the development tension in the most creative way we
can—through the processes, the tools, and the metrics. Horizons need to be reconsidered. As
long as we are held captive by last world’s rules, we won’t break through. While this won’t
solve the immediate demands of the quantifiable scorecard keepers, it seems to be the right
thing to do and may be the only real alternative left.
Pearl Veenema picked up her copy of Seth Godin’s Tribes and read to us about belief:
“People don’t believe what you tell them.
They rarely believe what you show them.
They often believe what their friends tell them.
They always believe what they tell themselves.
What leaders do: they give people stories they can tell themselves. Stories about
the future and about change.”2

2

Seth Godin, Tribes: We Need You to Lead Us, Portfolio, New York, 2008, p. 138.
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Inculcating a strong organizational culture of philanthropy has long been a topic of great
interest in the development profession. Sadly, we too often get it all wrong. Great energy is
misspent trying to identify “best practices.” Unimaginable dollars and time are consumed
trying to demonstrate through quantifiable metrics that our organizations possess a solid
culture of philanthropy. Development professionals everywhere harangue the CEO,
insisting that she do more to personally engage donors and, in general, “advocate for the
culture of philanthropy.”
Instead, the culture of philanthropy is inextricably wrapped into an organization’s clarity
and focus on the deeper question of “What are we trying to accomplish in the world?” In
this light, philanthropy becomes the living, embodied mission of the organization. As such,
the culture of philanthropy grows naturally, much like the quantifiable results we seek
coming naturally if we pay closest attention to the soft side, the people and process side.

We are Not Imprisoned by Our Circumstances – We are Freed by Our Choices
The concept of “both/and” takes us back to the symbolism of the mandorla—two circles
coming together, forming a transformation of opposing forces. We may see our position in
the current trajectory as crossing into a new territory, a new place….evocative of something
that isn’t built yet. Circumstances seem to be calling for leadership in a new way. Our
discussion of leadership revolved around and repeated these characteristics: catalytic,
renewal, reframing, reinvention, refreshment, and relationships. These are all anchored in
some heart-filled, spirit-filled way.
At present, we are collectively navigating “the middle” in search of different conversations
about what might be true in the future. We are
navigating a clash of old values and operations that
might not be fully suitable in the future. Part of
Mission is what
navigating from the present to the future is trying to
centers us. It’s the
understand the portal as passage into a new future,
thread from past to
which could be seen as an inspiring frame of
future.
personal meaning, a process of serving, teaching, and
learning from others, very collaborative in a new
way.
In Theory U, Otto Scharmer3 tells us that we have choices about how we learn. The more
uncharted—but potentially more fruitful—way is how to learn from the future. At this time,
we should be asking what it would be like to learn from the future of philanthropy, so we
C. Otto Scharmer; Theory U: Leading from the Future as it Emerges, Society for Organizational Learning,
Cambridge, MA, 2007.
3
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don’t get stuck by traditions. The danger, of course, is that if we are always trying to figure
out the next blip on the horizon, we will have trouble trying to imagine the larger, longer
future and the drivers of change.
Part of the tension we feel, of course, results from our deeply reinforced training to plant
our flag, determine a solution, and consider the tactical strategies during times of
uncertainty. Instead, this is exactly the time where we may need to have the courage to ask
what the future would be like if there was unprecedented collaboration among those with
interest in philanthropy.
In this future, what type of leadership would be required in organizations large and small?
Leaders are catalysts. This may be a frame for our conversation. Leaders can be teaching
people about the future, about what can be. In general, we’re not doing a good job of this,
because there are so many reinforcing demands on the very short term. Teaching from the
past helps one understand what comes to be thought of as “the rules” (based on
experience). Teaching from the future helps one understand how to reframe those rules to
accomplish big things. Tradition should be a guide, not a jailor. We must appreciate the best
of what is past, but not be bound by it. Leader catalysts understand how to reframe. The
reframing reflects our search for an opening, an aperture to help us see or reperceive the
transitions we’re in.
We need to discover our imaginations about the future. Imagine if philanthropy became the
incubator and the cultivator of what’s possible? Can philanthropy be the “industry” that
helps people imagine the community they want to be and provide a mechanism to pursue
it? The goal of philanthropy could be empowerment, bringing resources that didn’t
previously exist. Through collaboration, more can be done. In the current reality, we feel an
absence of power, so this is a way for philanthropy to empower.
Marv Baldwin leaped in to the conversation with the caution: “Don’t try too soon to make
sense of this transition to the future. If you do, you will miss the embedded opportunities.”
He cautioned us not to fall into the trap of being “fixers,” trying to converge too quickly on
a path or a way of considering the future. Instead, he suggested the stronger position was
staying open to new possibilities and to taking very different approaches to issues. Marv
was saying it’s too soon to take advantage of the aperture, which by this point in our
conversation we hadn’t fully built.

The Locus of the Big Idea
Our conversation evolved to explore the notion of a central big idea; the search in our world
and in our work for some things that are powerful, lasting, and necessary that should be
grounding much of our lives and our work. The big idea is often the catalyst to attracting
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significant gifts. Yet in many organizations there is greater emphasis on the strategies for
fundraising, but far less on the responsibility of articulating the big ideas. Case statements
often read like the strategy for raising the money, but less evident is clarity around how
philanthropy will create real change and realize the big idea.
One college president emeritus in our midst, Bryant Cureton, suggested that we must
embrace the question of the locus of control – who comes up with the big ideas? Big ideas
can/should come from the CEO, but they also originate with philanthropists. Contemporary
evidence suggests this is happening more often, especially with younger philanthropists.
Our institutions are often the means for creating the changes that philanthropists desire. It is
our responsibility to listen to them, he argued. Leading change means viewing our role as
an interdisciplinary leader of people to talk about what’s possible. As leaders, we often find
ourselves in the role of facilitating the dialectical process by which ideas are formulated,
facilitating the process of getting at the big idea the hard way, through give and take.
Somebody needs to be focused on moving this conversation forward, he said. Ideas mature
and often morph over time, as evinced by the story of the founding and development of
Colonial Williamsburg. What happens to institutions that are organized around a big idea
(its mission)? “It raises the more troubling issue of who is creating the ideas we pursue.”
As one might expect, this perspective evoked considerable discussion among our group.
Said one participant, “Who has the big idea? It doesn’t matter. It only matters that the
leader responds to it.” The fundraising professional is supposed to manage to the ideas. The
vision is drawn out of the environment by the visionary who sees some running room,
where others may not have seen the opening in the environment. The leader’s role is to
focus attention and energy around the idea, which is the first step in the philanthropic
process.
Other participants weighed in, noting the acceleration of technology and the increasing
diversity of our constituencies—among many other forces—necessitates that leading
change becomes less about the locus of control and more about finding moments of true
catalysis. The distribution of technology, instantaneous social mash-ups, and other aspects
of our changing society may move us away from “control” and more toward the concept of
“influence.” Control won’t rest squarely with any of the players. The role of the leader, then,
is to spot the truly transformative idea and to catalyze, not control. The leader creates the
environment where the whole organization can foster openings and transformation. This
discussion triggered for Tom Soma the observation that the qualities of future leaders are
being: 1) the visionary; and 2) the vision inspirer; vision distiller; vision synthesizer; vision
enactor.
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We must broaden our expectations of where big ideas will come from in the future. To do
so will require a broadening of our connectivity—to each other and to new ideas—which
will generate new pathways to where big ideas come from. What will assist the leader to
identify these opportunities? We think it is in being connected; taking the pulse of your
environment rather than feeling like we’ve got to be at the top. Scharmer talks about
figuring out a process to see what’s waiting to emerge through imagination, discernment,
and conversation.

(Illustration by Ken Hubbell)

Leaders draw vision from the environment; from being external; and “just watching.” Two
cautions were offered at this point in the discussion. First, leaders are too often prone to
“watch” only long enough to see the strategy, the “fix,” or the solution. This triggers
responses that try to manage the response and to control, all of which results from a short
term perspective. Second, many organizational leaders who go external—outside their
institutions and into their constituencies—do so myopically engaged in their “internal”
perspective, resulting in going external with only the organization’s internal agenda and
“talking points” as the platform for connection. Alternatively, if the leader can go external
with the primary intention of connecting and watching the environment, he or she is more
likely to connect with the inspiration, the openings, and the opportunities embedded in big
ideas and to interpret the relevance of one’s organization in that light.
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Seen through this lens, the desired characteristics of the leader are love, curiosity, and
humility. Okay, don’t dismiss this thought as just more cosmic flippy jive talk. Many
widely respected business leaders take on the notion of love without flinching. Ken Hubbell
references in his essay (see page 68) that in Fifth Discipline, Peter Senge describes love as an
attitude and sensibility; as commitment to serve and a willingness to be vulnerable in the
context of that service. It usually requires the full and unconditional commitment to
another’s completion. 4 Max DePree recommends leaders form what he calls covenantal
relationships despite the risks involved “because they require us to be abandoned to the
talents and skills of others, and therefore to be vulnerable. The same risks as one has when
falling in love.” 5 However we choose to characterize this, what we’re suggesting is a sincere
and selfless openness by leaders.
Does philanthropy facilitate this process of becoming more creative? How do we do it
better? Who are the gatekeepers? What is the process that works and when doesn’t it work
well? What are the barriers? Certainly, we believe that leadership, of necessity, will
increasingly be interdisciplinary and diverse. There are principles to that leadership—
focusing the tension, finding the running room, creating the ability to incubate ideas,
fostering a way to spark dreams, distilling them and working through the testing of those
ideas. Getting beyond silos and parts is required in order to get to something new.
Powerful, big ideas emerge from a field of potential and possibility. The leader’s work is to
understand this and to be able to read the environment and create a formative context, an
open space, and a sense of expectation. It requires a process or people (or both) to be
working inside and out and back and forth. Movement through the continuum from
opening to creation to distilling to implementation naturally requires multiple roles for
people in leadership positions, as introduced with the flower graphic about leadership roles
on page 11 above.
Our discussion led us to an important collective observation:

Leaders can’t change their organizations,
but they can change themselves
and their organizations will then
change around them.

4
5

Peter Senge, The Fifth Discipline, Currency-Doubleday, New York, 1990, p. 285.
Max DePree, Leadership is an Art, Dell Publishing, New York, 1989, p. 38.
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If one’s focus is love, curiosity, and humility, those around you often begin to mirror those
characteristics and the potential for change grows. If one is truly looking for ways to
identify what is waiting to emerge in the future, one should live with love, humility,
curiosity, and integrity.

Seeing Each Organization as Part of a Whole System
As noted earlier, within our group were representatives from a wide assortment of social
sector organizations: hospital systems, universities, human service organizations,
foundations, educational/historic institutions, and advocacy groups. Each organization is
guided by a strong and gift-worthy mission, as evidenced by the significant philanthropic
support each attracts. We are proud of the contributions our organizations make to society
and, for the most part, feel that our organizations are essential to a strong and healthy
society. We would like to think that there is great commonality around the ends our
institutions are trying to solve or serve in pursuit of a better world. Yet, if we’re honest with
ourselves, we must acknowledge that we sometimes lose sight of what it takes to bring
about a better world, unconsciously getting distracted by a focus on “our route” to get there
or the recognition we earn or the tactics we employ. These are inputs only. Instead we must
ask, “What do we value? What are we trying to bring about?” Each organization has a piece
of the work to a better world, but not the whole. Collectively, if each of our organizations is
not working to produce a whole and healthy society, then each of us is simply getting lost
in the parts. Because the power of the self-distraction is so strong, it takes many more
conversations over time with our contemporaries outside our organizations to connect
these parts.
All these organizations are participating in an ongoing conversation about a world that is in
constant motion. When we are working with our constituents, we have some choice
whether to enter a collective conversation about the shared world of health, wellness,
community, and the big ideas or whether to focus more narrowly on our route, our tactics,
our projects. All of our work is connected whether we recognize it or not. Too often,
however, we lose this focus because of our more immediate pursuit of endowed chairs, new
buildings, or the next grassroots campaign. Instead, each of us must reframe this—and our
organizational mindsets—as a “both/and” conversation, connecting our tactical pursuits to
the bigger collective vision. In so doing, we will be looking for the causal contribution to
something around which we have shared value. Sadly, this is often an assumed perspective
around which we seldom have conversation. This evokes questions of the depth of
connection we really seek and how we invite people to participate.
Further distraction results from a myopic focus on metrics and performance measurement.
To adapt, we must balance our focus on quantitative analysis with more qualitative analysis
in order to judge the impact we’re having. It often doesn’t take huge resources to have great
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impact, but it often requires great resources to report back the impact in ways that people
require. This is a dichotomy. Currently, expectations quickly devolve to expecting to
measure inputs rather than impact, which unintentionally reinforces the wrong
organizational focus. An organizational shift needs to happen. We need to reframe the
conversation away from quantitative versus qualitative analysis to one of sound analysis
versus superficial analysis. This is perhaps best addressed in the admonition shared with us
by Bryant Cureton: Don’t waste your time trying to make the quantifiable important; concentrate
on trying to make the important quantifiable. The objective is clarity, honesty, and
thoroughness and we are looking for symbols to demonstrate that clarity.
The social science mental models to which we so widely subscribe have stalled in really
understanding what it takes to measure impact. The foundation community is struggling
with this limitation. While many are still not highly motivated to shift their thinking about
this, a vanguard is making this more important and are now or will soon be moving more
deeply into rethinking the measurement of impact. Due to the complexity of the issues we
face, each of us must work to avoid narrowly viewing only the piece our organization is
working on.
The canvas is already filled with potential. It takes new ways of seeing the existing potential
in all the people, places, and communities surrounding us. How are these interveners
pushing on the system, how are we responding, and how are we, as organizations,
learning? The system is capable of instant adaptation. Funders often don’t consider the
adaptation, they instead think about their intervention and your impacts on that
intervention, as if there wasn’t anything else—almost as if the system were static and not
really alive. This requires leaders to be disciplined and ongoing learners about the
ecosystem. It requires organizations to be better learners.
It will likely require organizations to move away from solely focusing on their own core
competencies to a posture of thinking about the rest of the system and how it is constantly
adapting and changing. We must shift the way we orient ourselves. One highly regarded
systems thinker, Donnella Meadows, encourages us to “dance with the system” instead of
trying to direct it.6 This will require us organizationally to work for the good of the whole,
not solely for our piece of it. We will have to expand time horizons and our expectations
accordingly, as well as our boundaries of caring.
The current philanthropy system is out of balance which represents the focus of the new
learning in philanthropy. The arguments about taking solutions to scale may or may not
work. The approach hasn’t worked with the World Bank, for example. In our work with

6

Donnella Meadows, Thinking in Systems: A Primer, Chelsea Green Publishing, 2008.
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philanthropy, we need to better understand what the whole system is telling us. It is very
complex, it is not well connected; there are fights over control, direction, and measurement.
These challenges collude so that systems clarity eludes us.
As people and institutions, we are operating inside a larger social world where the
assumption is that each of us is responsible for taking care of people. Our stakeholders have
a role in this, too. The constituents who are the beneficiaries of our organizational missions
are not being allowed to help shape the system. Philanthropy has a piece of this
responsibility but not the whole responsibility. We must, however, avoid the language of
victimization and “otherness.” Sooner or later, we each need to acknowledge that each of us
is a part of this whole system. It stretches our thinking if we come to understand that we’re
all together, all connected. It requires us to move outside our siloes to a more integrated
view. Our organizations have to adapt by recognizing that we’ve gone about as far as we
can by the old rules. We must have the courage to ask even the simplest reflective question:
Why is it important that we do it the way we’ve always done it? This requires a nonhurried learning agenda. It requires us to adapt our learning even as we continue our
current work.
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Examining the Keys to Leading Change
Personal Courage, Authenticity, and Alignment
Our conversation surfaced that an institution shares with its donors/partners a set of beliefs
in some process of imagining and responding to a dream or a shared opportunity that can
resolve an important problem. Our role is to set the table in order for that shared imagining
to take place. This early process can be fraught with—but also enriched and framed by—
some unstated things like imagination, identity, beliefs, and dreams of problems resolved.
Providing leadership during times of great change is rooted in the personal courage to have
authentic conversations with people. Candor, trust, and the leader’s own personal
alignment are important in order to have tough talk (authentic conversations) with the
people with whom we’ll ultimately need to partner to bring about the change. In his essay,
Marv Baldwin introduced us to Scott Peck’s book, The Different Drum7. True opportunities
to transform oneself and others only arise, Peck suggests, from conversations that reach a
deeper level—a level of seeming chaos, marked by truth and honesty. Conversations at this
level reflect the leader’s degree of authenticity and level of personal alignment.
It is, therefore, important for each of
us in a leadership role to be personally
aware of that alignment. Personal
courage and authenticity needs to tap
a deep source for what is highest and
best. Ken Bartels told a story about
“seeking the source from behind the
rock”—in reference to an old BC
comic strip—that requires a
relationship over time, where both the
rock and the seeker are different—
changed in some way—with each
visit.
(Illustration by Ken Hubbell)
Certainly this is the harder path to
take, yet the leader who can get in touch with this source can repeatedly use it for guidance.
Lasting changes are hard to make. The ones that stick take leadership courage and
authenticity and emanate from having found this source of what is highest and best.

7

Scott M. Peck, The Different Drum: Community Making and Peace, Touchstone, 1998.
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True transformation—breakthrough opportunities—is about having fewer, deeper, richer
conversations that produce those opportunities. Deep conversations are often missing in the
contemporary philanthropy exchange. The practice and pursuit of philanthropy might be very
different if your thinking was framed by an authentic, intentional deep conversation to identify
one’s intention for good…to identify what is highest and best.
The process of leading through change is also framed by your response to the environment,
choices which have opportunity costs and which put pressure on your tactics. The core value of
these conversations is often marginalized in deference to tactics and tools (e.g., new donor
software programs, metric reports) that erroneously keep conversations at more superficial
levels. The successful practice and pursuit of philanthropy, therefore, is not about a deeper
immersion into tactics; it is about a deeper discernment about what the donor/partner seeks to
accomplish.
Our conversation moved from the ephemeral to the practical in how to do this. We talked
about how to achieve alignment and a way to do culture building. We concluded that for
individuals and organizations to enrich these connected conversations, to get better at them,
would require working beyond silos; connect the silos, but don’t get stopped by them. Leaders
will have to help their organizations create a new and intentional learning agenda to see their
operating environment as a whole system which is ever in flux, constantly seeking change.
In a more philosophical moment of our discussion, Marv Baldwin challenged us to slow our
headlong rush to figure out the best ways to discover someone’s intention for good. He asked:
“Should we try to discover that intent?” While temporarily confounding some of us around the
table, the question opened the conversation to a deeper level of thinking. We reasoned that the
answer to the “should we” question is yes, IF done with the leadership characteristics
mentioned above: love, humility, curiosity, and integrity.
Both you and the person sought are different each time you engage them. If you approach the
search for one’s intention for good from a position of personal courage, alignment and
authenticity (curiosity, love, and humility), you now have a platform for asking some very
basic questions in a very open way about what one values, how they view the social contract,
and how those who share an interest and an intention for good can have impact and, at times,
lead.
Leaders are often consumed with thoughts of what they must give up to pursue this type of
interaction more fully. They puzzle over what they can to do differently in order to get more (of
the right) people understanding this mindset and, as a result, letting go of the tactical and short
term approaches that can suck the life and energy out of the larger objective. We concluded that
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building community around a new path typically begins with individual courage, authenticity,
and alignment.
“Building community is harder to define today than in past eras,” Don Taylor observed. “What
does community look like anymore—how do we harness community to solve problems?”
From his own work perspective in a major Midwestern community foundation, he
characterized one of his critical roles as being always in search of the dream maker. The dream
maker may at times be inside (the foundation CEO) and at other times outside (the donors).
“Everybody gets to be the dream maker but we have to have them around the table (virtual or
co-located) if we’re ever going to have fruitful conversations.”
We began to explore the philanthropy continuum as a process for defining and building
community. Many contemporary and leading edge technology applications were discussed as
ways of building community, yet we surmised that technology is not the connection; it is a tool
for connection. At best, it is another example of a both/and situation. Technology is a tool for
creating other ways to participate in a fertile environment for finding and participating in new
ideas.
While many of the participants around our table represented organizations whose primary
fundraising strategy revolved around major individual donors, one young advocacy
organization leader, Focus the Nation’s Garett Brennan, shed an entirely different light on this
issue of building community. He reminded the group that advocacy and other similar
organizations are more involved in creating and sustaining conversations with large numbers
of widely dispersed people with an interest in the organization. Their work is more about
creating and fueling a movement, seeking to get constituents to step up and take action. In his
particular case, his primary funders are corporations and foundations who, he was reminded,
are comprised of individuals, with whom direct conversations and relationships can be built.
Advocacy organizations are not about something that can be easily touched or experienced like
hospitals and colleges, he continued. When the organization succeeds, there is an “awakening”
that happens within every donor. Marv Baldwin echoed this perspective, acknowledging a
similar environment for Foods Resource Bank.
“We look for ways to have conversations with all donors about big ideas that can evoke that
awakening. We should avoid narrow labels that unintentionally divide and segregate our total
constituency. Recognize that it may be much more impactful in the world by engaging many,
many people (probably through communication technology) who engage with you in the pursuit
of the cause. What we’re saying is that philanthropy is bigger than philanthropy. We’re talking
about a way of thinking about institutional progress that is the real gift to our institutions.
If we can bring into our organization a new way of thinking about our future role in society, it
will be worth more than all the money donated to us.”
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These ideas were embraced by many around the table, feeling that the best insights of the
philanthropic discipline can become even more powerful if embraced by the organization’s
leaders. Because movements are intangible, what frames the conversation with constituents
is “the big idea.” The small donor (e.g., $20 online gift) really represents personal
commitment and the people power to fuel the movement. This impact is far beyond the
isolated “value” of their individual monetary gift.
“Yeah, but at the end of the day, it’s all about the money,” said one participant from a large,
traditional major gifts program. Rebuttal came swiftly from our advocacy colleagues. “We
can’t make it about the money; it’s about making authentic difference in the world. It’s not
about the money, it’s about the movement….because it’s the movement that will change the
world. The money will follow.”
There is nothing new about this thinking, but all the growing complexity of our work has
made this fundamental truth more opaque. Many around our table concluded that each of
us as leaders need to have the personal courage to “speak truth to power” in our board
rooms and executive suites. Doing the right thing requires courage. This requires honesty
and personal integrity; being truly transparent. This sometimes requires a humility to
recognize that we, as leaders, may be the barrier and we may need to step away.
Is this the time to rethink the “traditional” fundraising model of 90/10? Are we seeing
signals to ask a very different question about our roles as nonprofit organizations in
society? Are we needing to rethink the value proposition we present to our entire
constituencies? There are alternative ways of maintaining engagement during a down
cycle—getting people involved in activity. The question changes to ‘What would we have
to do, be, or become to appeal to the masses that they would come willingly to support us?’
instead of ‘How do we get the 10% returning to previous levels of support?’ Have we
convinced ourselves of the “certainty” of the 90/10 rule so much that we are blinded to ask
the bigger reinvention and adaptation questions? We have an opportunity to change the
culture of philanthropy in ways that we didn’t imagine before. We can’t continue to ignore
the “little guys” in our constituencies. We now have the opportunity to be more inclusive.

Making Stone Soup
As discussed earlier, one of the keys to leading change is in taking a systems view. Hard
questions get asked. What does the context of the current reality mean to my organization?
Are our institutional projects still important in this context? Which kids go hungry? Tom
Soma said many of these questions reflect a limited resources mindset. He then told the
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story of making stone soup, which reflects a mindset of expansive resources, where
everyone contributing something feeds the entire village.8
Tom drew four quadrants created by the intersection of human nature and human emotion.

Intersection of human nature and human emotion

Strongest leadership emerges in the top right quadrant, where hope and generosity are both
high. This is where stone soup is made and where new resources are created. It is
incumbent upon us as institutional leaders, he said, to live in to the upper right quadrant.
Stone Soup is an old folk story in which strangers trick a starving town into giving them some food. It is
usually told as a lesson in cooperation, especially amid scarcity. According to the story, some travelers come to
a village, carrying nothing more than an empty pot. Upon their arrival, the villagers are unwilling to share any
of their food stores with the hungry travelers. The travelers fill the pot with water, drop a large stone in it, and
place it over a fire in the village square. One of the villagers becomes curious and asks what they are doing.
The travelers answer that they are making "stone soup," which tastes wonderful, although it still needs a little
bit of garnish to improve the flavor, which they are missing. The villager doesn't mind parting with just a little
bit of flour to help them out, so it gets added to the soup. Another villager walks by, inquiring about the pot,
and the travelers again mention their stone soup which hasn't reached its full potential yet. The villager hands
them a little bit of seasoning to help them out. More and more villagers walk by, each adding another
ingredient. Finally, a delicious and nourishing pot of soup is enjoyed by all. (Wikipedia, downloaded July 17,
2010, from: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stone_soup.)
8
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Pearl Veenema shared the story of Bill Strickland 9, whose collaborative approach between
philanthropists and institutions is contemporary proof of leadership from this quadrant.
Some of us believe that we are suffering from a loss of spirit and heart in the current
recession. Despite that ache, we still acknowledge the presence and the power of a shared
sense of potential for that spirit and heart. In fact, we must acknowledge that each of the
quadrant characteristics in Tom’s chart above is present today. Thus, we came to
graphically reflect this observation by placing the “both/and” duality in a heart—a symbol
for the intention for good—and placed it at the very center of the two axes.
The much heralded wave of generational leadership retirements is creating a complex time
for organizational culture and adaptation. The thing that has the potential to cascade is the
drumbeat of a certain kind of storytelling. The transcendent piece needs to make sense to all
of us. The story must be a human story with transparency—not just of success but places
where we’ve screwed up. This is the authentic moment where culture changes.
The challenge is to figure out who moves the current environment toward some kind of
new place or to something that is better. What kind of leadership does that require? Does
philanthropy enable this movement? Is it being done well now? Things are not working the
way they used to. Perhaps our assumptions are flawed, which is becoming more evident
during this seemingly chaotic and messy period. As noted earlier, Bryant Cureton’s essay
reminded us that leaders must be both inside and outside. One has to build a sense of
community within and a sense of partnership outside. Yet it is the uncommon institutional
leader who is truly visionary and externally oriented.
In the future that we somewhat see emerging, we don’t know what we value yet. We don’t
know how to give expression to that yet. Kevin Matheny recalled for us that William
Faulkner wrote about the “tiny inexhaustible voice of humanity” that still squeaks out in
hard times. We are not certain how to shape the future, so we must take solace and
confidence in the tiny inexhaustible voice. We’re grasping at things as we try to find our
way. What emerges from fire and chaos is hope. Philanthropy provides a shared sense of
hope. Institutions and governments are not what causes leadership to happen, they are
places where leadership can be manifested. Great leaders emerge from the pursuit of
philanthropy.
9

Bill Strickland (born 1947) is the founder and CEO of the Manchester Craftsmen's Guild, an innovative
nonprofit agency in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania that uses the arts to inspire inner-city teenagers. Strickland, a
winner of a MacArthur Fellowship "genius" award, started the Manchester Craftmen's Guild in 1968, while still
an undergraduate at the University of Pittsburgh. He added the Bidwell Training Center in 1972. Both reach
out to disadvantaged young people with (respectively) the arts and job training. (Wikipedia, downloaded July
17, 2010, from: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bill_Strickland).
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Transforming Our Shared Understanding of the
Current Disruption and Recognizing the
Adaptation Opportunities
Late into Conversation 2010, we asked subgroups to consider what they thought might be
the one question about which we still hadn’t gone deep enough. Once agreeing on the
question, groups were asked to address the implications for leadership roles, organizational
change and adaptation, and the teaching/learning agenda necessary to bring about the
highest and best outcomes.
One group identified the following as a question requiring further thinking:
How do we prepare for an unknown future?
In addressing this question, they reported significant discussion about tension. They had to
acknowledge the reality of just how resistant we can be to finding new ways to think and to
behave—as persons and as organizations. The tensions identified occur on four levels, often
coexist, and potentially trigger tensions in the other levels. Two tensions were identified as
being primarily exhibited internally (personal and universal), whereas the other two
(relational and organizational) were thought to be primarily exhibited externally. The
tensions are diagrammed and described below:

Organizational
Tension

Relational
Tension

External

External

Internal

Internal

Universal
Tension

Personal
Tension

Personal tension. We carry very real tensions that sometimes lead us to reexamine our own
work in light of shifting human needs. There is energy in just realizing the reality of the
current environment and recognizing the opportunities that may still be there. The
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downturn has created new groups, new relationships, new connections. We are
approaching life differently. Development officers are asked to be Pollyanna, while at the
same time painting a picture of hope. This may seem difficult if we are to be courageous
and authentic. Yet, authenticity is the antidote to anxiety. Leaders who tell stories about the
future create the vehicles to be authentic, to be true to the experience, and to avoid being
Pollyanna.
Relational tension. The psychological effects of crisis are often worse than the reality. The
same will likely be true of the current economic recession. The depth of this crisis will leave
a lasting imprint, akin to economic posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD). It poses very real
questions of how we manage our relationships, our donors, etc. The stress makes it harder
to see the values shift that may be going on and to understand what those values are. It is
hard to be authentic in light of the realities of all the current hardships but it is our
responsibility to lift up hope in a very authentic way. We have to redefine what success
looks like as we talk truth to power.
Organizational tension. Trying to interpret signals is confusing and hard. Preparing for an
unknown future requires leaders to embrace the tension. It forces us to consider ways we
may need to reinvent ourselves. We will need to create opportunities by significant and
more frequent and lasting collaboration with other organizations. This produces tension.
Organizations are so deeply embedded in their own missions that the collaborative
opportunity often get’s couched as “giving up turf” to others, which is hard for any leader
to imagine. Tension will result and become an obstacle for organizations. Significant tension
exists between adherence to mission and the uncertainties of the future.
Universal tension. The psychological effect is creating new opportunities. Despite our
attempt to make things linear, we need to recognize what seems like empty or blank spaces,
which are often the spaces for recognizing opportunity. If we don’t go to these spaces, we
miss the opportunity to renew, refresh, and reinvent. The global recession is our
opportunity to provide leadership in these blank spaces. We are learning how to lead from
the middle.
A second group identified a different question as one requiring further thinking:
Tomorrow, what will I do differently and what will I do the same?
(Will I play backgammon, checkers/chess, or Go?)
This group thought the question of personal behavior and world view deserved the most
introspection. They used three old games which enjoy worldwide popularity to illustrate
their point. Backgammon is described as a "man vs. fate" contest, with chance playing a
strong role in determining the outcome. Chess, with rows of soldiers marching forward to
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capture each other, embodies the conflict of "man vs. man", as does Checkers, with its goal
of eliminating the opponent’s pieces. Because the handicap system tells Go players where
they stand relative to other players, an honestly ranked player can expect to lose about half
of their games; therefore, Go can be seen as embodying the quest for self-improvement—
"man vs. self."10 Therefore, for this group, the powerful introspective question of “what will
I do differently” was not about trying to change external events; rather to reset and realign
personal mental models and deeply held assumptions. Therefore, personal learning
becomes the catalyst for seeing new possibilities.
A third group offered an alternative question perhaps not fully examined to this point in
our conversation.
What is important about our moment?
The collective thinking of this group fostered a deeper look at the characteristics of the
present, not just as a portal to the future but as “our moment.” They explained that each of
us has a relatively few years to make an impact. There is power, they suggested, in fully
embracing the present for itself and all that it brings. What are the challenges and
opportunities that are embedded in the hand each of us has been dealt?
This group suggested the special characteristics of this moment are:


Scarcity – economic as well as scarcity of imagination (recall the story of Stone
Soup). Scarcity of imagination is more frightening than economic scarcity.



Generational characteristics – we may be looking at a Millennial generation which is
more able to incorporate philanthropy into their lives at a much earlier period than
the generations who preceded them.



Polarization – what is missing in the conversation if there are few opinions in the
middle and only intransigence on the left and the right? Polarization results.



Technology and its impact – especially its increasingly disruptive nature.11



Mobility and rootlessness – personal mobility and the sense of rootlessness and
absence of connection.

The philosophy of the game called Go was downloaded July 19, 2010 from:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Go_(game)#Philosophy.
11 See the pioneering work of Lucy Bernholz with Edward Skloot and Barry Varela, Disrupting Philanthropy:
Technology and the Future of the Social Sector, Draft v 2.0, November 2009, page 10. Downloaded December 2,
2009 from: http://philanthropy.blogspot.com/2009/12/disrupting-philanthropy.html
10
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They also identified special potential during this “moment”(maybe because of scarcity):


We may be able to nudge ourselves from “fixing” to “prevention,” a reprioritization
made necessary because of having fewer resources. We may be putting the few
dollars we have to work upstream where they may be better leveraged.



Technology may support community in new ways – technology may be a partial
response to the issue of disconnectedness and rootlessness. Kiva and similar
organizations (especially those embraced by young people) are succeeding at
bringing hearts and minds together. The social entrepreneur is not about the size of
the wallet, but the connection between hearts and minds. The Millennials are
making that connection much earlier in their lives than previous generations.



Philanthropy as a possible end-run around polarization – it may be the one thing
that the left and the right agree upon, opening opportunities for new solutions.
Philanthropy doesn’t require people to vote. The money can be put to work much
faster. Metaphorically, does philanthropy become the new “party” of change?
Philanthropy bridges polarization (which is perceived more than real).
Philanthropy’s role is to do the inviting—getting people to the table.

Adaptation and the Nature of Complex Systems
It is the nature of complex systems—in nature, in business, and in philanthropy—to go out
of balance. There is a fight between old habits, the old order, and the new. Not everything
of the old order still makes sense. We must recognize there will be more disturbances. We
must further recognize that we can’t fight against the disturbance; we have to live with the
disturbance and figure out how to respond to it in a different way. Complex systems cannot
be fully predicted, understood, or controlled. What is important at this moment is that we
should be looking for the new places for opportunity. If we still need philanthropy as a
creative catalyst, then this is the adaptive process we need to figure out and embrace. This
is the time and the place for fertile reexamination by all of us.
Ultimately, our conversation reaffirmed a shared belief that this moment is different. As we
are trying to understand it, we should look to the adaptation cycle in living and evolving
systems as a helpful framework.
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Ecosystem Response to Disturbance

(Illustration by Ken Hubbell)

Organizations seeking to adapt must develop greater resilience. The nature of change
processes follows a certain path through the tension. We’ve recently been through a
complete disruptive time which is leading to new frames, new constellations, and new
opportunities. The rules no longer apply. The system reorganization is not yet clear and it is
still turbulent. No one is telling us how to navigate the right side of the cycle (see
illustration above) yet the typical institutional (and individual) response is to demand
clarity! Rather, we need to imagine how the system works in a different way and get the
players together in innovative ways. The backside path of the cycle provides room for
innovation where the old structures aren’t working. In this reorganizational mode, there is
a chance that the whole system will morph into something totally unknown or it will regather itself into a new shape with a new set of rules.12
The adaptive game one chooses to play is reflective of one’s mental model about
opportunities (as reflected in our discussion of different games played on the same
boards—backgammon, chess, or Go). If we had a different set of conversations about the
opportunity matrix, we could, perhaps, deal more effectively with the imaginative tension
among these things, recognizing they are in flux and providing life tension for individuals
and institutions.

For much deeper exploration of this thinking, see Lance H, Gunderson and C. S. Holling; Panarchy:
Understanding Transformations in Human and Natural Systems, Washington: Island Press, 2002, pp. 51; 395-438.
12
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Conclusion
After only two GHC Conversations (2009 and 2010), I’m beginning to see our discussions as a
living mandorla—“the place where you arrive after you leave one room and have not yet
entered another.” While the pages above do little justice to the depth and quality of the
discussion, there is a certain satisfaction in getting it on paper and trying to do so in a way
that honors the commitment and contributions of those present. Not everyone is directly
quoted or cited. Forgive me. That reflects only on the editor (me), not on the contributors.
There is much about society—and with it the social sector and philanthropy—that is
changing. Watching these changes is fascinating; understanding these changes is
challenging; imagining the changes yet to come is exhilarating. For these reasons, our work
is never done. There is much more to learn and much more impact for each of us to have on
our organizations, our communities, the sector, and society at large. Too big a task?
Perhaps…but there’s something so compelling about the deep end of the pool. Thank you,
fellow swimmers.
Finally, I want to close where I opened this summary—with the surprise gift of poems
written by GHC Conversation contributors Tom Soma and Ken Bartels in real time during
our discussions. Tom read aloud to us his daily distillation of our discussion. Ken closed
our last day in Colonial Williamsburg with his offering.
Distillation: Conversation 2010 Day Two:
Cutting to the heart
From our dialogue,
many questions emerge.
Like kittens with balls of yarn,
we unravel ideas,
entangling past, present, future.
What meanings are we to make?
What will change the game?
Que sera, sera?
That, too, is a question—
as is this:
What will emerge
from our silence?
Tom Soma
29 April 2010
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Distillation: Conversation 2010 Day Three:
A Williamsburg Onion Vow
Layers and layers
of questions.
As we peel,
we are centered
by both asking
and answering.
At the center,
if we are honest,
we find ourselves—
and if we are fortunate,
a glimpse of the Source.
Do we lead?
Do we follow?
Yes/And…
I used to want
to change the world.
Now I seek
to know myself.
Today
I accept and embrace
this responsibility:
To listen compassionately,
to learn humbly,
and to love authentically.
Tom Soma
30 April 2010
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Distillation: Conversation 2010 Day Four:
Telling the story –or— Living the dream
“Life calls us to experiment and change.”
“The world moves on.”
The world needs to move on.
Every moment
is a step into the unknown.
Staying put
is not an option.
We reside
permanently
in a middle place—
all teachers,
all students,
forever defining
and re-defining,
inventing,
and re-inventing
ourselves.
“In my end,”
writes T.S. Eliot,
“is my beginning.
“The end is where we start from…
“And the end of all our exploring
will be to arrive where we started
and know the place
for the first time.”
In a crucible here,
once,
a nation was born of ideas.
To what
will our exchange
give birth?
Where,
when,
how,
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and why
should we continue digging?
Here.
And now.
However we may.
Because we must.
But as we dig,
let us plant.
At this simultaneous ending and beginning,
I bestow deep gratitude—
and these parting seeds
(not surprisingly,
in the form of questions):
What do I seek to inspire and achieve?
Who do I hope to attract and engage?
How would I like to be remembered and celebrated?
From these questions,
the poetry of my life will emerge.
The answers will be evident
soon enough,
and written, perhaps,
someday,
by someone else…
Tom Soma
1 May 2010
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Myths of Meaning
Ghosts of Williamsburg;
We walk alone, yet together.
We care personally, but in union.
We risk individually, and grouped.
We believe, with hope.
We love ourselves, through others.
We are the past, the present and the future.
Ghosts of Williamsburg…Be well.
Ken Bartels
May 1, 2010

###
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SECTION II
E S S AY C O N T R I B U T I O N S
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CREATING SHARED DREAMS
By Bryant L. Cureton
“Philanthropy is a catalyst for change.” So begins the invitation to Conversation 2010. At
one level, this statement is a simple recognition that money makes things happen. But the
metaphor is far richer than that. And like any good metaphor, it both contributes new
insight and invites new questions.
In its original meaning, a catalyst is a substance that changes the nature of a chemical
reaction without itself being directly altered. Imagining philanthropy as a catalyst clarifies
its relationship to both institutions and outcomes. For the potential philanthropist, it may
help inspire purposeful action. But the metaphor also points to other parts of the equation.
If philanthropy is truly a catalyst, what are the reactants; that is, what are the elements that
need to be in place in order for the addition of that triggering mechanism to set off the
desired reaction?
An absolute minimum would seem to be an idea and some means to implement it. Change
begins with a concept and is accomplished by people organized to do so. When these are
present, as the metaphor implies, the addition of the necessary resources can initiate the
transition of the idea into reality. So for institutions (or society) to be transformed, there
must be transformative ideas and then there must be agents capable of the transformative
action that implements those ideas.
The questions that flow from this model are important for all those who deal with
philanthropy—the practitioners who seek resources, the philanthropists who provide them,
and the institutional leaders who seek to pursue their institutions’ missions. Where do
transformative ideas come from? What conditions stimulate or inhibit the generation of the
best ideas? In what ways do our institutions foster or restrict meaningful creativity?
These are questions not about the strategies of fund raising but rather about the strategies
fund raising serves. If we are to consider philanthropy as a force for societal transformation,
we must consider how it is directed and focused. If as leaders of institutions we hope to
lead the way to a better world, we must accept responsibility for bringing both imagination
and institutional effectiveness to the philanthropic equation. The trend toward
“entrepreneurial philanthropy” reframes the issue by moving control over idea generation
outside the institution, but it makes understanding how ideas develop even more
important.
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Let’s begin this exploration with an example of special relevance to the participants in
Conversation 2010. On December 7, 1926, a telegram arrived in Williamsburg for the Rev.
Dr. W.A.R. Goodwin. Goodwin had been dividing his time between teaching and fund
raising at the College of William and Mary and had recently added part-time service as
rector of Bruton Parish Church. Prying eyes would have been hard pressed to grasp the
telegram’s importance, which was, of course, the point of the obscurity of the message. It
read:
AUTHORIZE PURCHASE OF ANTIQUE REFERRED TO IN YOUR LONG LETTER OF
DECEMBER FOURTH AT EIGHT ON BASIS OUTLINED IN SHORTER LETTER SAME DATE
DAVIDS FATHER13
It was, in fact, John D. Rockefeller, Jr.’s approval for Dr. Goodwin to purchase for William
and Mary a property on Duke of Gloucester Street that had suddenly come on the market—
we know it as the Ludwell-Paradise House—for $8,000. In one sense it marked a beginning,
the first of many purchases and restorations which would eventually lead to what we now
know as Colonial Williamsburg. In another sense, it was the culmination of a long courtship
during which an Episcopal priest turned college advancement officer helped an
extraordinary philanthropist move from arms-length disinterest to deep involvement in a
very big idea indeed. In the terms of our metaphor, it was the point at which catalysis
began in earnest.
But what were the pre-existing conditions that awaited philanthropy’s trigger? First, there
was an idea—an idea both elegant and improbable. It is no doubt at least as hard for us
today to imagine what the village of Williamsburg looked like before the restoration began
as it would have been for the citizens of the time to imagine what we now enjoy. Duke of
Gloucester Street was a dreary progression of ugly store fronts, gas stations, and telephone
wires partly obscuring dilapidated structures, with the newest addition being a public high
school covering the site where the Governor’s Palace had once stood.
But from his earliest time in Williamsburg, during his first term of service as rector of
Bruton Parish Church early in his career, Goodwin had seen something else. He had seen
what could not be seen—ghosts, he sometimes called them. In a letter to a high school
student who, before the restoration began, had asked him what he thought of their little
town, he wrote:

Dennis Montgomery, A Link Among the Days: The Life and Times of The Reverend Doctor W.A.R. Goodwin, the
Father of Colonial Williamsburg (Richmond, Dietz Press, 1998), p. 173. Goodwin had struck up a special
friendship with Rockefeller’s young son David; “David’s Father” was being careful to conceal his own identity.
13
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My dear Margaret,
If you have ever walked around Williamsburg late on a moonlight night,
when most of the people who now live here are fast asleep, and felt the
presence and companionship of the people who used to live here in the long
gone years, and remembered the things that they did and the things they
stood for, and pictured them going into or coming out of the old houses in
which they once lived, and remembered the things which they said in the
House of Burgesses and at the old College—you would then realize what an
interesting place Williamsburg is. You would realize it is about the most
interesting place in America.14
Goodwin was certainly not the first to find something interesting in the run-down village.
The women who got together in the late nineteenth century to save the nearby Jamestown
site and purchase the old Powder Magazine to save it from destruction—and who
eventually created the Association for the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities—had begun
their work well before his arrival. But the scale of the dream that was percolating in
Goodwin’s mind was beyond what anyone else had imagined.
The first explicit sharing of the vision that we know of was a conversation between the
Doctor (as Goodwin was universally known by then) and John Stewart Barney, a New York
architect who had been invited to give William and Mary advice on the construction of a
new building. Goodwin had hoped Barney would be able to persuade the College’s
president, J.A.C. Chandler, to adopt an 18th-century style in new campus construction, but
that was proving difficult. As the conversation is reported,
After a disappointing meeting with Chandler, Barney walked with Goodwin
across the yard to College Corner—the triangular intersection where Duke of
Gloucester Street meets Jamestown and Richmond roads. Looking east into
the city, Goodwin brought up the notion of restoring Williamsburg’s houses
and public buildings. Barney, the Doctor said, ‛was the first person with
whom the Restoration thought was shared.’ 15
Later, Goodwin would recall that Barney’s “sympathetic and enthusiastic endorsement
contributed courage and conviction and a more determined purpose to find some means for
its fulfillment.”16 And so began the search for a philanthropic partner that led, through
many twists and turns, to Rockefeller’s commitment to back Goodwin’s “Restoration
Ibid., p. 153.
Ibid., p. 121.
16 Ibid.
14
15
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thought” with “three or four, or even five millions of dollars.” Over the following 32 years,
it would turn out to be more than $68 million. 17 And the result would be an evocative
history classroom for the nation that revolutionized how we deal with our past and
provided a model of transformational philanthropy.
What hypotheses might we draw from the story leading up to the arrival of the Rockefeller
catalyst? First, one is struck by Goodwin’s single-minded focus on the problem presented
by Williamsburg, by the steadily disintegrating structures—so much still there yet so likely
soon to disappear forever—and the drama of the history they recalled. He had wrestled
with the issue for years, from at least his involvement with an early renovation project at
Bruton Parish Church that he found stalled in controversy when he arrived as a young
rector in 1903. For years he lived the problem, attacking pieces of it in his mind, communing
with his “ghosts” on long night walks, training his eyes to see deeper.
On the other hand, he was also learning about all the potential obstructions—all the reasons
why others would have thought his emerging dream foolish. Out of this internal dialog
between an emerging concept and a keen sense of context came an expanded view of
possibility. Goodwin understood the barriers better than anyone, but he held them in
tension with his growing sense of opportunity. When the grand concept finally jelled, it was
a creative assembly of pieces—a central role for the College, a place for local businesses in
Merchant Square, a revenue stream from rentals, and so on—each contributing to a
coherent whole while diffusing some obstacle.
The idea continued to develop and mature long after the catalysis began, and Goodwin
himself could not have imagined how rich the concept eventually would become. Very
importantly, the emergence of Colonial Williamsburg was increasingly shaped by
Rockefeller himself, along with the team of experts he assembled. The later story is tinged
with sadness as Goodwin watched the project grow beyond his own leadership. But the
initial formation of the vision had characteristics we might find in other stories of
transformative ideas:
•
•
•
•

A single-minded focus on a problem, by a single creative individual;
A deep understanding of context and the obstacles to be overcome;
A grasp of the separate pieces of the puzzle and the dynamics of each, and finally;
A synthesis that imagines a way forward, solving the problem by assembling pieces and
overcoming obstacles in creative ways.

Over the decades, buildings were restored or reconstructed, an old city emerged, and
generations fell in love with what had been accomplished in Williamsburg. But
17

Ibid., p. 194.
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underneath—first for Dr. Goodwin and then for Rockefeller—was the truly creative part: an
imagined outcome. The genesis and genius of Colonial Williamsburg was one man’s
devotion to an idea. G.K. Chesterton once wrote that “The whole difference between
construction and creation is exactly this: that a thing constructed can only be loved after it is
constructed; but a thing created is loved before it exists.” 18 The story of Colonial
Williamsburg has a lesson to teach about the inspired and inspiring dream—the loved
creation—that precedes transformational philanthropy.
The towering figure of Dr. Goodwin might lead us in this case to overlook the other
element in the equation of catalysis: an institution capable of implementing the vision.
While many contemporary leaders might envy the Doctor’s relative independence, he was
not a completely free agent; there were certainly institutions involved. At first it was the
College. Goodwin’s formal position as director of the endowment campaign at William and
Mary provided the initial introduction to Rockefeller, and the first specific proposal put to
Rockefeller was for help with the restoration of the Wren Building.
Through the early stages of their work together, Rockefeller clearly saw the College as the
appropriate entity to eventually own the property being purchased. As he wrote to
Goodwin, “this proposition would not interest me unless some complete thing could be
done and so tied up with the University and its historical department as to insure not only
its permanent maintenance but its permanent use as a centre for the study of American
history.” 19
Nevertheless, the Williamsburg case is atypical in that the human infrastructure needed to
develop and implement the dream was ultimately built independently of the College,
combining a management team provided by Rockefeller with the organizational structure
that eventually became the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation. More familiar in the history
of transformational philanthropy is the situation where a pre-existing institution provides
the setting both for the emergence of the vision and for its implementation once the
catalytic force of philanthropic support has been added.
This organizational context adds another set of issues relevant to the exploration of the
source of transforming ideas. The Goodwin saga invites inquiry into the institutional
environments in which we work. We have come to assume that a core leadership function
is the discernment and articulation of the vision that will drive our institutions in their
mission pursuits. But the question of whether our institutions foster and support the
individual creativity that underlies transformational visioning is very much open. To
18
19

Appreciations and Criticisms of the Works of Charles Dickens (1911), Chapter III, “Pickwick Papers.”
Montgomery, op. cit., p. 171.
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sharpen the focus, imagine a Doctor Goodwin in a leadership position in your organization.
What is the likelihood of something like the “Restoration thought” emerging, taking hold,
and becoming the goal of serious fund raising?
We might hypothesize some working principles to test against our experience:
•

•

•

•

We need leaders who are thoroughly grounded in their institutions, but who maintain
as well the capacity to think independently, beyond the constraints of day-to-day
management and the current limits on the capacity of their institutions.
We need organizations that provide their leaders with the time and tools to think deeply
about what might be accomplished, to wrestle in sustained ways with big problems, and
to study with care the context of possible breakthroughs.
We need leaders who are especially skillful at building within their organizations a
sense of shared ownership of daring ideas. Listening is certainly an essential part of
leadership, but so is inspired teaching.
We need approaches to strategic planning that go beyond the traditional model of a
bottom-up accumulation of the suggestions of everyone in the organization to discern
common threads. The risk of such an approach is that it easily dissolves into a leastcommon-denominator process that drowns individual creativity.

So the back story of Colonial Williamsburg brings us face-to-face with some central
paradoxes of leadership.
•
•
•
•

The leader must be both within and outside of the institution.
The leader must be fluent in the prose of near-term steps but also eloquent in the poetry
of long-term goals.
The servant leader must be as well the master of imagination.
In the equation of catalysis, philanthropy is key and a capable organization is essential,
but both are meaningless without the idea.

In the end, Dr. Goodwin’s “Restoration thought” reminds us to pay attention to where
philanthropy’s great purposes come from and challenges us to raise our sights and take on
the demanding work of true creativity. A stroll at dusk among the ghosts of Williamsburg
leaves us with the sense of wonder and promise Carl Sandburg expressed in “Washington
Monument by Night”:
The Republic is a dream.
Nothing happens unless first a dream.20

20

From Slabs of the Sunburnt West (1922).
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SELDOM ASKED QUESTIONS
By Ken Bartels
In preparing my contribution to Conversation 2010, I asked myself the following: “What
questions have we never (or seldom) asked about philanthropy? Why must we ask them now
and how will we respond?”
Introductory thoughts:
•
•

•

Never is a very strong word. To suggest that these questions have not been posed by
someone at sometime in the past is to appear rather arrogant or rather foolish – or both.
That said, over some thirty-six years there certainly have been topics, procedures, beliefs,
philosophies, even truths, that have not had a certain kind of scrutiny applied to them in
my opinion.
In answer to the first question, I will pose my questions, “Letterman fashion,” as a “top
ten” list and then attempt to answer them in line with the second question.

With apologies to Letterman then, my top ten questions “that we have never before (or
seldom) asked about philanthropy.”
1. Does the average person even understand what philanthropy is? (That’s even for those
who practice it.)
2. Where is philanthropy introduced as a concept in today’s society?
3. If you accept that philanthropy is beneficial to the world, why is it that so many do not
embrace it in any fashion?
4. Are philanthropy and advancement simply linked or are they similar in their basic values?
5. Advancement and fundraising are different in my world. Does that mean that
philanthropy and giving are different as well?
6. Time, talent and treasure…are they the only things that measure philanthropy and
philanthropists?
7. Are we sure that everything we raise money for is philanthropy? (Can you
philanthropically support a “bad thing?”)
8. When one looks at the history of philanthropy to date and then attempts to project it into
the future, what stands out as the facets to protect versus the facets to discard?
9. Could the world live without “it”? (That is, both philanthropy and the causes it assists).
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10. If the average person does not understand it, can it possibly be as important as we believe
it to be or are we just creating our own preferred outcomes? (If it is that important, how do
we do a MUCH better job of educating people about it and engaging them and their
dollars within it?)

My answers, more like my thoughts, now need to follow, and, WOW, am I in over my grayhaired head! That admission stated, however, I will just do that, answer the questions, and
see what happens. They are my questions after all. We will try a James Joyce kind of stream
of consciousness effort and hope it is at least unique to Conversation 2010 if not actually
helpful to “philanthropy”.
1. Does the average person even understand what philanthropy is? I strongly doubt it.
Several years ago I saw a video produced by the Minnesota Council on Foundations that
was a series of random, street, interviews asking the question, “what is philanthropy”?
The answers were amazing and mostly wrong. Everything from believing that
philanthropy was the study of prehistoric fish, to linking it to philandering, to describing
it as a painful surgical procedure. Of course, some people got it right but the point clearly
was…most didn’t know what philanthropy was. The chilling outcome is that the general
public is our collective donor and prospect pool. If we are assuming that we only need to
explain why they should give to our special project or organization…we are mistaken. We
must start with why they should give anything to anyone at anytime. The benchmark
appears on the whole to be very low.
2. Where is philanthropy introduced as a concept in today’s society? I recall my first
encounter with philanthropy (at least I think I recall it). I was with my paternal
grandfather in church. Collection plate time arrived and he handed me a quarter. I was
happy to take it and I put into my pocket only to be admonished that the quarter was to be
placed into the passing plate and be given away! What sense did this make? To me, at the
time, no sense. I had no concept that a church needed money to operate and to do God’s
work. In fact, my question likely was more in the direction of why would God need my
quarter…a quarter I had only just received. But, enough about my grandfather’s
generosity.
So, where does the concept get introduced then? It would seem to me that some of the
more traditional ways still exist. That would be churches, Salvation Army bell-ringers,
needy family assistance efforts, smaller-scale endeavors that might include smaller-size
donors. Here is the deal though, now days it’s really other places that appear to be the
introduction portals. That would be the food pantries, clothing drives, walks, runs, relays,
shelter providers, dream-makers and hands-on clinics just to name a few. Big-time,
organized charities, whether they be diseases, education, social service, cultural, or
whatever, do not seem to be where people are learning about giving. Knowledge of
giving seems to be assumed at these places…something that doesn’t hold up for me. The
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same is starting to show up with volunteering as well. Ask folks to participate in
something with a specific task and time table…get in, do it, get out…you have a shot at
their time and their attention. Ask folks about three-year board service, long-term
campaigns and multi-year pledges and see how fast you’re looking for another
conversation.
3. If you accept that philanthropy is beneficial to the world, why is it that so many do not
embrace it in any fashion? Well, a lot of people just might not care about the needs and
values of philanthropy. They might believe that they need their cash for themselves. They
certainly might not be educated in the ways and means of philanthropy as already has
been pointed out. They may not see their participation as meaningful or even sought.
When you’re hearing about billion dollar efforts (a trillion dollar campaign anyone?) it
might be difficult to envision that your $25 mail-in response will actually be helpful…so
why make it? On another note, however, it could be argued that we in the profession may
not be seeing our own philanthropic world clearly enough. Maybe philanthropy is being
overhauled into more of a doing thing than a giving one. Maybe it is being embraced but
not in the ways we are used to and most comfortable with…bar charts, giving
percentages, cost-to-raise a dollar analysis, giving clubs. Just maybe it’s happening on a
very, one-to-one level…really personal…people helping people. Hands-on, straight-up, no
receipts necessary because it’s not going to be deducted anyway. I hope that’s true,
actually, because I think that would mean that philanthropy is growing…not just in dollar
terms but in its understanding. Big institutions were not always big. Harvard and Mayo
and the United Way started out small, local…people providing service, help, direction and
guidance to other people seeking it from friends, or at least, people who they could deal
with face to face. I know that internet fundraising is all the rage and the next, great thing. I
have no doubt that’s true but I do doubt whether it’s teaching philanthropy. I have a
saying, “sometimes wrong, but never in doubt.” It works for me. You’ll read that again
later.
4. Are philanthropy and advancement simply linked or are they similar in their basic
values? They are linked if you “just raise money” for a living. They are similar if you
vibrantly believe that what you raise money for changes the world even just a little bit.
Advancement so often is a means to an end. Philanthropy can be the end that justifies the
means. The value question comes into play here as well. Curing cancer is a worthy
philanthropic effort. What happens if it’s cured though? The cancer advancement machine
dismantled? Find a new need? (Remember the original mission of the March of Dimes
to cure polio? Once that occurred, leaders had to ask these same questions. Rather
than dismantling, they chose to refocus the mission on eradicating birth defects.)
Philanthropy is passion to me. It goes way, way, beyond the fundraising part. As much as
I always prided myself on my organizational abilities and management savvy those were
only the things that got to the point of the matter…the betterment of someone…a student,
a patient, a starving orphan, a shelter, someone experiencing disaster, even those desiring
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to hear classical music, create art treasures and neuter animals. Yes, philanthropy and
advancement are linked. Yes, the great organizations at all levels have all their similarities
well covered. No, don’t raise money for a living…raise money for living. (Wow, these
answers are really getting sermonized aren’t they?)
5. Advancement and fundraising are different in my world. Does that mean that
philanthropy and giving are different as well? Heck, yes! And I already answered this
question somewhere along the way. Strategy compared to tactics…Purpose compared to
practice…Vision compared to action…You must have both! Joel Arthur Barker, a futurist
from Minnesota (where else?!) put it this way: “Vision without Action is merely a Dream;
Action without Vision just passes the Time; Vision in Action can Change the World.” Who
am I to argue with a futurist? Seriously, philanthropy to me represents the highest of the
human spirit. The fact that someone without coercion parts with a gift of some type to an
individual, cause, organization or institution in the hope that the gift will lead to a
betterment of some kind. The fact that there may be an advantage secured by this giver for
the gift is where the giving notion comes in. There are people in this world who give
without promise of reward. There are some people in this world who give with the
knowledge that there is a benefit, tax write-off, or not, with their generosity. Both
descriptions are philanthropic but somehow the one only directed at betterment seems to
be the more perfect form. The same comparison fits (again for me) between advancement
and fundraising. Advancement signals a process of relationships, time passage, stronger
understandings than fundraising does. Fundraising hints at a shorter range need or
expectation and, perhaps, a less process oriented effort. While I admit that this may not
always be the case, the use of advancement for fundraising came about for a reason. One
reason would have to be the fact that fundraising seemed too direct, too necessary, too
common to go along with the larger role and vision of development that is attached to the
advancement terminology. Semantics? Maybe, but no more than are in play in other
professions. Find the word games in the legal, medical, business, service and financial
sectors. They are certainly there to find.
6. Time, talent and treasure…are they the only things that measure philanthropy and
philanthropists? No, not even close. In fact the three t’s only set limits and artificial
bounds. Philanthropy and philanthropists are best measured in three, other, vital ways:
Results, Rewards and Responsibility. Results…what did the time, talent and treasure
actually accomplish? Did it build, cure, aid, inform, fix, create? Rewards…who benefited
from the time, talent and treasure? Was it recipient, organization, donor, client, outcast,
insider? Responsibility…What is left to be done, and who is to do it? How are people or
organizations different, changed, empowered, informed, structured? Philanthropy and its
proponents can look to these three r’s and provide answers that only relate to the three t’s
that get all the attention. It is not enough to answer a need, even a prayer, unless there is a
spot of education, self-improvement, and understanding that things can be better. To not
provide these is tantamount to sentencing some in our midst to a never-ending story of
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need and longing and cheapen the ultimate, greatest, power associated with
philanthropy…hope.

An aside on style…James Joyce, famous writer, noted for a literary form known as “indirect
interior monologue.” 21 This humble paper is a humble imitation.
7. Are we sure that everything we raise money for is philanthropy? (Can you
philanthropically support a “bad thing”)? I seriously doubt that all dollars raised are
philanthropic, certainly in terms of intent. You do have the “tax deduction” factor. You
have the “obligation to give” factor. You have the “just get it over with” factor.
Nonetheless (love that word) a great many gifts are motivated by all the right reasons and
have the integrity associated with philanthropy. By my thinking, while you can give
money to support a “bad thing” it is doubtful that such an action could be philanthropic.
What might a bad thing be? A hate organization of some type, a too strident agency, a
hidden agenda institution using its gifts for purposes beyond what might be advertised.
Philanthropy to me has a purpose of doing good as its bedrock principle and without that
a gift is not philanthropic. So, support your bad things if you must and your conscience
allows you to do so, and maybe even deduct it…but you’re not a philanthropist in my
book.
8. When one looks at the history of philanthropy to date and then attempts to project it
into the future, what facets stand out to protect versus the facets to discard? Facets to
protect: Choice, Intent, Betterment, Judgment, Care, Carefulness, Hope, Invention,
Activity, Vision. Facets to discard, and there are fewer of these I feel, Power,
Discrimination, Misinformation, Fraud, Hypocritical. While philanthropy will change and
morph in the future as all elements of society must do, if the facets to keep are emphasized
and the facets to discard deemphasized, then the spirit of philanthropy has a shot at
continuing to be shared, used, and valued. One, tiny, point…philanthropy is not universal
in use or encouragement the world over…BUT generosity is! Forced to make a choice, I’d
take generosity. Actually, I’d like them both to be more broadly understood and
embraced.
9. Could the world live without “it”? “It” being philanthropy and the causes it assists. I sure
hope not. If the world can exist without philanthropy then either things have gotten really,
really good for the world (nice thought, but…) or the place has lost its way completely. All
the word roots of philanthropy point to a concept of care, compassion, love, service, aid,
help, support, and a belief that those things can be and will be applied by people to people
and the causes and issues that all those people represent. Philanthropy is not just
fundraising for needs (as has been shared several times already) but is the highest form of

Melvin Friedman, “Stream of Consciousness: A Study in Literary Method”, (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1956), p. 216.
21
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humanity. The trust that the concept generates and has secured is distinctive and
meaningful and it has provided the basis for global efforts aimed at global concerns,
global interests, and global priorities. Philanthropy also goes beyond help for the helpless
in that it provides for the arts, museums, music and the like. It presents opportunities for
education, health care, social services. Philanthropy gives us all something to be proud of,
to invest in, to share ourselves with, and to do greater good. Can the world exist without
it? Nope.
10. If the average person does not understand it, can it (philanthropy) possibly be as
important as we believe it to be, or are we just creating our own preferred outcomes? (If
it is that important, how do we do a MUCH better job of educating people about it and
engaging them and their dollars within it?) Just fell into my own mental trap with that
dollars reference but I will move on anyway. I remain convinced that philanthropy is not
only important, but vital, to the future of humankind (heck, maybe even universe-wise.
Did you see the new Star Trek movie?) Our preferred outcome, although a correct one, has
little to do with process as it has with expectations. The world that we have has come to
depend on the noble callings within philanthropic individuals and organizations that they
create and use. Expectations fall into all the appropriate categories…cash, creativity,
concerns, connections, communication, clarity, challenge, community, complexity, and
completion. Philanthropy without the expected outcome of assistance and recognized
change for the good is pretty useless…just effort and expense for nothing. Instead, cure a
disease, fix a limb, teach a language, play the harp, find a shelter, make a wish, dig a well,
build a clinic, share an image, inspire an effort, match a plan, …toss a coin…in a homeless
person’s cap, in a billion dollar campaign, in a McDonald’s jar, in the collection plate. We
learn and educate by doing, witnessing, sharing, promoting. No holding back. No
bashfulness. No regrets. Sometimes wrong but never in doubt! Philanthropy is important.
The generation of greater understanding of its value will continue to evolve. But, we have
to keep it in the forefront of what we care about ourselves and what we hope others will
care about as well. Philanthropy will look different in the future as it looks differently
today than a generation ago. Access, interest, endeavors, degrees, variations,
responses…changes here are all okay…and wise over time. Philanthropy in the end is not
about who helps whom for what and how, but rather why they even bother to do so. That
they do is enough for me to celebrate.
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THE FUTURE OF PHILANTHROPY
By Joseph M. Zanetta
I love history – particularly twentieth century American history. I think it harkens back to
an experience I had in first grade. I was a “good student” and probably my niceness and
good manners caused me to be the teacher’s favorite. It served me well in that the Governor
of New York State, Nelson A. Rockefeller, was coming to the local community college in my
hometown of Jamestown, New York to officially dedicate the brand new campus. It was an
exciting day, and I was selected to present the Governor with a gift.
That was in 1960. Fifty years ago! Amazing! I became a fan of Governor Rockefeller, and
had the pleasure of meeting him several times during his long tenure as Governor and later
Vice President of the United States. So my love of history came naturally – as a first grader –
and I have considered myself an amateur historian for the past – gulp – fifty years. It made
a huge impact on my life to have met the individual from the family that in so many ways
created major philanthropy in the United States.
My grandmother – whom I was incredibly fond of – lived through the entire twentieth
century. She was born in 1903, and died at the ripe old age of 102. During her long and
interesting life, she would often tell me about the Great Depression. She became a widow in
the spring of 1929 and was left with two children to feed and care for. A few months later,
the Great Depression hit the country. She had been frugal, but lost most of her savings and
stock that she had purchased. Many times she told me about how painful and difficult it
was for herself, her daughters, family members, and the entire country to recover from that
economic cataclysm. She often said “you are so lucky that you will never live to see banks
close.” She went on to say – “Seeing your hard earned money go poof when the bank closes
makes you feel so helpless and weak. But my grandson will never live to see that happen
again.”
Guess what? My grandmother (Mary Martinelli) was wrong. During the summer of 2008, I
was driving to my office and saw a huge crowd gathering outside of the Pasadena
headquarters of Indy Mac. It reminded me of that scene from “It’s A Wonderful Life” when
George Bailey is leaving Bedford Falls for his honeymoon with Mary when he too saw a
crowd in front of the Bailey Brothers Savings and Loan. And it took luck and tenacity for
him to save the “Crummy old business” from closing.
Indy Mac was not so lucky. It actually failed that day – and I was a witness to history
repeating itself. In 2008, the country saw many banks and financial institutions fail. Lehman
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Brothers, Bear Stearns, Merrill Lynch, Countrywide Savings, Madoff… the list goes on and
on – and you get the picture. My grandmother was wrong – I did live to see banks fail. I
saw people lose fortunes in the stock market. I lost money in the stock market. Many of my
friends lost money, including some who had savings beyond the federally insured limit of
$100,000.
What does this have to do with charitable giving? Most of the charitable giving in this
country is provided by individuals. The most recent Giving U.S.A. survey that I have seen
confirms that approximately 80 to 90 percent of charitable giving is the result of individuals
making a voluntary gift to a non-profit. Foundations, created by individuals, and
corporations managed by individuals, contribute the balance. In my view, the earthquake
or tsunami that occurred in the financial markets in 2008 have served as a defining moment
for our generation, much as the Great Depression served as a defining moment for our
grandparents. Baby Boomers and Gen X and Y will forever remember that scene that I
witnessed – a financial institution closing, people losing their funds, a crisis. The failsafe
mechanism that Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal administration put into place in
the 1930’s were unable to prevent a repeat from occurring.
People lost their homes. People lost their savings. Baby Boomers saw the value of their
hard-earned retirement funds decline in value. Others saw their homes value plunge, their
stock holdings reduced dramatically, their bonds “called” or put into a discount category.
As many financial analysts have stated – “there was no place to hide during the economic
crisis of 2008.” I wish we had a name for what occurred – something like Great Depression
Two might work.
There is irrefutable evidence that philanthropy continued to thrive during the 1930’s. The
Sisters of Little Company of Mary whom I work for opened a brand new hospital in
Chicago in 1930. My alma mater secured a significant gift from Myron Taylor, the
Chairman of U.S. Steel, which provided for a new home for the Cornell Law School to be
built in the 1930’s. There are many other examples of giving. And in 2009, despite all of the
concerns cited, the decline in charitable giving was not huge. There was a decline of about
10 to 15% in gifts nationwide. But what is significant is that the decline represented the
largest slow-down during the last fifty years.
What is the impact on philanthropy? I shall return to my grandmother’s statement about
how she had to worry about finding money for food and shelter. Her nest egg was gone.
The bank had failed. Her stock in the local company was worthless. Many of us have had
our real life experience that this too could happen. And in fact, it happened to many of us.
We were taught that if you worked hard, went to college and graduate school, got a good
job, saved money, you would be able to meet your family obligations. You most likely
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would retire with a handsome income, and could give back to society and honor the social
contract.
All of that came to a screeching halt in 2008. Everything we had worked so hard to achieve
– homes and savings and retirement funds – were subject to a huge and shocking decline in
value. There was no place to hide. I have friends who worked at Indy Mac bank and their
lives have never been the same. Our national psyche took a hit and people no longer have
the confidence and belief that economic security is achievable.
Those pensions that you counted on could be evaporated by a court procedure. Insolvency,
liquidation, foreclosure, dissolution, and bankruptcy have become buzzwords that have a
dark and menacing translation: go to jail, do not pass go, forfeit your $200. So the first
impact on philanthropy is obvious – people are not feeling like they have achieved
economic security, so people most likely will reconsider their generosity towards nonprofits. Individual donors whom I have met with are less inclined to make a multi-year
commitment due to the turmoil in their balance statement. I have never been a believer that
tax considerations motivate individuals to make charitable gifts. However, we need to get
back to the basics, and discuss what does motivate one to make charitable gifts.
During my thirty year career in philanthropy, I have developed several core values and
beliefs as to guiding principles. Most of my work has been with individuals at a variety of
institutions – alma mater, college, university, prep school, medical center foundation. Some
of the individuals made significant commitments to various non-profits that I was
privileged to represent. The Cornell alumnus wanted to give back and provide a
scholarship, because he had attended the university on a scholarship. The Belmont Hill
School parent made a generous planned gift, because his three sons had all attended the
school and received fine educations. The Whittier College trustee endowed a chair in his
and his wife’s name, and funded a major building renovation in his father’s name. His
father had been a member of the Whittier College Faculty during the 1920’s. Finally, many
of the generous donors I have worked with at my present institution received excellent
health care, and indeed were “grateful patients.”
Why do people give? There are a variety of reasons. A loyalty to alma mater. A feeling of
gratitude towards a high school that educated one’s children. A desire to honor the
memory of a loved one. A need to support a hospital. These are reasons that shape
individual’s charitable side. The social contract has always stated that we give to those less
fortunate than us. I refer it to the Robin Hood theory – we take from the rich to give to the
poor. But in the world of philanthropy, we do not “take” from the rich – they make
voluntary commitments to a variety of wonderful charitable organizations.
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Therein lies the second defining moment in our lives and in the world of philanthropy. In
2009, Americans generously made gifts totaling approximately $300 billion dollars. But the
federal government, through a new acronym known as A.R.R.A. made nearly $800 billion
available through “stimulus” funding. Charities are scrambling to get in line for this new
source of funding – terms like “shovel ready” and “economic engines” have replaced
phrases like loyalty and the goodwill that a private donor receives when she makes a
voluntary gift. The federal funding available to charitable organizations has dwarfed
private giving.
How does this impact philanthropy? People think that the government will handle the
organization’s capital needs. There are countless examples throughout the country where a
private organization, charitably organized, was struggling to get the message out that it
needs private dollars. And along comes the federal government with barrels of money, and
the focus shifts from philanthropy to hiring high – priced law firms and consultants who
understand A.R.R.A. funding.
My own view is that this has made philanthropy in some ways less appealing to private
donors. Why would a private donor, already feeling vulnerable due to the downturn in
his/her investments and real estate, make a significant gift when the federal government is
exercising its largesse? The focus on stimulus funding, and the attention it has received, has
in some ways served as a chilling influence on individual philanthropy.
So we need to get back to the basics, and understand what motivates an individual to make
a significant commitment in the first place. The reasons I stated are just a few factors in the
decision to make a charitable gift or bequest. People have a lifetime association with an
organization as a volunteer or board member. An individual attended a private grade
school, high school, college or university, and those experiences helped shape his or her life.
Values are learned through education. Social causes drive individuals to participate in
feeding the poor, working at a homeless shelter, building homes through Habitat for
Humanity, and developing a commitment to eradicating a disease. Organized religions are
values based, and certainly the recipient of a huge percentage of the charitable gifts in the
United States. The arts provide wonderful opportunities for private giving, and many of
our museums and symphony halls are the recipients of gifts from civic minded individuals.
In Los Angeles, the Getty Center and the Disney Concert Hall are two wonderful tributes to
the incredible generosity of J. Paul Getty and Walt and Lillian Disney. That kind of giving
serves as a way to model behavior and encourage other donors to likewise support the arts.
But I continue to believe that the economic trauma brought on by the collapse of our
financial markets, and the resulting increase in federal funding to non-profits, will serve as
an albatross on our efforts for the next decade and possibly longer. As an individual who
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considers himself quite philanthropic (trying to give 10% of my income annually), I have rethought my giving based on the harshness of the new economic realities. At one point I was
quite confident I would continue to be generous through annual gifts and create some
legacy opportunities through a planned gift. Indeed I may eventually do so, but rebuilding
my personal balance sheet, funding my son’s college education, and planning for my
retirement all have taken more of my hard-earned dollars, since many of my assumptions
on growth and income have been seriously undermined by what took place.
And I am not alone. The pyramid in giving where the top donors provide the vast majority
of a charity’s incomes are the very same individuals whose financial statements have been
affected by the downturn. Warren Buffet is no longer as wealthy as he once was. Nor is Bill
Gates. Certainly they will continue to be generous, but all individuals have to re-assess
giving in light of the new economic realities we all face. This factor, combined with the
federal government’s ability to literally print money and distribute it to many charitable
organizations lead me to believe that we do not yet fully understand the impact on giving.
There has been a sea-change, a paradigm shift, and those of us who toil in the fields of
charitable giving need to have a better sense of the altered landscape. It cannot be business
as usual. The gyrations of the stock market, where we have witnessed huge swings between
bull territories and bear markets, will be with us for some time. There is no instant cure to
rebuilding your net worth.
I have no crystal ball which tells the future. However, just as I was made aware of the
importance of good manners and being a gentleman in first grade from my teacher Miss
Lodestro, I have also learned a great deal about philanthropy during my thirty year career.
Economic security is something that people strive to achieve as a prerequisite for being
generous, and many of the pillars of that security (savings, home and hearth, stocks and
bonds) were put at risk by the changes that took place in our economy. I am not pointing
my fingers at anyone. Many people acting in good faith caused the problems to develop.
My concern is about the future, and how nonprofit organizations will navigate the waters
brought on by this sea change.
Nelson Rockefeller figured it out. He and his brothers created the Rockefeller Brothers
Fund, because they were not satisfied to meet their obligation to society through the
foundation that their grandfather had created. So we can look to the Rockefeller family as
individuals who have supported schools, colleges, universities, medical centers, and arts
organizations, third world countries, for over 100 years.
And my grandmother figured it out although she did not have the resources of the
Rockefeller family. When she died, she had a bag stored in her bedroom that contained
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several thousands of dollars – because she never regained the trust in those banks that
closed.
So perhaps we can weave together the lessons of Nelson Rockefeller, Mary Martinelli and
others too numerous to mention, and together develop a new attitude that will be based on
the core values of stewardship, justice, philanthropy and the social contract.

63 G A R Y H U B B E L L C O N S U L T I N G C O N V E R S A T I O N 20 10 ~ C O L O N I A L W I L L I A M S B U R G , VA

64 G A R Y H U B B E L L C O N S U L T I N G C O N V E R S A T I O N 20 10 ~ C O L O N I A L W I L L I A M S B U R G , VA

65 G A R Y H U B B E L L C O N S U L T I N G C O N V E R S A T I O N 20 10 ~ C O L O N I A L W I L L I A M S B U R G , VA

WHAT‘S LOVE GOT TO DO WITH PHILANTHROPY
AND THE SOCIAL SECTOR?
By Ken Hubbell
This essay is my first attempt to articulate an intuitive feeling about a reformation that is
underway in the world of social change. My thinking has been influenced by nearly two
decades of field experience facilitating change efforts for private foundations, nonprofit
organizations, tribal governments, and sometimes intermediary institutions like health
centers, community colleges, universities and state agencies. Along the way, I have been
assembling a point of view (and a set of provocative insights and quotes) that I’m just now
beginning to articulate.
I have a profound sense that the field has run into a couple of major blind spots. These are
largely generated by our own incomplete mental models of how change occurs and can be
sustained and by our own inability to examine the deeper sources from which systems
operate.
To borrow a simple observation from Ronald Heifetz’s insightful work on leading change,
we have applied technical know-how to complex situations without clear rules that are
constantly changing and adaptive, and thus, can’t be solved merely through known, linear
solutions. Heifetz advances a notion of adaptive work as the learning required to address
conflicts in the values people hold or to diminish the gap between the values people stand
for and the reality they face:
“…Adaptive challenges require experiments, new discoveries, and adjustments from
numerous places in the organization or community. Without learning new ways—
changing attitudes, values, and behaviors—people can’t make the adaptive leap
necessary to thrive in the new environment…Indeed, the single most common source of
leadership failure we’ve been able to identify—in politics, community life, business or
the nonprofit sector—is that people…treat adaptive challenges like technical
problems. 22”

The prevailing technical-scientific paradigm currently in practice in the social sector has
produced many outstanding impacts and obvious benefits to individuals, families,
institutions, and communities. The current context in the field is heavily shaped by a
Ronald Heifetz and Marty Linsky; Leadership on the Line, Harvard Business School Press, Boston, 200, pages
12-15.
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growing emphasis on technical sophistication. The sector has been influenced by the world
of business, embracing and emphasizing the importance of accountability, performance and
impact measures, and return on investment. The underlying assumption is that the field
must accelerate efficiency, productivity, and scale to produce impact. Added emphasis on
short-term achievements has reinforced a growing reliance on borrowed “best practices.”
Constant marketing pressures have contributed to an unhealthy focus on brand and
competition for resources.
On one hand, this certainly makes sense as it reflects the common cultural norm. However,
when I look at the larger social sector ecosystem I see that we’ve missed the mark and have
hit a plateau. It seems that applying technical solutions does not work for complex and
adaptive situations that are so commonly at the center of most social change challenges:
natural ecosystems, communities, organizations, and individual living organisms. Simply
defined, adaptive systems are a set of interacting or interdependent entities that together
are able to respond to changes in their environment, and that, through information
feedback can adapt to changes. 23 Such changes are often both gradual and episodic. Such
systems are shaped by the interplay between change and persistence and between
predictability and unpredictability. 24
Therefore, one of our blind spots obscured an important constraint: we have fine-tuned
some pieces of the social change process but failed to discern the whole. We got lost in
control and management and overlooked love and respect, and the old practices of listening
and community. We opted for technique, precision, and compartmentalization when we
should have been focused on whole systems, learning from feedback, and seeking to
understand our place in the larger system. The current recession has magnified the issues.
More than ever the field needs to discover ways to integrate these and achieve a new point
of view. To do this, we must face the second blind spot. In a rush to make change, change
agents and organizations rarely seek to understand the source from which our intentions
and actions arise. C. Otto Scharmer describes the importance of discerning “the interior
condition of the intervener:”
In the process of conducting our daily business and social lives, we are usually aware of
what we do and what others do; we also have some understanding of how we do things,
the processes we and others use when we act. Yet if we were to ask the question, ‘From

Retrieved from Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adaptive_system on
January 27, 2010
24 Lance Gunderson and C. S. Holling; Panarchy-Understanding Transformations in Human and Natural Systems,
Island Press, Washington, D. C., 2002, page 5
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what source does our action come?’ most of us would be unable to provide an
answer.”25

By overlooking the deeper source beneath our thoughts and actions, we tend to
misdiagnose the complex environment in which we’re operating, and then overlook our
own role in contributing to the dynamics of the whole system. Thus, to reconcile the impact
of these considerable blind spots, I believe leaders must make a bigger space for love,
caring, compassion and a commitment to the larger, greater good in the practice of social
change.

What do we Mean by Love Anyway?
Adam Kahane lifts up a definition of love that is useful for us in this context. Referring to
work by theologian Paul Tillich, he defined love as “the drive toward unity of the
separated. So love in this sense is the drive to reconnect and make whole that which has
become or appears fragmented.26 In Peter Senge’s Fifth Discipline, love is described as an
attitude and sensibility: as commitment to serve and a willingness to be vulnerable in the
context of that service. It usually requires the full and unconditional commitment to
another’s completion. 27 C. Otto Scharmer included a powerful statement about love from
Japanese philosopher Kitaro Nishida as he outlined a shift in the approaches of actionscience, “love is the power by which we grasp ultimate reality. Love is the deepest
knowledge of things.”28
This sense of engagement and service with others is a key feature of a loving approach. It
implies the “others” have a presence and a right to co-create the world. Furthermore, it
suggests that if individuals and organizations are really to grasp reality and connect the
pieces into a sensible whole, then leaders have a responsibility to understand their own
inner place and condition—the source from which they operate—and its impact on their
attention and choices. 29

C. Otto Scharmer; Theory U: Leading from the Future as it Emerges, Society for Organizational Learning,
Cambridge, MA 2007,page 7
26 Adam Kahane; Power and Love: A Theory and Practice of Social Change, 2010; Berrett-Koehler Publishers, inc.,
San Francisco, page 2 .
27 Peter Senge; The Fifth Discipline, Currency-Doubleday, New York, 1990, page 285
28 C. Otto Scharmer; Theory U: Leading from the Future as it Emerges, Society for Organizational Learning,
Cambridge, MA, 2007, page 109
29 Scharmer, page 7
25
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Largely institutions have been operating from the control mode for years, despite the
continued complexity and unpredictability of the times. This tension is articulated in a
simple booklet, Ten Things to Do in a Conceptual Emergency:
“The world is once again exposing our ignorance and lack of understanding—but
now we reach instinctively not for mystery but for control. This a natural
psychological response to being overwhelmed by complexity and uncertainty…The
love and fear responses are always present. The challenge is to get them in the right
balance….For it is in the love loop that we find our creativity, energy, and the
hidden human resources we need to cope with the unprecedented. 30
In the face of accelerating growth and development practices, the field turned to
specialization and competition, despite the emphasis for most grant recipients to produce
new levels of consensus and collaboration. We overlooked the fact that certainty is just
another point of view and we underinvested in learning and adaptation. In many instances,
the consequences of these choices elevated the role and influence of experts and specialists.
This trend has not slowed the problems that are structural or systemic. Generally this rush
has obscured the value of subjective and lived experience. Emphasizing the internal
knowledge and operating timelines of institutions obscures access to the wisdom and
insight from community that is needed to address the complexities of our era and make
sense of it.
“Our society reveres measurable results, financial success and intellectual competency,”
observed Fetzer Institute president Tom Beech.“
I suggest that our over-emphasis of them and our preoccupation with results have
contributed to our current situation…Our focus on short-term results has blinded us
to the systemic nature and interconnectedness of all of our institutions and has
yielded long-term results of disastrous proportions.” 31
This limited perspective affects the larger social sector. The Fetzer Institute commissioned a
quantitative survey in 2009 of over statistically representative 1,400 adults in the U.S. The
survey results revealed that there “is in the U. S. a strong and growing longing for
communities that work, that are nourishing and life-affirming for everyone, that are
characterized by deep relationships, inner strength, hospitality, and spiritual power.”
Despite the optimism, 80% of survey respondents believe the world is too divided and that
we don’t love one another because we can’t get past divisions.
International Futures Forum; Ten Things to Do in a Conceptual Emergency, 2003; IFF; Andrews, Scotland;
page8.
31 Tom Beech; “Leadership for Our Times,” Fall 2009, Fetzer Institute News; Kalamazoo, MI, page 2.
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Public surveys reflect the spirit of the current times, which clearly are marked by the kind
of creative tension listed in previous sections of this paper. Finding balance between shortterm action and deep, systemic and community integration is a leadership challenge for the
sector.
The contemporary social challenges that frame much of the work of philanthropy are
intensely complex and growing ever more so. Adam Kahane and C. Otto Scharmer describe
this frame of complexity as having three interconnected features: dynamic complexity,
when cause and effect are interdependent and far apart in time and space; social
complexity, when the stakeholders involved have different or competing interests and
perspectives, and generative or emergent complexity, when the patterns of change are
disruptive and unfamiliar and the best practice solutions of the past aren’t effective. 32
The underlying drivers for this increasing complexity are four interrelated forces
(ecological, social, economic, and spiritual) that generate difficult systemic challenges for
philanthropy and the social sector. Any economic solution has social and ecological impacts
and numerous unforeseen consequences; and likewise, protecting ecosystems and reducing
the impact of development on the atmosphere and the earth has obvious economic and
social repercussions. Continued income inequality, structural disadvantages or racism,
disease, and fear are challenging the spirit and resilience of communities and prompting
serious re-thinking about the human aspect of social and economic change.
These forces are part of a pattern of larger shifts where old ways of perceiving our
surroundings are disintegrating while some persist, and others—totally new—are in
formation. The new structure and the new story are not fully clear, but to be lasting a new
structure must address these guiding questions:
1. How can we create a more equitable global economy?
2. How can we deepen democracy and evolve institutions so all people can participate
and shape the solutions?
3. How can we renew our culture and build communities where love, tolerance, equal
opportunity, high expectations, health, and quality of place are common?
4. How can we protect our environment and natural resources and be wise stewards of
the planet?33
Scharmer notes that “we may recognize all these types of complexity in today’s institutions,
but we continue to deal with them inappropriately.” 34 Facing continuous complexity can
32
33

Kahane; Power and Love, page 5 and C. Otto Scharmer; Theory U, pages 59-61.
C. Otto Sharmer; Theory U, pages 81-96
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push leaders to choose technical responses since those are most familiar and predictable
when the situation calls for adaptive responses built upon discernment, learning,
experimentation, and innovation and approached in a more human and loving manner.
Too often our known approaches seem to be linear in design, provide insufficient leverage
and are overtly short-term in intent and implementation. These are self limiting from
inception because they ignore the systemic complexity and the pivotal role that all actors
play in contributing to the current dysfunction. “We pretend that our world is empty, but it
is not,” explains Adam Kahane, “often we assume that all it takes to create something
new—whether in business or politics or technology or art-- is purposefulness or power.
This is because we often assume that the context in which we create is an empty world: an
open frontier, a white space, a blank canvas. In general, this assumption is incorrect.” 35
Behind the prevailing ideas of social change is a tacit assumption: that social and natural
systems are predictable and can be directed to change if enough force or resources are
targeted at an issue or problem. This is the fundamental flaw in most of the change efforts.
Economies, financial markets, communities, networks, and organizations are complex,
highly adaptive and interdependent ecosystems that don’t stand still—they have inherent
knowledge and relationships and the will, life force, and ability to sustain them. The
essential characteristics of complex systems are uncertainty, surprise, and constant change.
They typically feature dense connections and interdependence and a tight coupling where a
change in any component has a ripple effect on others, and can amplify repercussions
across the system. Systems exhibit non-linear behavior where changes are not proportional
to their size and can alter their behavior, making forecasting based on the past highly
uncertain.36 According to social change scholar Margaret Wheatley, they respond
intelligently to the need for change. She emphasizes an insight from scientists Humberto
Maturana and Francisco Varela: “You can never direct a living system. You can only disturb
it.” 37
If we can develop new ways to relate to and respond to complex systems in our social
change efforts, then we’ll have to employ a new set of design principles. These principles
must include a respect for diversity and co-creation, humility, and love and an expansion of
boundaries.

C. Otto Scharmer; Theory U, page 79.
Kahane; Power and Love, page 4.
36 Thomas Homer-Dixon; The Ingenuity Gap, Vintage Books, New York,2002, pages 110-115
37 Margaret Wheatley; Finding Our Way, Berrett-Koehler Publishers, San Francisco, 2005, page 33-37
34
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Scientists believe we can only understand living and adaptive systems in the most general
ways and that we can’t foresee accurately how they will respond in the future. “The idea of
making a complex system do just what you want it to can be achieved only temporarily, at
best“ observed pioneering environmental scientist Donella Meadows.
“The future can’t be predicted, but it can be envisioned and brought lovingly into
being. Systems can’t be controlled, but they can be designed and redesigned…We
can’t impose our will on a system. We can listen to what the system tell us, and
discover how it’s properties and our values can work together to bring forth
something much better than could ever be produced by our will alone…We can’t
control systems or figure them out. But we can dance with them.”38

Living in a New Space of Ambiguity
A snapshot of the current era suggests the social sector is facing a dilemma. It is undergoing
a slow transition to a different world and set of social-cultural-spiritual norms. We are in
the overlap of two eras—one known but approaching exhaustion and a new one, not yet
clear and assimilated. The result is a confusing mix of the old and new. The mix suggests an
archetypal pattern though the specific content and context is contemporary.
There is a concept called mandorla that describes the transition that is underway. It is an
ancient symbol (often used in both Christian and Buddhist iconography) of two circles
coming together forming a transformation of opposing forces. Scholars and psychologists
describe the transition space as “the place where you arrive after you leave one room and
have not yet entered another. In this place you are living on the threshold and this requires
faith.” Navigating transitions requires new thinking. To reconcile the existing duality and
close the gap between reality and vision, you have to practice a shift in thinking from
“either-or” to “both-and.” Holding such dynamic tension allows leaders to live in a space of
continual ambiguity by facing uncertainty with a reservoir of confidence.
Jungian analyst Robert Johnson describes the power of a mandorla as “a true integration
…The two elements make something greater than either.”39 So, there is tremendous
promise in the mandorla if we can integrate opposing energies—or at least dance with
them. In Tibetan Buddhism, they describe the co-emergent nature of such transitions and
note that during such an experience “wisdom and confusion arise simultaneously….This
constant uncertainty may make everything seem bleak and almost hopeless; but if you look
more deeply at it, you will see that its very nature creates gaps, spaces in which profound
Donella Meadows; “Dancing With Systems,” The Systems Thinker, Vol. 13, No. 2, March, 2002, page 1.
Robert Johnson; “The Relationship of the Inner and the Outer,” Inward Light, Vol. XLVI, Spring, 1984, pages
1-4, as retrieved January 5, 2010 from http://fcrp.quaker.org/InwardLight100/100Johsnon1.html
38
39
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chances and transformation are continuously flowering—if, that is, they can be seen and
seized.”40
So, I suggest we are in the midst of a mandorla experience, and what is necessary to
navigate to a new era is an integration of love and action science—a dynamic new blend of
the technical and adaptive. The way through this transition is a more intentional joining of
the inner and the outer realities that leaders face. Such integration will require facing our
blind spots and uncovering the shadows from our light. We’ll need to reframe our notions
of community and social change with a much longer view.
This suggests that change agents will have to connect open minds and open hearts, with
their faith and personal resolve to approach social change in new ways. Organizations will
have to discover new and effective organizational learning processes and reformulate
theories of success—and ways it is usefully measured. Philanthropy will have to shift its
typical practices from philanthropy as relief, improvement and social reform even further
toward the more recent traditions of community engagement and collaboration that
accomplished philanthropic leaders Elizabeth Lynn and Susan Wisely described in a 2006
paper. “We can create the conditions for conversation,” they suggested, “in the hope that
new vision and fresh action will eventually emerge….we will be furthering public
deliberation and promoting discovery of new ways of seeing.”41
On the diagram that follows, I have illustrated a snapshot of the mandorla pattern. It
contains a selection of signals that are representative of the dynamics. Obviously, any group
could add and adjust an alternative selection of signals that can further illuminate the
concept.

Sogyal Rinpoche; The Tibetan Book of Living and Dying, Harper San Francisco, 1993, page 109.
Elizabeth Lynn and Susan Wisely, “Four Traditions of Philanthropy,” retrieved January 20, 2010 from
www.civicreflection.org/resource/d/28310/FourTraditionsofPhilanthropu.pdf
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Leading through the Social Change Mandorla
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Holding a Space for Love
There aren’t any quick and easy steps to integrate the kinds of complexity we’re facing. Surely,
we can hope for new technological innovations that provide more feedback and connectivity
among people and across systems and subsystems. The body of knowledge about useful ways
to guide or create social change is likely to provide additional good ideas that can be adapted
by institutions, organizations, and communities. There are many efforts in philanthropy and
the wider social sector that suggest positive ways to contribute to a new era.
The rest of the work is on us. In her closing comment from an article titled, “There are Limits to
Growth, but No Limits to Love,” Donella Meadows reminds us that love is both practical and
rational.“The world can never safely pass through the adventure of bringing itself to
sustainability if people do not view themselves and others with compassion. That compassion
is there, within all of us, just waiting to be used, the greatest resource of all, but one with no
limits.”42
So, we’ll have to hold open a space for love, humility, and learning. We’ll have to discover the
individual practices or disciplines that connect us to spirit and unleash loving mindfulness and
creativity. And we’ll have to reshape organizational culture to optimize collective ways of
nurturing integrities. “An integrity is not closed: it is constantly in relationship with its
environment and with other entities in the four critical domains of sovereignty, recognition,
reciprocity, and agency.” 43
While such shifts will be difficult, we have another asset that will help push past the
helplessness: our own ability to learn and adapt. As we understand how living systems
operate, we develop the skills we need: we become resilient, adaptive, aware, and creative. 44
In conclusion, I believe that the time for a reformation is here, and that important shifts are
already emerging. What is needed most is our resolve to embed reflection and deep
conversation into the cycle of strategic action and to seriously reframe our worldview. This will
require what Zen practitioners call “right action: action that is harmonious with our own reality
and with the reality around us.” 45

Donella Meadows; “There are Limits to Growth, but No Limits to Love,” retrieved November 30, 2009 from
http://www.sustainer.org/?paage_id=90&display_article=vn433btloveed
43 International Futures Forum; Ten Things to Do in a Conceptual Emergency, page 12
44 Margaret Wheatley; Finding Our Way, page 1
45 Parker Palmer; The Active Life, Harper Collins, New York, 1990, page 58
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Noted writer E. F. Schumacher, framed a solution to such dynamic tensions in an optimistic
note:
“Through all of our lives we are faced with the task of reconciling opposites which, in
logical thought, cannot be reconciled….by bringing into the situation a force that
belongs to a higher level where opposites are transcended—the power of
love…Divergent problems, as it were, force us to strain ourselves to a level above
ourselves; they demand, and thus provoke the supply of, forces from a higher level, thus
bringing love, beauty, goodness, and truth into our lives. 46

46

E. F. Schumacher as quoted in Parker Palmer; A Hidden Wholeness, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, 2004, page 179.
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FUNDING CHANGE IN THE MILLENNIAL AGE
In what ways will younger generational attitudes and interests shape
the practice of philanthropy?
By Lisa Scardina
A rise in awareness of and participation in hands-on service learning in Third World settings is a
key indicator for the future of philanthropy. Next-Gen donors want to get their hands dirty and get
real with their time and money.
Imagine for a moment the landscape of non-profit organizations in the United States 20 to
40 years from now. The original philanthropic paradigm in the time of the Carnegies and
Rockefellers couldn’t be more different today, as what we will experience in another
generation or two will be dramatically different from where we are today.
The number of non-profits in the United States has significantly increased in recent years –
by 27.3 percent from 1995 to 2005. 47 You only need to monitor the number of phone and
mail solicitation the average household receives in a typical week for evidence.
Additionally, with that increase comes a compounding amount of communication in the
marketplace about a wide variety of causes. Whether in Starbucks or Safeway, customers
are asked to support local, national and international non-profits in their work. How can a
worthy non-profit ever compete?
I traveled to El Salvador in November 2009 with a group of 15 people from Providence
Health & Services, where I work in the Health Services Integration division. Four
physicians, three nurses and a group of administrators went to visit two Sisters of
Providence who have served there for many years. The trip was designed as a formation
experience for current and future leaders of the organization, and indeed it helped to shape,
change and confirm notions that I have about the way the world works, especially around
the power of a new generation to harness personal investment to make positive changes
where it is needed the most.
The timing was right because I have been mulling on the idea of generational differences in
philanthropy for the past several years – about ways to fund positive change in
communities as paradigms are shifting. Cultural, social and economic foundations seem to
Amy Blackwood, Kennard Wing, Thomas H. Pollak, Public Charities, Giving and Volunteering. (Urban Institute,
Facts and Figures from the Nonprofit Almanac 2008).
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be crumbling and I find myself relying on conversations with those coming into adulthood
about the way they see the world to help the way I see mine – and the way I see the
evolving role of philanthropy. While Generation X is poised to take the helm of our
leadership institutions (Generation X defined as those born between 1961 and 1981; ages 2949 in the year 2010), Millennials (defined as those born between 1982 and 2003; ages 7-28 in
2010) are pushing and stretching conventional wisdom to recreate our institutions and
directionally re-align our country. Let’s consider the roles of these particular generations in
helping to shape the future of successful non-profits and their engagement with their
donors and key publics.
There were two Millennials who traveled with our delegation in El Salvador – Erika Murcia
from the local community and Alex Soleil from Seattle, Washington. They live in the Tierra
Blanca area of Usulutan and are charged with dispersing scholarship funds to the local
youth to encourage them to pursue higher levels of education. They have ideas about the
positive change needed there – and have the vantage point of living in the community,
talking with the new generation, seeing and living the realities in a way that no funder from
outside the country or even within the country can.
I believe Erika and Alex are building the exact skills necessary for future non-profit leaders
in the next generation – a breadth and depth of knowledge and understanding in
economics, politics, history, communications, technology and the liberal arts coupled with
field experience. They are indeed up to their elbows in the realities of the needs of the
community.

Putting this in context
Leslie Crutchfield and Heather McLeod Grant, authors of “Forces for Good,” write that
greatness is about managing the work outside the boundaries of the organization. They
believe in leverage to influence and transform others in order to do more with less.
Government, business, individual and non-profit networks need to work together to affect
positive change.48 I believe Millennials are uniquely suited for this task.
Gary Hubbell’s article, The Prophecy of Millennial Philanthropy, uses historical analysis
and the theory of generational personalities to suggest how Millennials will impact
philanthropy in the next 30-40 years. He provides a compelling framework for this
conversation. 49 I would like to expand on his findings with two particular lenses – that of a
communications professional (I have been working in strategic communications for nonprofits for the past 15 years) and an international aid worker.
48
49

Leslie Crutchfield and Heather McLeod Grant, Forces for Good. (John Wiley & Sons, 2008).
Gary J. Hubbell, The Prophecy of Millennial Philanthropy. (On the Cusp Publishing, 2009).
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Hubbell draws from the work of Strauss and Howe in describing Millennials as special,
sheltered, confident, team-oriented, achieving, pressured and conventional. 50 Hubbell says
that this generation loves to take action and they prefer to work in teams. They bring
practical strengths, optimism and teamwork to the table. This is a generation very
intentional about making a difference and building community. Steeped in solid values, the
Millennials will bring the same solution orientation to philanthropy that they have brought
(and will continue to bring) to every other aspect of their lives.51
I agree, and am further intrigued with a few facts:
•
•

•

Currently, 35% of undergraduate students at the University of Notre Dame pursue
service learning opportunities in a Third World country. 52
One student single-handedly raised more than $100,000 for the Congregation of
Holy Cross’s mission work in Uganda and then traveled there to help disperse the
money. 53
Over 15,000 Americans applied to the Peace Corps this year – an increase of 18%
over last year.54

There are thousands of college students who do field study as undergraduates or take to
the road after finishing their degrees to see firsthand how the world works. They are our
future leaders. We can make some assumptions about how they will approach seeing and
experiencing the world – the predispositions that they bring to these experiences – that can
and should influence how we structure and communicate about philanthropy to better
engage Baby Boomers, GenX and Millennials alike. Baby Boomers and GenX follow in the
communication habits that Millennials establish. Just look at the rising age of those active
on Facebook as one indicator. 55

Mercy Corps shows the way
One non-profit that is often looked to as a model for online giving and high engagement
with a younger demographic is Mercy Corps, based in Portland, Ore. They report donations
of more than $28 million annually to aid a wide variety of programs in developing
countries and the United States. Jeremy Barnicle, director of marketing at Mercy Corps,
reports that Mercy Corps established a strong brand presence with their cutting edge online
William Strauss and Neil Howe, Millennials Rising: The Next Great Generation (New York: Vintage Books,
2000), 43-44.
51 Gary J. Hubbell, The Prophecy of Millennial Philanthropy. (On the Cusp Publishing, 2009).
52 Interview with Fr. Jim King, C.S.C., Director, Office of Mission, University of Notre Dame, September 2009
53 Interview with Fr. Jim King, C.S.C., Director, Office of Mission, University of Notre Dame, September 2009
54 Peace Corps New Release, September 2009
55 Justin Smith, Fastest Growing Demographic on Facebook: Women Over 55. (Inside Facebook, February 2, 2009).
50
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giving strategy, which included being “first to market” with a robust website highlighting
giving opportunities for their international aid programs (www.mercycorp.org).
How does Mercy Corp see the future of giving? Perhaps more like Kiva (www.kiva.org),
which has become an industry standard in the “impact giving” arena with their compelling
online microloan financing website. Mercy Corps knows that technology can connect
donors to the giving opportunity in new and interesting ways, with an ever increasing
amount of transparency. On the Kiva site, you know who exactly you are giving your
money to, are told what they will do with it, and receive regular reports about how the
funds are being used and when the microloan will be paid back. Mercy Corp has focused
on soliciting for unrestricted funds, which offers the highest level of flexibility, but Barnicle
sees trends in the philanthropy market that indicate donors are moving toward wanting
more restrictions around their giving. That may not always be a good thing. Sometimes
donors don’t realize the necessary investment in infrastructure that can empower greater
positive change. Barnicle says that the evolving giving landscape requires that Mercy Corp
look into ways to incorporate the sort of specificity and transparency that investors with
Kiva are receiving.

Ask the Doctor
Here’s what one donor thinks, and he is not alone. He is a 38-year-old primary care
physician (GenX) whose insights shed light on the movement toward more intentionality
about making a difference and building community that Millennials are bringing to the
table:
On the health foundation front, marketing breast cancer can be problematic. Because of the
money being channeled into high profile advertising campaigns that promote single-issue
messages about health and the difference a donation to one disease can make, other things can
get overlooked. Providing care to the uninsured is most important and compelling. I look for
ways to make a personal connection – with the people that I see at my clinic or at places like
Oregon Food Bank, where I volunteer with my wife and young daughter. I am not interested
in writing checks for more hospital buildings that provide a place for patients to receive care
in the last stages of life. I am more interested in prenatal and wellness care that can really
make a difference. I am a donor to MoveOn.org and think that the organization provides a
sense that they are just on the edge of something good, a sense of urgency and then a report
back on results relatively quickly so that I can really see the impact of my gift.
There are some clues here about communication approaches worth considering in the
present as non-profits look to cultivate the next generation of donors, and the generation
after that.
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What can Kiva teach us?
Kiva.org hit a major milestone proving microloans can help to change the world a little bit
at a time. It was founded four years ago and already facilitated $100 million in microloans
between individual lenders and entrepreneurs all around the world. The company has
brought together 573,000 lenders (people like you and me putting in $25 or more towards a
specific project) and 239,000 entrepreneurs.56 Kiva co-founders are Premal Shah and
Matthew Flannery, ages 34 and 32 respectively. The average age of participants in the Kiva
fellowship program is 30 years old. What insight can the average non-profit leader glean
from this success?
Do what Mercy Corps is doing: Visit the Kiva.org website. See how the online giving
mechanism works. Look at how information is organized and what sort of information is
accessible. And know that there is more to come. Kiva is planning to leverage the power of
video to help connect lenders and entrepreneurs in more meaningful and profound ways.
Video profiles will be developed by Kiva’s field partners – using Flip Video’s small
handheld recording devices.

A few words about the Obama campaign
It is fundamental to mention, in the context of considering trends in successful
communications and fundraising initiatives, the unprecedented success of the Obama
campaign for the presidency. We have never before in the history of our country seen the
level of engagement, fundraising and permeation of message across all communication
channels that the Obama campaign achieved. David Plouffe (GenX), the Obama campaign
manager, offered some very practical advice at an American Marketing Association
meeting in 2009. While the Obama campaign was ruling the airwaves, Plouffe was behind
the scenes tracking against these areas of focus: ensuring consistency of message across all
platforms; committing to repetition – saying the same thing many times; analyzing the
customer base; using every communication tactic available; providing people tools to pass
on the message; listening to everyone, including those who don’t normally speak up; and
relying very heavily on the power of video to tell a compelling story (see reference to Flip
Video cameras above). These strategies and tactics worked, particularly among the GenX
and Millennial generation. Let’s place these recommendations into a larger context to aid in
communication planning.

56

TechCrunch, November 1, 2009
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Lessons to be learned
For those in leadership positions in non-profit organizations, spending a few minutes
thinking about what Millennials are thinking about can advance your communication
strategies in the present and inspire you to ensure they are directionally correct for a future
that is surely coming. Here are some thoughts that organizations of any size can take into
consideration when planning a strategic communication program:
Make it transparent. Web sites make it possible to see with great detail what businesses and
organizations are up to – their priorities, news coverage, announcements. Online tools
provide another access to detailed information: data about the effectiveness of clinical trials,
investment figures showing where governments are spending tax dollars and charts of
consumer behavior. Millennials are predisposed to skepticism. Finding ways to help future
donors see and feel the impact of their giving will help dispel skepticism and bring higher
levels of engagement.
Shorten the transaction cycle. MoveOn.org has unique issues-oriented campaigns that are
short and to the point. They are able to report results within weeks. Donors feel a sense of
momentum. Ideas like “triple bottom line” are now part of every business degree program
in the country. Millennials speak this language and believe in it. They want and expect to
see incredible ROI, even for a small investment. Find ways to communicate and “close the
loop” quickly and often.
Be experimental about being experiential. Tell the stories of the people who are being
impacted in new and interesting ways, which will surely draw on new technologies. Test
ideas in pilot programs before committing to any particular program. This is where the Flip
Video cameras come in. Give the real storytellers the ability and access to tell their stories
themselves to those who are most interested.
Find ways to encourage referrals. We know that Millennials are a chatty bunch, connected
to their cell phones and Facebook pages where they can communicate with hundreds or
thousands of friends instantly. And we know that GenX and Baby Boomers are among the
fastest growing segments of new users. Social media marketing programs are designed to
leverage these networks to advance the goals of an organization or business. Kiva has
nearly 150,000 Twitter followers. That doesn’t necessarily translate into new members to
their lending community. They are focusing where they get the highest conversion rate:
friend referrals.57 Find ways to create “communities” of your own using technology or old
school methods like in-person meetings.

57

Sparxoo, December 21, 2009 interview with Chelsea Bocci
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Closely examine success measures. How can we accurately measure engagement? Hits to a
Web site can be an important indicator, as can the results of yet another SurveyMonkey.
Just like the power of microloans, we may see power in micro-measurements. Total money
raised will continue to be the great success measure as we seek to fund positive change, but
there is more. Segmenting donors, charting engagement measures across all communication
channels, and piloting programs that stretch how stories are told – this is where the future
is headed.
Will your non-profit organization be around in another generation? If so, do you have a
vision for how it will look, work, feel and remain relevant? Strike up a conversation with a
Millennial to get some ideas.
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EDUCATION FOR THE FUTURE OF PHILANTHROPY
By Kevin Matheny, M.A., CFRE
We stand at a crossroads in the role nonprofits play in our communities and how to best
prepare leaders of a new generation to articulate, lead and manage nonprofits that provide
essential services to millions of people each year. As the Baby Boomer generation ages out
of the workforce (including leadership positions within many nonprofits) and a new
economic reality challenges nonprofits to explore innovative funding models to not only
continue operations but to seek new ways to engage key publics as well, an unquestionable
and well-documented paradigm shift will force all nonprofits to re-imagine their strategies
and tactics.
“Aspiring leaders must seek and demand access to increasingly meaningful educational
opportunities that go beyond training in basic management to preparation for
thoughtful, insightful leadership. Tomorrow’s nonprofit leaders must acquire the
understanding and expertise that will enable them to lead great organization’s to fulfill
noble missions that spur cultural growth, address societal inequalities, and strengthen
civil society. Technical excellence in nonprofit operations, including skills such as
finance, budgeting, program management and evaluation, are vital to a leader’s success
– but true leadership for the future will require more” (Burlingame, 2007, p.1).

There is a need to establish a philanthropic educational program specifically designed for
committed philanthropic leaders who want to shape the culture of philanthropy in their
community, across the country, and around the world. Through intensive writing,
opportunities for demonstrated leadership, robust and critical dialogue, and research about
the ideas, thinking, and strategies that shape the philanthropic culture – past, present and
future – the hallmarks of the program will be established.
The philanthropic leadership program of the future must seek to educate current and upand-coming development leaders who will employ teaching, critique, and analysis to
define, actualize and create a new model of philanthropy. This next generation of
philanthropic leaders will articulate their ideas in a collaborative model that injects
philanthropic inclinations (the desire to make a difference, the ability to make a donation)
into a vision of a philanthropic outcome shared by the donor, the nonprofit leadership and
the development professional.
“Voluntary action for the public good links philanthropy to concepts like
professionalism. It is, in fact, the philanthropic value of concern for the well-being of
others that lifts professionals above their peers in the private marketplace. Philanthropy
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and professionalism, among other instruments of the public good, rest most
fundamentally on moral rather than economic or political values” (Payton, 2000, p.12).

New Model for Philanthropic Leadership
Current State:

Future Goal:

Transactional
Fundraising

New
Philanthropy

Transactional Fundraising

Donor provides philanthropic leadership

Focus on funding operations

Focus on fulfilling mission & vision

Management

Leadership

“Business/public administration leadership”

“Transformational/servant leadership”

Episodic use of technology

Full integration of new technologies

Competency in conduct of development
office

Culture of integration & empowerment of
all stakeholders

Technical skills

Liberal arts foundation

Economic value base

Moral value base

Organization-focused

Donor-focused

A liberal arts environment is the ideal educational setting for the development of this new
model of philanthropy.
“My main concern is the survival of philanthropy as a subject grounded in the liberal
arts. Philanthropy in higher education is largely dominated by training in nonprofit
management, skewed toward the values and approaches of business and public
administration. There are three very unequal sectors in the society and their
counterparts in the university are similarly unbalanced: practice dominates; training
dominates; action dominates.” (Payton, 2000, p.7)

In this educational model, students will be characterized by their passionate quest to
capture and define the opportunities inherent in the movement away from “transactional
fundraising” – that is, the traditional model that exists primarily to gather resources for the
operation of the institution – and instead toward a “new philanthropy” grounded in
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philanthropic leadership by the donor and with the development officer acting as
“ombudsman” on the donor’s behalf. Together and in collaboration with the institution, the
donor and the development officer will create a common synergy to realize the fullness of
the institutional mission and vision.
“The ideas I find most exciting and energizing are philanthropy and liberal or general
education, and the role of philanthropy in the great issues and movements of the time. I
am in that sense interested more in leadership than in management, more in philosophy
than practice, in Why more than How. My devotion to the balance called for by general
and liberal education reminds me to respect training as well as education. Philanthropy
is about beneficence as well as benevolence. Who else feels that way, thinks that way?”
(Payton, 2000, p.8).

This educational model will be marked by:
•
•
•
•
•

a paramount regard for ethics and integrity as the essential philanthropic conduct;
leaders (principal – guide – facilitator) committed to a culture that is conducive to
philanthropic success;
use of ideas from both transformational and servant leadership to create a new
model of “philanthropic leadership”;
sharing of successful development practices while shedding old, familiar, and tired
models;
commitment to technology as a tool to enable development teams to work smarter
and more creatively.

The intent of education in philanthropic leadership is to expand the competency of the
profession in order to raise the viability and impact of nonprofit organizations in an
increasingly sophisticated philanthropic environment. This opportunity will only be
maximized if organizations are staffed with well-prepared professionals who are not only
technically competent but hold an enlightened view of the philanthropic culture, yearning
not only for competency in the conduct of the development office but also the ability to
integrate and empower all stakeholders through a culture grounded in philanthropic
leadership.
“Understanding the context of the work we do in philanthropy – the historical context
from which today’s sector emerged, current big-picture issues and how they got to be
that way, what external forces or factors influence them, past approaches that worked or
didn’t – is perhaps the most important element of a nonprofit leader’s success. A liberal
arts education in philanthropy equips future executives with this understanding and
provides the critical thinking ability necessary to anticipate, analyze, problem-solve and
think on one’s feet” (Burlingame, 2007, p.1).
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The intent of this educational model is to provide development professionals a graduatelevel environment for philanthropic study. “I strongly believe that this field (philanthropy)
requires people to have a real understanding of moral values and motivations – in other
words, that they be liberally educated as well as technically competent” (Payton, 1993,
p.15).
The next frontier of the philanthropic landscape demands not just educated professionals
but professionals who are capable to profoundly influence the maturation of their donors,
volunteers, board members, staff, colleagues, and those they serve toward a realization of
real philanthropy – “love of humankind.”
This educational model seeks to serve the ambitions of professionals who would like to
position themselves locally, regionally and/or nationally as development leaders in the field
and who also aspire to contribute to the body of knowledge in the field.
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PRAYER BASED FUNDRAISING
By Glenn Williams
A Dilbert cartoon featured a staff member told to complete a nearly impossible task with little
available resources. After being declined for each request for additional assistance, he asked if he
could at least acquire a prayer rug.
In a world of uncertainty, fundraisers are often asked to do the nearly impossible to cover
depleting sources of funding. The fact that time and again Development staff reach and often
surpass annual goals can easily be taken for granted. How is it done so consistently in
organizations throughout the country when it would appear that external influences might
not warrant such successes?
While Development staff have been referred to as agents of hope, experience has shown that
successful gift officers do not act as much out of blind faith that positive things will happen
but rather they develop actions based upon intuitive cues. Can this intuitive sense be further
developed to refine and increase the success rate of our decision-making processes? It is
possible if we change the source of our inspiration. Rather than focusing on overt clues such
as giving histories, relationships, and wealth-indicators to make decisions regarding
prospecting efforts, we can shift our focus to a God-centered internalized approach through
active prayer.
Prayer-based fundraising is not a new concept. People have been turning to prayer for
support, guidance, and perspective since the dawn of man. Personally getting to this point in
my career and understanding the value in utilizing spiritual guidance in my work has taken
more than twenty years to fully realize, but using prayer in my work was evident in my first
job in fundraising as a student caller for my university’s alumni phonathon. Perhaps you can
relate to this. We received excellent training in preparing to make these phone calls for the
annual fund. I can still recall, however, the anxiety in preparing for that first cold call. The
instructor said “You have your script, read over the donors’ giving record, familiarized
yourself with their background, speculated about their income, are confident that they are
candidates for the President’s Club, and you have dialed the number…what do you do
next?” My response: “Pray that no one is home.”
Development has been described by those in the field as a melding of science and art—that
there are specific tools any gift officer can use that are fairly standard, but when it comes to
making an ask, one has to be artful in assessing the environment around the donor and
determining the best course of action at that particular moment. I agree that it is a science
and an art, but for me, the science has come to mean metaphysics.
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Likely every institution in the country desires a consistent funding source for operating
resources. What if, during the strategic planning process, our first goal was to define the
spiritual purpose for the organization for which we serve? It can be an extremely challenging
exercise. Once accomplished, however, thought begins to comprehend the reality that God
provides his own ideas with all that they need to fulfill His purpose. From this the issue
evolves then from a need to seek resources into a question of whether your institution is
fulfilling God’s purpose.
There is certainly much discussion about the need for institutional endowment—which at its
core literally means eternal supply. How do we acquire that? By fulfilling God’s purpose.
Simple, isn’t it? But how does this relate to fundraising?
True success in fundraising can only occur if the vision of your purpose touches both the
mind and soul of potential donors. It is important to arouse people’s interest and
imagination, but if you fail to connect with their heart, you will never convince them to give
significantly to your cause nor to give repeatedly. Naturally then, one begins to wonder what
to say, how to say it, and when to broach the subject of a gift in a way that will most likely
lead to a commitment—and this can cause anxiety for the solicitor. I have come to embrace
Mary Baker Eddy’s statement in Miscellaneous Writings that “When the heart speaks, however
simple the words, its language is always acceptable to those who have hearts.” 58
Our primary goal then should not be to solicit gifts, but rather to share our passion for an
organization that we know is having a positive effect on the world around us because it is
fulfilling God’s purpose—it is our passion for the topic that becomes the motivator to
prospects, not merely the words we choose. It doesn’t mean we don’t ask for gifts, for asking
is an important component of prospect visits—but it does mean that we as fundraisers need
to recognize that the goal of our institution is not to collect money. Financial stability is
merely a means to accomplish the ultimate goal of fulfilling a societal need. It is an important
distinction, because it shouldn’t be considered a failure to walk away from a meeting with a
prospect without a gift commitment if the prospect feels more emotionally tied to the
organization than before the visit. Once that emotional connection occurs, a gift at some level
is likely inevitable with proper cultivation and stewardship.
An example of this change in philosophy comes from Tenacre, a care facility in Princeton. At
a crucial time in their early days, Burwell Harrison, then director of the facility, printed and
mailed to friends of the organization a brochure entitled Blueprint for an Ideal. Ultimately,
Blueprint was not specifically designed as a fundraising appeal, but rather as a promotional
piece. Yet it became a significantly successful fundraising appeal because it spoke from the
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heart about the value of Tenacre’s work—and one way for those who empathized with that
mission to acknowledge their support was by sending money, and people did.
John Barbey, who became Tenacre’s largest benefactor through that campaign spurred in
part by this brochure, gave the best explanation of how the Spirit works most effectively in
fundraising efforts—he said that his gift was the result of two prayers coming together. It
was the culmination of the giver wishing to make a positive difference in the world and the
receiving organization having the ability to change the world—but needing the resources to
do so. By joining together, both the giver and receiver fulfilled their interests and desires. 59
Think of this as recognizing that according to scriptures, it is more blessed to give than
receive—and someone has to be prepared to receive so the giver can accept their blessing.
That’s our role!
I think that we can agree that development work is most satisfying when it is the least
personal—when we become facilitators to match the donors’ interests and the organization’s
efforts so perfectly, that both mutually benefit from the association and are wed by their
common interests.
For my work, prayer is the beginning of this effort—for I have no way of knowing the
philanthropic need of all of my prospects at any given moment, nor how my organization can
meet those desires perfectly—but God knows. So I listen to be led to where to travel, who to see,
and what to say. I am always amazed and blessed by what comes from these encounters when I
trust that inner voice to guide me—and it removes any personal responsibility to “not blow the
opportunity.” For I am there to share what’s in my heart about the good that my organization is
doing and have to trust that what’s in my heart is what my particular audience at that moment is
seeking. It can be summarized perfectly in another of Mrs. Eddy’s statements in Miscellaneous
Writings: “By purifying human thought, this state of mind permeates with increased harmony all
the minutiae of human affairs. It brings with it wonderful foresight, wisdom, and power; it
unselfs the mortal purpose, gives steadiness to resolve, and success to endeavor.” 60
So how does this specifically apply to our work—how do we convince others that we are
worthy of their financial support? In order for a prayer-based effort to succeed, we must first
ensure that we believe whole-heartedly in the organizations we serve. One must be
convinced of the grand purpose underlying the institutional effort.
Using my own experience at Colonial Williamsburg, our message is that we are preserving
the history of our society, our culture, and the individual stories of Americans who made
very difficult decisions to help create who we are as a society today. We believe that Colonial
59
60
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Williamsburg is important because we give our citizens the opportunity to touch and interact
with history. Only by understanding how our country has developed can we truly improve
our society in the future.
This vision started from the mind of one man, Dr. W.A.R. Goodwin, rector of the Bruton
Parish Church, who convinced John D. Rockefeller, Jr. to invest so significantly in this small
Virginia town. His vision for the restoration as the two of them walked the streets set the
tone for their later discussions of support. See if perhaps he may have also been able to
capture your imagination in the same way:
If you have ever walked around Williamsburg late on a moonlight night, when
most of the people who now live here are fast asleep, and felt the presence and
companionship of the people who used to live here in the long gone years, and
remembered the things that they did and the things that they stood for, and
pictured them going into or coming out of the old houses in which they once
lived, and remembered the things which they said in the House of Burgesses
and at the old College—you would then know what an interesting place
Williamsburg is. You would realize that it is about the most interesting place in
America.
There are thousands of cities in this country with Main Streets, but only one
Duke of Gloucester Street like ours. There are many Protestant churches, but
none so long conspicuously in use as Bruton Parish…when you walk around
Williamsburg late on a moonlight night you can see the Indians on the Court
Green, where they used to meet to make their treaties of peace…and you can
see the agents of old Lord Dunmore, stealing the powder out of the Powder
Horn, and you can hear the rattle of the horses’ hoofs coming down the
Richmond Road as Patrick Henry and the Hanover Volunteers ride on to
Williamsburg and demand the powder be restored. 61

Reading Dr. Goodwin’s words, you may begin to understand why Mr. Rockefeller became so
passionate about the restoration—why he invested more than $150,000,000 in today’s dollars.
You also begin to understand why the Colonial Williamsburg mission statement is That the
future may learn from the past. It is a statement repeated over and over again so that those from
whom we seek funding are aware of us before we even approach them for support. And this
can be key. For those who are on our prospect lists have already self-identified in some way
as being interested in the organization. But what will inspire them is not a convincing
argument for investment—it is the spiritually-inspired vision of what has been and what can
be.

The Background and Beginnings of the Restoration of Colonial Williamsburg, Virginia, Elizabeth Hayes, p.32-33,
Williamsburg, VA
61
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Consultants have done numerous research studies through the years on why donors give
large gifts to capital campaigns. There are four primary conclusions that can be drawn by the
majority of these studies: (1) those organizations that most need the money are the least
likely to receive it—no one wants to back an institution perceived as a sinking ship; (2)
people are most likely to support those organizations that have clearly articulated goals and
missions; (3) the most significant gifts most often come from active trustee involvement—
they can generally reach those with influence more readily than can staff; and finally, (4) ego
and self-identity are very powerful motivator for donors—fundamental ego needs are power,
success, affection, and security—and organizations need to address these to be successful. So
if those are specific motivators, how do we define the best one for a particular donor? Pray
for insight and trust the response.
Consider another statement by America’s first premier fundraiser, Benjamin Franklin:
My practice is to go first to those who know the cause and believe in it, and ask
them to give as generously as possible. When they have done so, I go next to
those who may be presumed to have a favourable opinion and to be disposed to
listening, and secure their adherence. Lastly I go to those who know little of the
matter or have no predilection for it, and influence them by presentation of the
names of those who have already given. Do not neglect those who you are sure
will give nothing, for in some of them, you will be mistaken. 62

It only requires one person or organization to commit to a significant gift that can transform
your operation—the challenge is knowing specifically who that might be. This is where a
prayer-based approach can result in huge dividends. Trusting that voice within—often called
instinct or intuition—can provide insights into prospects that all of the research at your
disposal may never uncover. It can be difficult to hear that inner voice over the shouts of
naysayers suggesting a particular prospect with whom you are focusing will never give
significantly to the institution because there are no overt signs of intent. But honing your
ability to trust your instincts and treating everyone as if they have the potential to give the
largest gift imaginable, you will be rewarded in ways in which you have yet to imagine.
Anne Lamont suggested that “You get your intuition back when you make space for it, when
you stop the chattering of the rational mind.”63
Craig Wruck once described an experience that occurred at Oxford University a number of
years ago that speaks well to also considering the long-term value of our efforts in trusting
our instincts.
On the Oxford campus stands a grand old building called Commencement Hall,
which had housed graduations for more than 200 years and, as you might
62
63

Source unknown
Random House Webster’s Quotionary, Leonard Roy Frank editor, p. 412, Random House, New York, NY
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imagine, is rich in history and tradition. It finally came time to renovate the
building at which time the engineers and architects discovered that the large oak
trusses and beamwork that held up the ceiling had dried out and needed to be
replaced.
The dilemma was that the wood used in these beams was a clear, solid oak more
than 12 inches square and more than 40 feet long. Lumber that grand was just not
available any more. After a search for alternatives, it was finally decided that it
would be necessary to use a combination of laminated wood and steel that would
at least preserve much of the look and feel of the original beams. Although it was a
compromise, they felt it was the best solution to minimize damage to the original
character and tradition of the place.
During a presentation to the Board of Overseers, the staff arborist spoke up.
Everyone was surprised that this particular gentleman would have an opinion
about this topic. But he recalled that when Commencement Hall was built, one of
his predecessors had planted a grove of oak in a remote portion of the grounds
that were now mature trees; harvesting a portion of them would easily provide the
timber needed to properly renovate the building. So the plans were redrawn and
the foresight of that arborist 200 years prior made possible a top quality
renovation that preserved Commencement Hall. 64

Those trees were planted without any sure knowledge of how and when they would be used,
yet 200 years later this work made a difference between the merely adequate and truly firstrate. Another important aspect of this story is that the original arborist may have had the
foresight to plant the seedlings, but it took many hands through the years to care for those
trees and bring them to maturation. Think about the intuition and conviction of thought
among all involved through the years that made this repair so exceptional and perfect. We all
should be such arborists for our organizations.
Mr. Rockefeller was once asked to speak to campaign workers for a project in which he was
involved and shared these thoughts:
Never think you need to apologize for asking someone to give to a worthy
object, any more than as though you were giving him an opportunity to
participate in a high-grade investment. The duty of giving is as much his as is
the duty of asking yours. Whether or not he should give to that particular
enterprise, and if so, how much, is for him alone to decide. 65

Oak Trees and Endowments, Craig Wruck, Planned Giving Today, Nov 1993, Edmonds, WA
The Raising of Money: Thirty-Five Essentials Every Trustee Should Know, James Gregory Lord, p. 4, Third Sector
Press, Cleveland, OH
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Sometimes our instincts lead us down unexpected pathways. It is important to note that we
are not trying to pick pockets, twist arms, coerce donations, or even just get our foot in the
door. We have programs that are transforming the world and we should be willing to share
them with the joy that brought us to the organization in the first place.
In the end, it is crucial to remember in this type of fundraising that when God is motivating
our efforts we can remove any personal responsibility to “say just the right words” to
someone that might prompt a gift. When we pray for guidance on where to go, who to see,
what to say and we find ourselves face-to-face with a potential donor, remember that they
are seeking to do good in a way that our organizations can fulfill. Do not deny that person a
chance to give to such a worthy effort—to feel the joy of transforming the world—by
bringing two prayers together.
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ENTERPRISE PARTNERING:
Mining mutually vested interests in a cause-conscious landscape
By Tom Soma
“When we come out of this fog, this notion that companies need to stand for something—
they need to be accountable for more than just the money they earn—is going to be
profound.” 66

-

Jeff Immelt, CEO, General Electric

One of the greatest annoyances during my formative years as a non-profit leader was being
told that non-profits “should be run more like a business.” On the contrary, I thought,
businesses should be run more like non-profits.
I rarely hear comments like that these days. People are less enamored of corporate America.
And responsible corporations, like their non-profit counterparts, are more cognizant of the
need to keep their bottom lines in the black.
At a time when the word “resources” is immediately and increasingly preceded by
“constrained,” and with more than 90 percent of my organization’s budget dependent on
contributed revenue, I appreciate the expectation (of board members, donors, and the
general public) of a tightly run ship. I don’t resent the planning and oversight systems
we’ve adopted—which have helped us thrive despite recent economic woes.
Ironically, in light of my prior annoyance, a major part of our success is attributable to the
articulation of goals in a language that has, until recently, been more common to the
business vernacular. Words like “reliable,” “sustainable,” “predictable,” and “diversified,”
typically associated with the corporate sector, are now being applied to non-profit
fundraising streams. In that sense, my organization truly is operating more like a business.
As the dust begins to settle from what is widely characterized as “the worst economic
recession since the Great Depression,” both corporate and non-profit organization (NPO)
leaders are discovering that they can learn from each other—and, with their futures
intertwined in an uncertain economic world, one key to their survival will be finding better
ways to collaborate. “Making a profit” and “making a difference” are not mutually
exclusive. Paraphrasing Jeff Immelt: As they come out of this fog, that need for accountability
will motivate American corporations to distinguish themselves by standing for something—
and the smart ones will be standing right beside established, efficient non-profits. Looking
Business for Social Responsibility Conference, November 2008. (Video available at
www.youtube.com/watch?v=5TGMbbN5-KE).
66
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ahead, it’s safe to say that the most astute charities will be those that have aggressively
identified, pursued, and capitalized on shared interests with allied corporate partners.
Economics 2010
By most accounts, it appears that the worst of the recent recession is behind us. Moving
forward, are we in for the traditional, relatively rapid Wall Street and Main Street rebound
that has characterized nearly every recovery over the past half-century? Or will “the new
normal” be a more gradual return to prosperity? Could we be on the verge of a “double
dip” recession, as some argue? Is “flat” the “new up,” as others contend? Or will consumer
confidence and the stock market surge as new jobs are created to replenish depleted
domestic inventories and a more environmentally responsible American industry begins to
capitalize on green trade opportunities abroad?
Speculation is cheap, rampant, and exhausting. In the end, most honest economists fall back
on a pair of handy euphemisms: it’s all a roll of the dice and only time will tell. Meanwhile,
those in the fundraising trenches are left with our own pressing question: How will
“Economics 2010” shape “Philanthropy 2011” and beyond?
It’s trite to suggest that we’re going to have to adjust our expectations. While that’s true, it’s
not helpful. What’s clear is this: Trends in philanthropy can’t be examined apart from the
economic circumstances under which they arise. Therefore, any philanthropic crystal ball
gazing will be clouded by the volatility of today’s economy. However, in an attempt to be
both helpful and hopeful, I would start with another overused euphemism that seems at
least partially instructive: “The more things change, the more they stay the same.”
Translation: No matter what happens, philanthropy as we know it isn’t going away. People
will continue making donations, through known (i.e., direct mail) and emerging (i.e.,
phone-texting) channels. People will continue to attend and contribute generously to
charitable events—which are ingrained in the American social fabric. And people will
continue leaving charitable legacies through estate gifts—no matter how many different
ways Congress changes the estate tax law.
But as donors tighten their belts and competition increases (face it, NPOs do compete—a
fact that is, if nothing else, a consequence of their steadily growing numbers), one key to
viability for most non-profits will be diversification. At the risk of stating the obvious: Nonprofits must employ a variety of fundraising methodologies, and not become overly
dependent on any one of them.
By diversification, I refer not just to tactics (events, direct mail, major gift societies,
endowment, etc.), but to the anticipated timing of their return on investment (or, as they say
in the business world, “ROI”). More than ever, even as NPOs focus on immediate needs
and budgets, their leaders must take the long view—which means paying more attention to
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those oft-neglected planned giving programs (not surprisingly, one of my top priorities for
2010).
Where business buzz-words hit the fundraising pavement
Even in well diversified non-profits, most fundraising activities will remain familiar to
today’s development staff members. However, some of the more lucrative opportunities
ahead will require them to look decidedly toward business.
A few years ago, in the midst of a year-long strategic planning process, three new words
entered the philanthropic lexicon at Ronald McDonald House Charities® of Oregon and
Southwest Washington (RMHC®). They came from Stephen Abouaf, our then board chair,
who had spent the bulk of his career in the metal business—an industry prone to more than
its share of volatility (much like non-profits). His mantra, which took time for the
organization to fully absorb and embrace, was that we needed to fashion a revenue model
that was more “reliable, predictable, and sustainable”—no small undertaking for a charity
that derives just eight percent of its funds from user fees and receives no government
support (two realities that are not likely to change under any circumstances).
We set a goal that, by 2012, 40% of our operating budget would be derived from reliable,
predictable, sustainable revenue streams. Nearly three years after that model was adopted,
I can say that the mere pursuit of such aims is what has enabled our net assets to actually
increase while many other charities have suffered declines. While we retained our successful
direct mail campaigns and signature events (a golf tournament and auction, which have
remained relatively flat), we realized our most impressive gains from two sources: major
donors (whose numbers and total giving have both nearly doubled over five years), and the
three dozen McDonald’s franchisees in our region, whose promotional initiatives on our
behalf have experienced similar growth.
Both the major donor and McDonald’s efforts were identified as top priorities and, as such,
received our most considerable investment of time and attention (from board and staff
alike). The difference, however, is that while major donor giving has nearly doubled, the
increase isn’t necessarily reliable or predictable—no matter how much attention we devote
to the effort, its sustainability depends on certain factors beyond our control (such as the
performance of donor investment portfolios). But because of the highly recession-proof
nature and extended commitment of the initiatives launched by our McDonald’s partners,
that particular revenue stream meets all three of the business-inspired criteria: it’s reliable,
predictable, and sustainable. It also points to what will be, for many non-profits, a necessary
and more integral component of a comprehensive fundraising program in the future:
enterprise partnering.
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Enterprise partnerships—the “who, what, and why”
“Enterprise partnering” or “cause marketing” (terms I’ll use interchangeably, though I
prefer the former) isn’t new. According to a recent Cone study commemorating the 25th
anniversary of cause marketing, the practice began in the early 1980s. 67 An enterprise
partnership typically refers to the selling of a product or service based on its link to a
reputable charity—connecting the respective brands for mutual gain. Its most common form
is a product promotion in which a defined portion of sales over an established period of
time is contributed to the charity.
As consumers call for greater accountability and businesses seek ways to differentiate
themselves from the competition, enterprise partnerships are growing in popularity.
Corporate leaders perceive the practice as “a driving force of business growth, including
reputation management, license to operate, new market development, product innovation,
and employee recruitment and retention.” 68 As was summarized in a 1999 Cone/Roper
study, “social commitments have become an integral way to conduct business, and a core
component of corporate reputation, brand personality, and organizational identity. Cause
marketing has evolved from a short-term tactic used to spike sales, into a powerful
positioning discipline used to enliven brand equity and enhance corporate image with
significant bottom-line impacts.” 69
Every company’s charitable budget is limited. By partnering in sales promotions with
charities, corporations engage employees, customers, and vendors in a philanthropic
undertaking that is far more meaningful than what they could hope to achieve through
even the most generous outright donation.
At both the root and heart of enterprise partnerships is considerable consumer incentive. As
the 1999 Cone/Roper study revealed, “Americans expect companies to take action in
support of causes… eight in ten American consumers report having a more positive image
of companies which support a cause they care about.” 70 Nine years later, in the Cone 25th
Anniversary study, 79% of those surveyed said they “would be likely to switch from one
brand to another brand, about the same in price and quality, if the other brand is associated
with a good cause.”71 And, in a statistic with significant future implications, the 18-24 year
olds surveyed in 2008 are “even more receptive to cause marketing. 88 percent would be
likely to switch from one brand to another… if the brand is associated with a good cause.”72

Past. Present. Future. The 25th Anniversary of Cause Marketing, Cone, LLC, Boston, MA, 2008, p 6.
Past. Present. Future, Cone, p 39.
69 1999 Cone/Roper Cause Related Trends Report: The Evolution of Cause Branding, Cone, Inc., Boston, MA, p 18.
70 Ibid, pp 5 and 2.
71 Past. Present. Future, Cone, p 10.
72 Ibid, p 23.
67
68
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Cone isn’t the only group following and quantifying the trend. The third annual Edelman
goodpurpose™ Consumer study, released in October 2009, surveyed 6,000 people in 10
countries. Some of the most striking findings, all of which parallel Cone’s:







83% are willing to change consumption habits if it can help make the world a better place
to live.
67% would switch brands if another brand of similar quality supported a good cause.
64% would recommend a brand that supports a good cause.
59% would help a brand promote its products if there was a good cause behind it (up six
percentage points since 2008).
57% say a company or brand has earned their business because it has done its part to
support good causes.73

One conclusion of the 2008 Cone report with especially significant implications for nonprofits:
As business becomes accountable to a variety of stakeholders within a highly transparent
society, aligning with a cause has become an important and visible part of a company’s
corporate responsibility (CR) efforts. Increasingly, companies are integrating their cause
commitments into their business operations and product development to ensure they are
aligned and each is reflective of the company’s core values, mission, principles and
policies. 74

So, here’s where I’ll take my speculative leap. The most successful non-profits of tomorrow
will be the ones most aggressively seeking to build enterprise partnerships with businesses
today. While many future fundraising practices, will, as I suggested earlier, continue to look
much the same, the best future fundraising opportunities will be “transaction-based.” In an
effort to attract customers who increasingly desire to “make a difference” with their
purchases, opportunistic businesses—working in concert with equally opportunistic
charities—will incorporate “donations” into the price of specific products and advertise that
connection accordingly.
It’s a win-win-win proposition. For consumers, the transaction is an opportunity to help
others while gratifying their own needs. For businesses, it’s an opportunity to differentiate
themselves from competitors, reach new or retain old customers, engender employee
loyalty, and increase sales. And for NPOs, it’s enhanced access to a much wider donor
pool—and ultimately, a revenue stream that is—you guessed it: reliable, predictable, and

2009 Edelman goodpurpose™ Consumer Study, findings summarized by Latraviette Smith
(latraviette.smith@edelman.com) in “Despite prolonged global recession, an increasing number of people are
spending on brands that have social purpose,” p 3, retrieved at
www.edelman.com/news/ShowOne.asp?ID=222, December 4, 2009.
74 Past. Present. Future, Cone, LLC, Boston, MA, 2008, p 10.
73
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sustainable. The heightened visibility resulting from an enterprise initiative doesn’t hurt
either—and while not as readily measurable, it can help fuel the NPO’s more traditional
fundraising efforts.
RMHC enterprise initiatives—some examples of “how”
As we set out to build those reliable, sustainable, predictable revenue streams, our initial
focus was identifying the most logical sources. Our answer fell into categories I would
loosely characterize as “natural” and “relational” partners. Again, loosely, we perceive a
“natural” partner as one that derives intrinsic benefit from our existence, with or without an
enterprise initiative in place. By contrast, a “relational” partner is one founded upon a
relationship—generally a connection between a board or staff member and a well-placed
corporate executive/advocate who, for personal or professional reasons, identifies with our
cause and champions the company’s involvement.
“Natural” partners
While our best enterprise model at the time was a relational one (Parr Lumber Company,
which I’ll summarize later), it made sense to focus first on natural partners. The board
(which included several McDonald’s franchisees) asked itself, “What organizations derive
the most benefit from our existence?” Because of the consumer good will derived from its
association with RMHC, McDonald’s was at the top of the list. And it was evident that the
local McDonald’s-RMHC connection had not been tapped anywhere near its potential—for
either entity.
For nearly two decades (in Oregon as well as around the nation), the bulk of McDonald’s
support for RMHC has come from restaurant donation boxes—not a product promotion,
but rather a conduit for small contributions on a wide scale. That tactic continues today,
with recent national advertising from McDonald’s that has helped increase collections. It’s
obviously working. And it’s enterprising. But it’s not a traditional enterprise initiative.
By contrast, when they agreed to our new revenue model and established more ambitious
goals for their support of RMHC, our local McDonald’s franchisees adopted a classic
enterprise approach. In conjunction with the introduction of specialty coffee beverages,
franchisees unveiled “RMHC Everyday™,” a year-round fundraising campaign in which a
portion of the proceeds from the sale of all coffee drinks were committed to RMHC. Now in
its third year, the promotion has raised nearly $200,000 and is estimated to generate
$120,000 in 2010. In addition to the significant cash influx for RMHC, both RMHC and
McDonald’s have benefited from increased visibility and media coverage (which has been
magnified by the involvement of a professional basketball player as the promotion’s
spokesperson).
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Beyond the coffee initiative (which will grow as McDonald’s adds new products to its
coffee offerings), our local franchisees have either inspired or leveraged other enterprise
initiatives from companies seeking to conduct businesses with them. Today, we also receive
proceeds from the sale of two different newspapers at McDonald’s: USA Today at most
stores in the region, and the Eugene Register Guard at restaurants in the Eugene, Oregon
area.
The result: In 2006, local McDonald’s initiatives generated 13% of our operational budget; in
2009, it was up to 22%—on the way to a goal of 25% by 2012. Additionally, the outright
donations of franchisees have also increased dramatically (in both number and amount).
Finally, the increasingly engaged partnership has inspired equally impressive gains in
volunteer service at our facilities by McDonald’s owners and their employees.
With McDonald’s as the example, we began approaching other natural partners. The next
obvious beneficiaries of our services are the medical institutions that treat the children of
families staying at our Ronald McDonald Houses. During the past year, we’ve reached
agreements with two of the three medical institutions with which our two Ronald
McDonald Houses are affiliated. While the contributed revenue from these partnerships
isn’t strictly enterprise based, it does meet the reliability, predictability and sustainability
test. And with contracts in place for financial contributions based on guest occupancy, we
can now budget that income with confidence as well.
Next, with our enterprise model in mind, we approached our bank of 25 years. When it
became evident that the bank was uninterested in a more ambitious partnership, we put the
management of our financial assets out to bid. Our agreement with a new bank includes a
commitment of significant employee volunteer time, and we’re currently exploring several
potential fund-generating initiatives. Our next (and perhaps final) natural partner frontier is
the insurance industry. In recent months, we’ve met with several industry representatives
and are currently gathering the impact data necessary to present a case for supporting
RMHC based on our role in medical cost-containment.
“Relational” partners
Our success engaging natural partners was foreshadowed earlier through an initiative
conceived by a “relational” partner: Parr Lumber Company. A family-owned company
with lumber yards in many of the Oregon communities we serve, Parr is the 14th largest
building supplier in the United States. Nine years ago, after having donated products for a
special event and making generous outright gifts, Parr adopted RMHC as a “charity of
choice” and began conducting December promotions on our behalf. Through the sale of ski
caps, shirts, and beverage tumblers that were branded with both the Parr and RMHC logos,
the company raised nearly $20,000 annually for several years.
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While Parr’s financial contributions really added up, the most striking element of its
partnership was the company’s very motivation—about which its leadership was crystal
clear. The promotions were not intended to drive sales, but rather to link Parr with RMHC
in the eyes of its customers and build employee morale. The company had a competitive
internal sales environment, and the annual promotion created some intense, albeit goodnatured competition between lumber yard managers and staff—which we incentivized
through a trophy presentation at Parr’s annual sales banquet. Today, like McDonald’s, Parr
continues to support RMHC through a year-round enterprise initiative. If you walk into
any of the company’s lumber yards in Oregon and Southwest Washington, you’ll find
several products identified with the RMHC logo and a display indicating that sales
proceeds are contributed to RMHC (with percentages varying by product). As it had done
with the ski caps and tumblers, Parr has extended the partnership to its vendors, by
negotiating discounts on the products sold for RMHC’s benefit.
Whether natural or relational, enterprise possibilities are limited only by the creativity and
initiative of board and staff members. Some past examples which, though modest, were
successful for us: Portland Monthly (a popular local magazine) offered a free one-year
subscription to anyone who made a $100 donation to RMHC during a three-month
promotional window (which, a year later, resulted in several permanent subscribers); and
Unico (a regional property management firm) committed its vending machine revenue to
RMHC (an initiative we’re currently attempting to replicate on a wider basis with another
partner).
Recently, we benefitted from a one-day partnership with a local baking company (Cupcake
Jones), which illustrates a slightly different approach to enterprise activity. Rather than pair
itself with just one charity for an extended period, Cupcake Jones contributes five percent of
its sales to a different charity every Tuesday.
“We designed the Benefit Day program in response to the many requests that we get each
month from so many worthy organizations,” according to Lisa Watson, founder and owner
of Cupcake Jones. “We decided that rather than do multiple small donations each week, we
would randomly select one organization and give a more meaningful donation and really
make a difference. As a business, it provides us with the opportunity to reach new potential
customers who may not already know about us.”
“It’s great for business,” Watson emphasizes. “Sales on Tuesdays were slow. The promotion
has had a significant impact on Tuesday sales without taking away from other days. And
beyond the financial impact, it has also increased our exposure in the community—
especially the non-profit community. People come to us because of this. It’s way better than
advertising. We’ve cut our marketing budget almost completely!”
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Critical components
While the enterprise approach at Cupcake Jones differs slightly from that at McDonald’s
and Parr, it points to the fact that the outcomes of enterprise partnerships can be established
and quantified for the business partner as easily as they can for the charities. What’s critical
from the outset of any enterprise partnership is that both parties identify and agree upon
their vested interests. What does each party want for itself? What does it need from the
other? How will each evaluate the initiative’s success?
Simply stated, the partnership must be meaningful for both parties—and clear to the
consumer. Each partner must have confidence in the reputation, operational practices, and
fiscal stability of the other. It helps to have an intersection between the primary
beneficiaries of (or region served by) the charity and the primary market(s) of the business.
Likewise, both parties must be painfully transparent to the public about the amount or
percentage of revenue being contributed to the charity.
Once the interests and requirements of each party are clearly identified and articulated, the
specifics of a promotion tend to fall in place. We’ve found that the more simple and
seamless the promotion’s execution, the more appealing it is to our partner, the public, and
the media. And while the purchase of any product (whether at McDonald’s, Parr, or
elsewhere) is obviously subject to the whims of consumers and turns of the economy, we’ve
also found that our business partners have been pretty good at projecting the results of their
promotions in both good times and bad.
It’s important to distinguish between an enterprise partnership (which yields revenue for
the charity) and other corporate-charity collaborations with slightly different objectives—
such as employee volunteer service programs (which satisfy mutually beneficial aims but
provide no residual charitable revenue) and business sponsorship of events (which falls
into the realm of corporate marketing or traditional philanthropy). What distinguishes the
enterprise partnership is the direct tie between a business product and a charitable return.
With the distinction in mind, however, we’ve found that one can (and often does) lead to the
other. In every case thus far, our enterprise initiatives—both with natural and relational
partners—began with the volunteer involvement of a key corporate employee. What started
as one executive’s service on the board or another’s sponsorship of our golf tournament led,
over time, to the deeper enterprise engagement. Not coincidentally, the enterprise
partnerships have increased the volunteer involvement of employees at those companies.
Through the rear-view mirror, it appears that our enterprise partnerships began with and
magnified every partner’s stake in our organization. That reality has prompted a calculated
effort to encourage volunteer participation from employees at companies with which we
ultimately hope to develop closer, more entrepreneurial ties.
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Jacob Marley revisited and grace by association
Early in the Charles Dickens’ classic, A Christmas Carol, Ebenezer Scrooge is haunted by the
spirit of his old partner, Jacob Marley. At one point, Scrooge observes, “But you were
always a good man of business, Jacob.” To which the spectral Marley takes great umbrage:
“Business,” cried the Ghost, wringing its hands again. “Mankind was my business.
The common welfare was my business; charity, mercy, forbearance, and benevolence,
were, all, my business. The dealings of my trade were but a drop of water in the
comprehensive ocean of my business.” 75

What have we learned from our enterprising quest? Clearly, that Dickens’s Marley may
well be as powerful a foreshadowing of things to come for 21st century economy and
philanthropy as he was for the 19th century Scrooge! The “common welfare” is no longer
perceived as the sole responsibility of charity—but rather as part of the “comprehensive
ocean of business” as well. Thus, as they seek to address social challenges, non-profits
ought to be approaching businesses for “helping hands” (which generate significant mutual
benefits) rather than the more traditionally one-sided “hand-outs.” The landscape is ripe for
such enterprise partnering.
Another specific and obvious realization is that our brand has tremendous value—and not
just for McDonald’s. Since the establishment of America’s first Ronald McDonald House in
1974, RMHC has cultivated an international reputation as the “home away from home” for
families of seriously ill and injured children who travel to distant cities for medical care.
Companies understand that a partnership with RMHC links them with a cause that evokes
deep customer care. I like to call it “grace by association.”
Offering a business partner access to our brand and the good will derived from positioning
itself as a “Proud Supporter of RMHC” is the most valuable incentive we have for a
potential enterprise partner. It’s an asset we must continue to guard carefully, extend
judiciously, and steward wisely—which sometimes means turning down overtures from
organizations that, for whatever reason, aren’t desirable partners. And while grace by
association is the most meaningful return we can offer on any company’s investment in us,
there’s a corresponding side benefit as well: By aggressively promoting RMHC as its
“charity of choice,” a business can satisfy the public’s desire for its investment in the
community while simultaneously minimizing the appeals it might receive from any
number of our non-profit competitors as well!
As Rick Schnell, Parr Lumber’s Fleet Manager, puts it: “Every company needs to be part of
the community—and I can’t think of a better way to do that than through a charity like
RMHC.” Jimmy Monroe, one of our local McDonald’s franchisees, offers a similar
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perspective. “I’m a proud McDonald’s operator,” he says. “And I’m proud of what RMHC
does. Our association makes me proud.” David Hamill, Parr’s CEO, eloquently sums up the
impact of enterprise partnering for businesses and non-profits alike: “It feels very good.”
With non-profits like ours insisting on reliability, predictability, and sustainability—and
business executives talking in warm and fuzzy ways like that—one thing is certain: we’re
on to something!
Tom Soma is Executive Director of Ronald McDonald House Charities of Oregon and Southwest
Washington.

110 G A R Y H U B B E L L C O N S U L T I N G C O N V E R S A T I O N 20 10 ~ C O L O N I A L W I L L I A M S B U R G , VA

111

G A R Y H U B B E L L C O N S U L T I N G C O N V E R S A T I O N 20 10 ~ C O L O N I A L W I L L I A M S B U R G , VA

IMPACT ON ECONOMIC/OPERATING MODELS
IN ORGANIZED PHILANTHROPY:
Community Foundations
By Don Taylor
Community Foundations models have existed in much of the same paradigm since they
began in 1915, nearly 100 years ago. That paradigm contains assumptions that no longer
hold true as the world around them has changed. Unprecedented market conditions, new
methods of philanthropic expression, an expanding definition of “community”, a more
mobile next generation—all have changed the environment for the community foundations
and their relevancy. This work attempts to take a look at some of the pressures affecting
economic and operating models of community foundations and suggests some options for
changes to both.

Introduction
Community foundations have previously enjoyed a renaissance over the past 25 years--in
the United States and around the world. By every measure, the field has expanded
dramatically since the 1980’s. Coinciding with a tax credit to incent permanent endowment,
the State of Iowa, for example, currently has a community foundation in every county and
receives regular distributions from the gaming industry. Internationally, work continues
with the National Council of Foundations to introduce the community foundation model in
other countries.
With the sudden and unexpected end of the stock market boom, however—first in 2003 and
now more recently and more substantially in 2008—the climate for community foundations
has shifted dramatically. Other external forces—demographic changes, regulation and
accountability requirements, the emergence of commercial donor advised funds and
changes in relationships between sectors—might presume the need for reinvention of both
the economic and operating models.
Most urgent, many community foundations have seen their assets shrink by as much as
one-third. Operating budgets for these organizations, based on fees to charitable assets
under management, have shrunk in equal proportion. Cost structures and operating
practices that were highly effective during the heyday of growth, no longer seem as viable.
Each struggles to balance its budget through short-term compromises and stop-gap
measures and have been forced to think about how to diversify revenue.
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It is this ‘perfect storm’ that I believe creates an urgent need to examine existing notions of
the business model for revision and/or re-invention. As early as 2005, in the introduction to
their work On the Brink of New Promise—The Future of U.S. Community Foundations, 76
Bernholz, Fulton, and Kasper state:
“U.S. community foundations have entered a pivotal new era. The generation ahead,
from 2005 to 2025, will be marked by dynamic change…every individual community
foundation—and the field as a whole—will face new choices. The path ahead is full of
promise. Unfortunately, that promise will not be easily realized.”

Background—Operating Model
Operating models of community foundations have traditionally been shaped by fees on
products offered by this form of organized philanthropy. Prior to 1915, banks managed
funds on behalf of wealthy families. Feeling less equipped to distribute charitable assets on
behalf of these families, the community foundation was born—first in Cleveland in 1914. As
the result of a banking industry ‘convention’—community foundations began to spring up
across the country albeit slowly. Minneapolis was among the first, established in 1915.
Currently and much like a bank, administrative fees are charged to permanent unrestricted
assets, field of interest funds, scholarship programs, donor-advised funds, etc. and support
the operation and, to a large extent, the mission for which the community foundation is
organized. New community foundations are typically funded with seed capital from larger
philanthropic sources—private foundations, individual donors, etc. Others without
charitable capital have annual fund programs to build their operating revenue and support
for programs until permanent endowment can be developed. Most work to build a
portfolio of donor advised funds where families engage together in responsive
philanthropy.
Most community foundations have built their fee structures on a trailing average of asset
fund balances, usually expressed as basis points on a 3-5 year trailing asset average.
Formerly, the premise was that operating budgets were “safe” from market fluctuations
that might cause huge variances in market cycles. Recently, many saw erosion of up to 40%
of their asset base. Previously, this model performed reasonably well in a solid and growing
market combined with new assets through development strategies. Hedges against
inflation (2-3% annually) plus spending policy on permanent assets (4-5%) remained
reasonably consistent with market performances to incur further asset growth. The
significant erosion of assets from market conditions and use of the trailing average creates
Lucy Bernholz, Katherine Fulton, and Gabriel Kasper. On the Brink of New Promise—The Future of U.S.
Community Foundations. (2005) Blueprint Research and Design, Inc. and Monitor Company Group, LLP, p.2.
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significant problems for the operating budget for at least the next six years—even if market
performance steadily improves.

The Perfect Storm—the Economy is Only One Factor
There are a number of new realities in the community foundation industry; some as a result
of the economic downturn and other longer-term “trends” that are of particular importance
to the notion of building a more sustainable operating model for community foundations.









In a perfect world of steady and increased market performance, many community
foundations built infrastructure and cost structures that are not affordable in the
current economy. This includes staffing levels, in-house programs, investment in
technology, etc. that all require sustained support. Some of these expenses are
contained in important commitments to the community. Many have become fixed
costs—and a challenge to operating budgets.
The social consequences of a downturn in the market are substantial to most
communities. Factors like unemployment, housing foreclosures, need for food and
energy assistance place greater demand on existing charitable resources. For most, a
majority of the community foundation assets come from donor advised funds. As a
responsive community of philanthropists many donor advised funds (without
enforceable spending policies) begin spending down resources in their funds to meet
community needs. Combined with fewer gifts by donors to these same funds (less
appreciated assets to contribute) creates a continued erosion of assets under
management and--fewer fees to sustain operations.
Highly visible national and international philanthropists are outspoken about
wanting to demonstrate social change with their charitable capital during their
lifetimes. Their collective voices have begun to influence fund holders’ opinion
about the validity of permanent endowment. Fund holders, with the ability to spend
from principal and interest from the assets they advise, have begun to shorten their
definition of “legacy” to include only their lifetimes or “spend downs” shortly after.
Community foundations were founded on the fundamental notion of permanent
endowment and intergenerational equity in giving—for the permanent good and
welfare of the community they are organized to support. This change in
philanthropic strategy threatens the existing operating model.
The globalization of markets and the advent of an extremely mobile workforce
challenge the definition of “community” and giving strategy for high net worth
corporate leaders and their families. “Home-grown” corporate leaders are
disappearing. Previously, these have been fund holders and trustees with strict
allegiance to the welfare of a community that a) helped build their business; b)
provided a high quality of life for a lifetime of company employees; and c) helped
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raise and nurture their families. “Community” can now be defined by 2-3 different
communities a CEO may live in while building his/her career. That challenges
volunteer leadership models for community foundations that were important to the
visibility and credibility of its mission, its products and its operations. It also lessens
their personal financial commitment to building charitable assets on behalf of the
community.
A second generation of advisors to funds (created by their parents for community
philanthropy and legacy) are highly mobile. Research is finding that their
responsibility to advise from charitable assets diminishes as they begin to build their
work lives and personal lives in other communities across the country and
internationally. Parents who see and understand this phenomenon are disappointed
that their children don’t demonstrate interest for the community for which the fund
was created. Some decide to spend down fund assets originally intended to be
permanently endowed assets on behalf of the community.
We are in an era of expanded regulation. In particular, Senator Charles Grassley (RIowa) leads a coalition of reformers looking at the nonprofit sector and opportunities
afforded to both tax exempt organizations and those who contribute to them. In
particular, reformers are looking at the tax benefits afforded to those able to amass
charitable capital without requirements for distribution for public good. Permanent
charitable capital and, especially donor advised funds—the mainstay of most
community foundation operations—are under close scrutiny as a candidate for
reform.

Building a New Operating Model— Begin by Understanding Costs
The dilemmas that community foundations face are not short-term in nature. The
environment has changed profoundly over time on many dimensions including those
previously mentioned. In addition, increased competition for donor advised funds,
changing donor behavior, asset mix, pricing models and community expectations has
demonstrated a need to better understand underlying costs in economic models. Rapid
expansion in the “good years” concealed many structural budget problems, just as the
painful contraction of the last 18 months has exaggerated them.
Community foundations have begun to better understand the costs of each of the many
products and services they provide and in a way that allows them to allocate resources
accordingly. 77 While a better methodology to understand cost structure exists,
organizations are forced to balance the results with the realities of their charitable missions.
Foundation Strategies Group, Strengthening Community Foundations: Redefining the Opportunities,
October 2003.

77
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Like most business enterprises, some products subsidize other products. More often in
philanthropy, all are considered essential to mission.
In the course of analyzing cost study data among peer community foundations, one
observes that for any problem that surfaced with any particular product, at least one
foundation has already found a solution. Unfortunately understanding “peer” community
foundations and their costs is complex. Each usually has a slightly different financial model
and may operate in a community that may look substantially different from its comparative
peers. Some community foundations, for example, may be the only organized philanthropy
and solely organized by geography. Others have sister community foundations all in the
same community that may be defined by geography, faith and/or gender. What is
fortunate—is that many have begun to do a more thorough examination to better
understand product mix, pricing and demand.

Reinventing the Community Foundation Model—Opportunities
for Long-Term Relevancy
At a recent meeting of the management team in my organization, the CEO asked the
question: “What would happen if our community foundation ceased to exist?” I believe it’s
the right—and also the first question to ask if we consider how we might “reinvent” how
we do our work on behalf of the community and its citizens.
The following are considerations for how we might do our work differently and how the
restructuring of work might influence our operating and economic models.
Opportunity One: Re-Focus Unrestricted Resources: Greater Community Change While
Covering Full Costs
As mentioned, community foundations structure their work and operations quite
differently from each other. Some, like the Rhode Island Community Foundation, exist only
to create permanent charitable capital—ultimately for issues that they determine are
important to the State. Others, like the Kansas City Community Foundation, create
charitable capital through donor advised funds structured to support the operations of
community nonprofits. Without a strategy to create permanent endowment, they don’t set
funding priorities for the community—donor advisors do that through their own giving.
Still other community foundations have a combination of products that includes both donor
advised funds and permanent funds. Rather than focus unrestricted revenue (from
permanent charitable capital) on the community priorities its trustees might choose, they
focus on program support to nonprofits in all areas of education, the arts, social services,
etc., for the vitality and quality of life for all its residents.
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The Minneapolis Foundation has a varied product line, but focuses much of its unrestricted
charitable capital on efforts that create systemic change—change to public policy and/or
advocacy on behalf of a community issue that leverages other resources and influences
policy to do so. In its recent strategic planning effort (2009-2015) and in recognition of the
need to focus limited resources, the Foundation’s board of trustees defined for itself three
community roles—leader, partner, and grant maker.
LEADER—One of the most significant and traditional roles of a community foundation
is to “lift up, build awareness” or “convene” around prominent community issues that
deserve attention and could benefit from greater public support. (Resource needed:
Significant staff leadership and “enough” financial resources that demonstrate a serious
leadership role.)
PARTNER—other community efforts may require building coalitions with other
funding sources and policy makers to influence public opinion in order to create the
right “space” to build a well informed policy. (Resource needed: Less staff leadership;
some dollars just to be at the decision making table.)
GRANTMAKER—a more traditional role for community foundations, this resource
allocation (dollars and sometimes technical expertise) is for strategies around
community issues that are being addressed by its nonprofit partners. (Resource needed:
significant dedicated staff time for competitive grant making, significant unrestricted
resource to fund trustee/staff identified strategies)

Adding complexity to the reality of limited resources for these roles, The Minneapolis
Foundation (and most other community foundations) has struggled to understand its
outcome metrics. Where might the Foundation get the greatest ROI for its charitable dollar?
Understanding how funding to one particular strategy has “moved the needle” is difficult;
knowing that multiple funders may have contributed to multiple strategies trying to
achieve the same outcome. What might one claim as their outcome for their charitable
dollar? It’s a critical measure to understand if the strategy deserves or requires additional
resource because of its success.
Community foundations have traditionally enjoyed a certain “bully pulpit” that gives them
permission to take a stand on community issues in a non-partisan way. Additionally, they
often enjoy significant cachet that adds credibility to the message they are trying to elevate.
It’s my thought that the “bully pulpit” and cachet combination, along with demonstrated
expertise in an issue area, is likely to create better outcomes more quickly.
I would like to assert that reinventing the operating model for our organization might mean
dedicating more of our unrestricted resources to the Leader and Partner roles in our
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community and less to competitive grant making. Resources in those areas can affect the
greatest change and return on investment for the community.
How does that help the operating model? Currently, we don’t account for the expensive
staff time in our operating budget--required in the leader/partner roles. Rather, we account
only for the financial commitment we make to each strategy in order to be at the table. By
re-allocating more of our grant making dollars to cover the most expensive staff time in a
particular strategy, we cover our true cost of doing business in this area. Internal grant
making to cover costs is a new way of funding meaningful and important work.
Opportunity Two: Asset Development vs. Fundraising Role: It Costs Money to Raise
Money
Community Foundations increasingly have become engaged in project “fundraising,” a
strategy that differs significantly from its traditional role in building permanent charitable
capital (assets) for the eventual support of its unrestricted charitable mission. Fundraising
bolsters the amount of immediate charitable capital available for the foundation’s defined
roles, especially in a declining market. Target markets for additional resources are other
organized philanthropy partners. They might include local and national private
foundations, corporate foundations, local family foundations and donor advised fund
holders.
The Boston Foundation, for example, runs an annual fundraising program that raises over a
$1 million annually to support its community leadership activities. Minneapolis has
fundraising targets for each of its competitive grant making strategies and next year will
include a fund to support its activities in community leadership.
Raising money costs money. National standards for cost-to-raise-a-dollar vary significantly
by methodology from major gift fundraising (the least) to special events (the most
expensive). Community foundations are loathe to consider these nontraditional costs that
use asset development staff for the purpose of fundraising. Assessing a cost to raise a dollar
“fee” to fundraised assets might be another way to consider diversifying revenue and
realizing true costs of doing business.
Opportunity Three: Add Fee-Based Value to the Commercial Sector’s Donor Advised Fund
Products
Fidelity Investments launched its Charitable Gift Fund in 1991. Since inception the fund has
grown to $3 billion in assets and attracted like products built by its financial competitors.
These low cost, high volume providers created considerable competition for charitable
capital previously given to community foundations. Never intending to become experts in
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philanthropy, Fidelity used this strategy to retain assets under management and to round
out its compendium of services to its clients. Relationships with clients through this product
offering are purely transactional, offering accessible technology to its consumers for their
responsive philanthropy.
What’s missing is the value that community foundations can add to make responsive
philanthropy more effective. Because we are close to the community, we have significant
information about issues in the community. We can give advice about nonprofits in the
community who do good work around various community issues and we can connect
philanthropists with similar interests to each other to learn their effective grant making
strategies. Information, advice and connections are something that community foundations
could, collectively, package and sell to its low cost competitors for a fee. Not every client
wants the “value add” but those who are engaged in significant philanthropy through their
commercial funds, might be willing to pay for it.
Opportunity Four: What If?
Community Foundations have historically defined success by the amount of assets under
management. I’d suggest that it’s the wrong metric. Early in my life, my parents taught me
the value of money and what it could do—for me and for others. They also quickly taught
me that if it wasn’t in my check book or savings account, I couldn’t spend it. I had to find
other ways to find the outcome I wanted.
What if community foundations described their success—not by the amount of assets they
held under management—but by the outcomes they created with what they had.
Accordingly, understanding the costs associated with producing those outcomes would
shape how it spent its resources toward the same—always understanding that the critical
needs of any community will never be accomplished through philanthropy alone.

What’s Next?
This essay identified some significant challenges to an existing paradigm in the work of
community foundations. Those challenges affect both the way a community foundation
operates its programs and how it funds it activity. The essay also suggests some beginning
strategy about how to change both.
The future holds many things we cannot predict. A new generation of philanthropy is likely
to create new surprises as influential as the introduction of the commercial donor advised
fund was to this generation. Gaining better understanding of the impact a community
foundation wants to make, how to measure it, the true cost of doing its business and
building a more diversified economic model to fund it-- is critical to its future success.
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Philanthropy and Social Movements: beer, oil and fear.
By Garett Brennan
Musician, tele skier and executive director of Focus the Nation
A bit of context to get us started.
I am big fan Oregon beer, fresh snow and skiing fast, fiddle tunes and the American sound
that was born out of Appalachia and brought here by the Irish and their whiskey. I will also
say that I think chainsaws are awesome and knowing how to grow your own food is one
best things anyone could ever do.
Now, to get rolling, think of where you live and the things you like to do. Are you aware of
where your energy comes from to power the way you live? Are you aware of the natural,
human and economic costs associated with the extraction and use of that power? If you
don’t know, you’re not alone. Most people have no clue where their energy comes from,
why it matters, how it works or what affects it has on the whole system.
The last few years of my career have been intensely focused in what you could call the
“youth climate movement.” An effort comprised of a few organizations mobilizing young
people on the issue of climate and clean energy. We are a subset of a larger “climate
movement” of organizations that have been working since the late 80’s to set a price on
carbon dioxide emissions in an effort to reduce how much CO2 is emitted into the
atmosphere. For nearly 20 years, this larger “climate movement” has ultimately been
grounded in the moral premise of fighting climate change and making pollution expensive.
The “youth climate movement” has only been around since about 2006 and has generally
been grounded on the premise that we—young people—are inheriting this planetary crisis
because of decisions that our elders—people in power—have made.
We want to do things differently and we’re running out of time. We want to take
responsibility for our country’s emissions and be the world leader in clean energy solutions.
When you take into consideration the rate we’re emitting now, the rate our population is
increasing and the rate at which developing countries are rapidly moving toward a more
affluent Western American lifestyle that consumes far more resources than the planet can
handle, we are on a dangerous trajectory of maxing out our system. Scientists have
identified that point of no return as the year 2050. The parts per million of CO2 that the
atmosphere can handle as 350. And the degrees Celsius that we cannot go over as 1.5. If we
breach all that and if things don’t change, we risk major fluctuations in weather, drought,
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you name it—all those things people talk about in the press. Every doom and gloom sound
bite you can imagine.
When I was in Copenhagen for the UN Climate Treaty Negotiations this past December, I
heard a fascinating talk by UK journalist George Monbiot. In his talk that explored the
amount of coal and oil reserves and resources that we have in the ground right now, he
cited a figure from the World Energy Council that stuck with me. In order to simply
maintain the current infrastructure of our fossil fuel-based energy system from now until
2050, it will cost approximately $25.5 trillion. That’s a lot of money to maintain an
infrastructure that is built on finite resources like oil and coal. Imagine if we put even a
portion of that $25.5 trillion toward rebuilding new energy systems?
On the political side of things, we still have no federal legislation that comprehensively
tackles this issue. There are several pieces out there at various stages, but “Climate” is still
in the wings waiting for health care reform. On the “movement” side of things, the climate
debate has become the long awaited pinnacle of the environmental movement. It is the
dream crisis that finally pulls together the interconnectedness of our world: the economic
systems and keeping jobs on American soil to lift people out of poverty; the preservation of
our natural resources and how we extract and use them; the public health affects of the air
we breathe and streams we drink from and snow packs that feed our streams; the national
security of fighting wars to preserve oil reserves in foreign countries; and so on. A glorious
convergence of social change indicators. The problem though, is that the “climate
movement” has been organizing people for the last 20 years on the moral premise of
fighting climate change and making pollution expensive. That isn’t necessarily the sexiest
call to action if we want to make this a bread and butter issue for the everyday American.
And this is where I fit it in, working with that 18-28 year old constituency who is
inheriting—arguably—the most complicated and challenging opportunity in recent human
history. Empowering them with the skills and experiences needed to lead us through the
political, technical and innovative hurdles in front of us.
When invited to participate in Conversation 2010, and asked to write something about the
Future of Philanthropy as it relates to my work, I told Gary that I was particularly
interested in the role that philanthropy had played in building successful social movements
of the past. I wanted to look into this topic because I honestly feel that the social movement
that I am working so hard at building is struggling.
I had anticipated an essay very different than the one you are reading. I originally thought I
would be drawing from deep threads of our progressive iconic historical movements like
Civil Rights, Women’s Rights, Anti-Nuke, Anti-Smoking, Gay Rights, and others. Little did
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I know that my conversations over the last six months with thought leaders in the
philanthropy world whom I respect—Jessica Bailey (Rockefeller Brothers Fund), Peter
Teague (Nathan Cummings Foundation) and Betsy Taylor (Breakthrough Strategies)—
would lead me to look at the current state of our country and how a few early
philanthropists so successfully funded the machine and values of our current Conservative
Movement. I was even more shocked when I found out that one of the original
philanthropists of the conservative movement was a brewer from Colorado. I’ve never
really met a beer I didn’t like. But beer money used this way?
What has baffled and fascinated me in writing this piece is the harsh realization that one of
the most prominent examples of how philanthropy has built a successful social movement,
is directly connected to how difficult my job is.
What I find sadly interesting is that it was all born from a place of fear. And what’s equally
curious about this in the context of my work, is that the entire “Climate Movement” has
been trying to counter the conservative social movement also on a premise of fear—the sky
is falling, ice is melting, Florida will be under water and whole island nations will have to
relocate! Fear fighting fear. That sounds so 7th grade.
The last several months have been a clear wake-up call to the progressive climate
movement that either our fear tactics aren’t powerful enough, or that it’s time for an
entirely new, re-grounding, breakthrough approach to moving our country forward. I
would strongly argue for the latter, but politics is not the focus of this essay. Back on our
philanthropy horse.
Let’s first take a brief look at the beginnings of philanthropy and its investment in the
present conservative movement. I’ll provide a brief synopsis of research from Rob Stein,
former chief of staff at the US Department of Commerce during the Clinton Administration,
senior strategic advisor to then-Democratic National Committee chairman Ron Brown from
1989-92 and founder of the Democracy Alliance.
The conservative rise began in the early 1970’s when there was concern among
conservatives that capitalism was under attack and something had to be done about it.
Around that time, the director of the US Chamber of Commerce, Eugene Sydnor, Jr. asked
his buddy Lewis Powell to map out a blueprint of what needed to be done. At that time,
Powell was a board member of Philip Morris, a successful attorney and former head of the
American Bar Association. (I also found in my research that Powell played a huge role in
the mid 60s in the development of Colonial Williamsburg where we will all be convening in
late April for our Conversation 2010.)
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On August 23, 1971, just after accepting President Nixon’s request to become Associate
Justice of the Supreme Court, Powell sent the confidential “Powell Memorandum” to
Eugene at the Chamber with the title “Attack on the American Free Enterprise System.”
Powell’s main goal was “Changing how individuals and society think about the corporation, the
government, the law, the culture, and the individual” (Hazen 2005). The memo laid out
recommendations on the role that the Chamber of Commerce should play, the role of
college campuses, the needed investment in scholars and speakers, the evaluation and
monitoring of textbooks, the investment in business schools and television as well as the
political arena and our justice system. In the closing statement of his memo, he says:
In addition to the ideological attack on the system itself (discussed in this memorandum), its
essentials also are threatened by inequitable taxation, and -- more recently -- by an inflation
which has seemed uncontrollable. But whatever the causes of diminishing economic freedom may
be, the truth is that freedom as a concept is indivisible. As the experience of the socialist and
totalitarian states demonstrates, the contraction and denial of economic freedom is followed
inevitably by governmental restrictions on other cherished rights. It is this message, above all
others, that must be carried home to the American people.
It hardly need be said that the views expressed above are tentative and suggestive. The first step
should be a thorough study. But this would be an exercise in futility unless the Board of Directors
of the Chamber accepts the fundamental premise of this paper, namely, that business and the
enterprise system are in deep trouble, and the hour is late. (Powell 1971)

In order to confront the attack of liberalism and progressive ideals, Powell stressed the
urgent need for a financing mechanism at a scale that could only be established through a
joint effort focused on less government, lowering taxes, deregulation and challenging the
left agenda everywhere. With seed money from Joseph Coors (Colorado beer that tastes like
water), Richard Mellon Scaife’s publishing enterprise in Pittsburgh, John M. Olin
Foundation and the Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation, the conservatives proceeded to
build a new generation of organizations, think tanks, legal groups, media outlets and
monitors, and networking organizations all around the core tenants and overarching values
in Powell’s memo: free enterprise, limited government and individual freedoms. One of the first
examples of this collaborative philanthropic effort resulted in the Heritage Foundation.
Here is a quick look at some of these initial (and still current) players of the successful
conservative movement:
Heritage Foundation:
The invention of Heritage was by two Capitol Hill political aides, Paul Weyrich and
Edward Feulner. It officially came into being in 1973 with an initial investment from Joseph
Coors of $250,000. He had been stirred by Powell’s memo and wanted to stem the tide of
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anti-business sentiment in the country. Weyrich and Feulner felt that the conservative
movement and Republican party lacked “quick response capability.” So after the original
investment by Joseph Coors, the two men turned to the Schuchman Foundation, the Olin
Foundation and Richard Mellon Scaife, along with several large businesses to significantly
increase its assets. Scaife’s initial investment was $900k and he proceeded to contribute
more than $3.8 million over the next several years to the Heritage Foundation.
By 1977 they had secured approximately $83 million and were running full steam ahead in
advancing the Conservative Social Movement. In the first few years, they primarily built a
log of “backgrounders” on current legislative battles and foreign policies—short, brief twopagers—that they would fax or mail to politicians, public officials and journalists with
arguments to bolster the Conservative agenda. When the Reagan administration took
power in 1980, the Foundation synthesized all of its backgrounders into a 3000-page, 20volume set of policy recommendations titled, Mandate for Leadership, and presented it to
Attorney General Ed Meese a week after Reagan’s inauguration. By 1985, 60 to 65 percent of
those recommendations were reflected in Reagan’s policies. More recently, the Heritage
Foundation has taken credit for much of George W. Bush’s policies as being “straight out of
the Heritage playbook.”
Today they have an annual expense budget of $61 million and their mission is stated as
follows: “To formulate and promote conservative public policies based on the principles of free
enterprise, limited government, individual freedom, traditional American values, and a strong
national defense.”
Richard Mellon Scaife:
Scaife is the great grand nephew of Andrew Mellon and heir to his oil (Gulf Oil), industry
and banking fortune. Scaife became the chairman of the Scaife Foundations in 1973, they
include: Sarah Mellon Scaife Foundation, the Carthage Foundation, the Allegheny
Foundation and the Scaife Family Foundation. Between 1985 and 2001, Scaife’s foundations
have donated more than $50.7 million to conservative think tanks and organizations.
Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation:
Lynde and Harry, two brothers in Milwaukee, made their money in electronic and radio
components with a company they started called the Allen-Bradley Company. In 1942 with a
decent fortune from the company they started the Allen-Bradley Foundation and primarily
funded local conservative initiatives. By 1985, they joined forces with Scaife and began
funding the Free Congress Foundation—another right-wing think tank and training ground
for conservative politicians and grassroots activists—founded by the Heritage boys, Paul
Weyrich and beer guy Joseph Coors. In 1985 though, things changed rapidly for the
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foundation when the brothers sold the Allen-Bradley Company to Rockwell International, a
leading defense and aerospace conglomerate and watched—almost overnight—the assets of
their foundation jump from $14 million to $290 million. Bam. This catapulted the brother’s
foundation into one of the largest in the country. At this point, they decided to separate the
foundation’s name from the company’s and hire someone who knew what they were doing
to really run and manage all these new assets. They hired the Olin Foundation to run it.
And at the helm of this NY-based foundation was a man named Michael S. Joyce. Joyce had
exactly the kind of national conservative connections that the Bradley brothers were
looking for—he had served on the Reagan transition team in 1980 and on several ReaganBush task forces. In 1986, the Atlantic Monthly named Joyce as one of the three most
influential people responsible for the conservative political movement. (Bradley Foundation
n.d.)
The Olin Foundation had its own legacy of assets and investments in the Heritage
Foundation and particularly in funding conservative research at prestigious institutions of
higher education throughout the country—a key action item in Powell’s original memo.
When the conservatives lost control of the White House with the election of Bill Clinton, the
massive assets of the Bradley Foundation and its network institutes, conservative writers,
and think tanks became vitally important in continuing to influence the direction of public
policy and conservative values in the U.S. It is now arguably the premier right-wing
foundation in the country. Its mission reads as follows:
“The Bradley brothers were committed to preserving and defending the tradition of free
representative government and private enterprise that has enabled the American nation and, in a
larger sense, the entire Western world to flourish intellectually and economically. The Bradleys
believed that the good society is a free society. The Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation is likewise
devoted to strengthening American democratic capitalism and the institutions, principles, and values
that sustain and nurture it.” (Bradley Foundation Mission n.d.)
The John M. Olin Foundation
This foundation was established in 1953 by Olin Industries and made its fortune in chemical
and munitions manufacturing. Unlike many foundations, it was charged to spend all of its
assets within a generation of Olin’s death in fear of mission drift. Its last grant was awarded
in 2005 and the foundation officially disbanded that year. The foundation awarded $370
million to conservative think tanks, media outlets and law programs at universities.
Over the last three decades, the Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation, the Scaife
Foundations, the John M. Olin Foundation and the Smith Richardson Foundation earned the
nick name, the “Four Sisters” as they have been the four most prominent funders of right-
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wing, conservative think tanks and organizations since the 1970s. If one Foundation gave to
an organization, the other three would typically follow suit.
Okay, so now that we have a little background on the key initial philanthropists who built the
conservative social movement, I would like to briefly explore how the success of this
movement has affected the role of philanthropy today and will continue to impose limitations
on philanthropy’s role in the future?
I think it’s important to first provide some transparency and grounding about how I see the
different roles that Philanthropy and Government play in our society. I think Government
should ultimately be in the business of taking care of its people—and by this I mean
providing health care, access to education, national security, etc. And Philanthropy should be
the exciting realm where social innovation occurs. I would argue that the shear fact that so
many foundations and philanthropists are funding initiatives and organizations that provide
health services, reading education, access to food and other basics that the Government
should be handling—is a perfect example of how successful the conservative social
movement has been in executing the Powell Memo. Less government. Deregulation.
The deregulation of the entire banking industry is another example of how our government—
or more importantly, our tax dollars—bailed out the pensions and bonuses to a handful of
men. And in watching the current health care and climate debates, our current government
can’t get anything passed. Any alternative solutions to the current American Values is seen
as—and spun in the conservative media as anti-American, socialist or hurting the economy.
These are all brilliant success indicators of the conservative social movement. The movement
has succeeded in shrinking government’s role, but not necessarily its size.
Why does this worry me about the future of philanthropy? If we can’t reposition the
government to seriously start taking care of its people, putting America back to work for the
long term and investing in our future prosperity, then I fear that philanthropy’s role will
further be rescinded to do all the government’s housekeeping. I want to see philanthropy be a
place where breakthrough social innovation occurs.
I would like to close by posing a few questions to the group:
1. If our government doesn’t get back into the business of providing goods and
services, how will this limit and affect the future of philanthropy?
2. If America does not lead the clean energy revolution and boldly position itself to
profit in the historical transition from a fossil-fuel based economy to a clean energy
economy, how will that directly limit potential profits and endowments that could
result in future philanthropic endeavors?
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And I ask that last question as an attempt to look at the major players in philanthropy over
the last 75 years. Some of them are listed above, yet others like the Rockefellers (who have
primarily funded progressive causes over the years) made their fortunes in the boom of the
industrial revolution when we began powering our economy, towns (and the railroads to
build more) on oil and steam from coal.
We are at another historical moment right now. If we don’t seize it, China will. And we’ll be
looking to them for philanthropy.
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Question: How can organizational philanthropy executives shift their
internal conversations to the long view, outside‐in thinking, and
simultaneously embrace of multiple perspectives (the characteristics of
scenario thinking)?
Thesis: The 21st century will require larger scale collaboration and the ability
to learn and adapt quickly at the micro, mezzo and macro level. With our
world’s increasing population, decreasing resources and increasing disparity
between the haves and have‐nots, philanthropy will have to stop chasing
better branding and will need to start embracing tough and often messy
conversations focused on outcomes that bring justice.

TO BRING ABOUT NEEDED CHANGE, THOSE WHO MIGHT
BE LEADERS, NEED TO BE WILLING TO BE CHANGED.
By Marv Baldwin
Author’s note: although I had great ambitions to write about what it would take to bring about
needed change, I know I am “in process” and know I am on the right track only because I am I
learning. I think the Mahatma Gandhi quote “be the change you want to see in the world” is the key
to our future. I think the humility we each can have will bring about the changes we need. It will be
difficult to get there. As I have written the following pages I have done so with good intent in hopes
that it sparks some interest or ideas in those that read it.

Get up, go and lead.
Pastor Cosmos had gifts. He had presence. He could preach the gospel and help people
understand God’s word and how it affected their world and their life. He was willing to
move to be in community with those who might need him and he did move in the mid
1990’s to a place called Machakos, Kenya to be with those who he believed needed his
spiritual leadership.
Like many people in leadership, Pastor Cosmos felt a burden to make a difference. He
changed his life and left the comfort of home to move to a place to share that passion, he
gave up much to make a difference.
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But it wasn’t enough.
Why not? Because, until Pastor Cosmos got to where he was going, he was the change
agent, at least in his own mind, and that is where so many well intended leaders go awry.
So Pastor Cosmos arrived in Machakas a short yet long ride from home with big plans to
help the people and began to share. He wondered why people would come late to services
and sometimes not at all. He investigated. He found that people worked hard and each day
they had to go long distances for water and work hard to grow the little bit of food they had
to eat. He learned that they needed hope so he shared that one day in heaven they would
all have enough to eat that God had a place for them and He would provide.
Although leaders often have big visions about rescuing people and have grand ideas about
ways to do it, it is often the small and local things that make the biggest difference. In
leadership, we can often feel that sharing hope (vision) is the most important thing and yet
really it is the way we care about people day to day and the conviction we feel to stay with
them through thick and thin, joy and sorrow that really matters.

But, we are suffering now.
The commitment to get involved must be over-shadowed by the commitment to stay
involved as needed. As Pastor Cosmos learned more about his new home and the people he
now lived with and was beginning to care for in an ever deepening way, he witnessed a
drop in church attendance. He went out to find out what was happening. What he learned
disturbed him and led him to action. He found people without enough food and water and
realized that something must be done. He jumped into action and worked to make
connections with organizations that could get food to his people. Pastor Cosmos worked
hard and was successful accessing provisions for his community. Food aid began to arrive
in various forms and the people had enough to eat. People began returning to church and
were even able to stay through the longer sermons which came most every week!

But, what will we eat tomorrow?
Because Pastor Cosmos had learned to listen, he was probably only slightly put off when
the people started saying, thanks, but what will eat tomorrow, next week, next year?
Suddenly he was at a crossroads and decided to take the path that good leaders take when
they know they can’t do what needs to be done on their own. He engaged the community
in a new and deeper way. Until this point, Pastor Cosmos had been able to, in essence, go it
alone. Now he realized that the job ahead was more than he could handle. It can be
tempting in leadership at that point to try to control, try to drive a result, but Pastor Cosmos
engaged his community. Quoting the Bible he shares that they said to one another, “come
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let us listen together…” and together they worked out a better future that could lead them
to sustainability both with local water harvesting during the rainy seasons and with food
they could grow themselves.
Pastor Cosmos was a newcomer to Machakos and knew little about the community and the
history. He was willing to initiate, invest and adjust over time which has led to some
amazing changes in just a few years.

INITIATE
Often leaders are known for having initiative. Those who do not take initiative are not
thought of as leaders. The readiness to embark on bold new ventures takes vision, courage
and the willingness to make mistakes. The question that is perplexing in this category is
“how do we keep fear from dampening the initiative spirit?” and, “how do we engage
others in a respectful yet direct way to be ready to embark on bold new ventures?” One of
the big challenges in this area is our current culture of political correctness which leads to
relativism. Since language falls short in most every situation, it is easy to avoid deeper,
more difficult issues through various forms of distraction in conversation. The fear to
offend and the pressure to say it just right or not at all often keeps people from speaking
what they view as the truth in certain settings. Further, the discomfort of some of these
issues makes it easier to avoid them altogether.
There have been times when I’ve avoided the deeper issues that need to be addressed
because I was “offended” by what someone had to say. Somehow in leadership we must
get beyond the words and try our best to discover intent if we are to make progress.
How do we begin conversations to bring about transformation in ourselves and others?
Scott Peck offers some ideas in his book The Different Drum. Peck says that conversations in
groups go through various stages eventually leading to deeper levels. He claims that much
of conversation occurs at a superficial level he refers to as pseudo-community. This type of
conversation is marked by carefully crafted comments and questions. Comments which are
common knowledge or unarguable and questions which the questioner already has the
answer.
The next stage he discusses is marked by truth and honesty. Thus he names it chaos.
Essentially what happens is that at some point along the conversational path someone
offers a reflection or question that begins to take the conversation to a deeper place. Often
the comment is self revealing sharing some vulnerability or discussing an issue that is
difficult to discuss. The discomfort of the unknown causes the conversation’s version of 911
to show up and “put the fire out!” as it were. The problem is that if the rescue workers are
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successful, the conversation goes right back to pseudo-community…. yawn. The other
enemy of the deeper conversation is premature action. It is really hard to argue with
“taking action” in our “get er’ done” world but we need to. There are times that a group
should “sit” with something, struggle with it, rather than just jumping into action.
People in the discussion can help the conversation go deeper by asking clarifying questions
of those who are willing to venture toward the unknown. The name chaos is quite useful
for this stage as people are mentally and verbally flailing around.
At some point, if the group is fortunate they will find their way collectively to emptiness.
That is the place where people stop arguing with, agreeing with, supporting and fixing
others. It is the place where truth can begin to emerge, where people can speak from a core
place deep within themselves and be heard human to human. Community then emerges
from emptiness.
Whether in conversations or actions with others or on the threshold of leading ourselves,
we need to be aware that obstacles exist, internal obstacles which can undo our thoughts,
efforts, our beings. There are at least three views that can keep one from initiating.
1. “I’m overqualified”—sometimes leaders think they should be working on bigger
things or seemingly more difficult problems.
2. “I’m not capable”—self doubt can sometimes undo the thing we are meant to do.
3. “Someone else will lead”—belief that although we see the opportunity or problem it
is not ours to address.
Some emerging leaders also find their efforts to be frustrated by numerous issues,
historical, bureaucratic, etc. which deter future initiative without proper perspective and an
attitude of learning from the experiences.
Leaders must also be conscious of their changing roles as well as the changing roles their
organizations play from one stakeholder to the next. Without a realization of the various
and dynamic views that various stakeholders have of the organization and leaders
themselves, all the initiation in the world can do nothing more than stall, stop or even
reverse progress.

INVEST
Although this step, on the surface, may seem the easiest, it may actually be the most
difficult because our society provides the excuse for professional distance. As leaders, we
can feel ourselves being pulled into the emotional and spiritual depths of a situation we are
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involved in and before we get in too deep, we are reminded that we must keep our distance
if we really hope to be of help.
In the book “When Helping Hurts” by Fikkert and Colbert, the authors propose that
poverty is about broken relationships. It is easy for people to see material needs, thus we
often respond to those but that rarely gets to the heart of the matter. Poverty is about
broken relationships. Therefore, the authors, (and I will too) make the case that unless we
invest ourselves into a situation, to understand the people, the history, the culture, group
and community dynamics, religions, past successes and failures, how people view
themselves individually and collectively, etc., we will not be able to really help, at least not
in any sort of lasting way. This investment is not a surface understanding of people or their
situation; rather it is the investment that keeps one up at night, gets one up in the morning
and is anything but “professionally distanced”.
Over the past several months we have been interviewing for a new Pastor for our church
and the young woman we are calling said the following: “when I got to my congregation, I
had enough knowledge to share what I knew with them for about 4 months. After that I
had to learn to go on the journey with them.” Now that she has accepted the call to come to
our church, the deep relationships she has built with her current church on life’s journey
will be altered drastically. There is a deep sadness, a mourning of sorts which they are
going through. Leadership is not about being “professionally distant”, it is about living life
with others, it is about allowing yourself as a leader to become invested so as change occurs
along the path, everyone develops.
Many “would be” leaders think their main value lies in being able to bring about outcomes
when in fact their work should be about being with others throughout the process, the path
if you will. Although outcomes are clearer, more measureable and often far easier to work
toward, traveling the path with people is not a very neat and tidy process. We must accept
the complexity, the messiness of the path and the bumps along the way. It requires long
term commitment to things we often can’t see, touch or hear. There is not often much
reward for traveling this path except to know that you have made a commitment to
something that seems to matter for the long term and that being present with your fellow
travelers on the path becomes the most rewarding part of life when allow yourself to
experience it.
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Oswald Chambers wrote a wonderful piece about sticking with the vision even in times of
difficulty.
We always have a vision of something before it actually becomes real to us. When we realize that the
vision is real, but is not yet real in us, Satan comes to us with his temptations, and we are inclined to say
that there is no point in even trying to continue. Instead of the vision becoming real to us, we have
entered into a valley of humiliation.
Life is not as idle ore,
But iron dug from central gloom,
And battered by the shocks of doom
To shape and use.
God gives us a vision, and then He takes us down to the valley to batter us into the shape of that vision. It
is in the valley that so many of us give up and faint. Every God-given vision will become real if we will
only have patience. Just think of the enormous amount of free time God has! He is never in a hurry. Yet
we are always in such a frantic hurry. While still in the light of the glory of the vision, we go right out to
do things, but the vision is not yet real in us. God has to take us into the valley and put us through fires
and floods to batter us into shape, until we get to the point where He can trust us with the reality of the
vision. Ever since God gave us the vision, He has been at work. He is getting us into the shape of the goal
He has for us, and yet over and over again we try to escape from the Sculptor’s hand in an effort to batter
ourselves into the shape of our own goal.
The vision that God gives is not some unattainable castle in the sky, but a vision of what God wants you
to be down here. Allow the Potter to put you on His wheel and whirl you around as He desires. Then as
surely as God is God, and you are you, you will turn out as an exact likeness of the vision. But don’t lose
heart in the process. If you have ever had a vision from God, you may try as you will to be satisfied on a
lower level, but God will never allow it.
-Oswald Chambers, My Utmost for His Highest

ADJUST
In 2001 a chance meeting between a Kellogg Foundation executive and FRB’s volunteer
executive director, at the time, led to a 5 year capacity grant which gave FRB a great start!
The grant allowed FRB to hire field staff thus providing a path to take a good idea and
build an organization. It was a great gift to be sure and it came at a critical time.
Nearing the end of the 5 year grant, we had many discussions with WKKF and were
hopeful that we might receive a further grant for another 4-5 years. In the end, either by
active decision or omission, the foundation did not award another grant to FRB.
In hindsight, not receiving the grant may have been on par or even a greater gift to FRB
than the awarding of the grant in the first place. Candidly it felt like we were crashing and
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burning even though those FRB advocates at the foundation kept encouraging us and
telling us how much they felt our model and approach was right on track.
As an organization that focuses our efforts on standing alongside communities with our
member and partner organizations through the development process, we should have been
more in tune with our own development through various stages and yet, it took us a long
time to see the gift that had been given to us as WKKF in essence said, “you have invested
the grant we gave you wisely, you have done well, now, you can do it on your own, good
luck.” Consciously, or otherwise WKKF had the right idea, as their removal of financial
resources in essence was a gift of belief in FRB’s ability.
Fast forward to February 2010… as I listened in a meeting in Kampala Uganda with several
member and partner staff, I was reminded once again of the lesson the WKKF grant had
taught us. One of our members is working currently with a partner we have been funding
for several years. They have come to a point where it is thought that they are capable of
operating on their own, that is without the member’s further financial support. I listened
and watched as the partner staff worked through the pain of what was happening during
this transition to a more robust and sustainable place. I knew they will as we have gone
through the valley of despair and wondered, at times, if they will survive. I believe they
will be better for it.
The key to these changes is more about our internal discussions than our external
discussions. We need to quickly adjust in these sorts of situations but our “investment” in
the relationships, our comfort level with the way financial resources, the way we’ve done
things can lead to a great deal of pain.
One of the best yet most challenging tools that leaders ought to employ in some form is
scenario thinking. Scenario thinking is like a simulated external shift which will affect our
organization. The practice allows the practitioner to think in complex ways, laying out
extreme positions to test what things might look like at some point in the future given two
intersecting continuums. Attachment A to this document is the recent scenario thinking
exercise we utilized during our strategic planning process at the Foods Resource Bank. The
strategic planning process has been a success for us because we engaged many people in
the process and designed a plan which addresses our needs for the future.
Personally, the scenario thinking process gave me a great tool to think about potential
futures. I learned that, without doing this exercise in a way that includes more leaders in an
organization, it will not have nearly the significance needed to help people become better
leaders. One of my takeaways form the writing of this paper is that I need to think through
helping various FRB leaders utilize scenario thinking more often and in more settings.
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Based on many experiences around the world with various people in leadership roles, I am
also a proponent of scenario thinking as a way to avoid a reaction based response in the
future. Scenario thinking allows for the opportunity to think through potential future
scenarios and in essence helps people avoid always having to learn “the hard way” and
then make quick and often tactical adjustments to “surprises.” There are certainly things
that happen, events which occur, that one might never expect but there are many things
that happen which people seem surprised about that could have been predicted with some
forethought.
Just to be clear, I am a proponent of learning the hard way, through experience as it were,
because lessons learned by experience stick. However, I hope and pray more often we can
and will look to learning through scenario thinking and other means. It is my belief that
some of the impending issues in our world of population increase, land shortages, urban
crowding, water resources, human trafficking, gender inequality, etc. demand, our
thoughtful analysis. I strongly believe it is our responsibility to think together to work
through these critical issues.
Without some careful thought and planning, many millions will, I believe, experience
untold suffering in the coming years. As leaders, we are in a position to do something about
it and we must be good stewards of the positions that have been entrusted to us.
Conclusion: John Mgege is a leader in the Anglican Church in Kenya. He is also the
Director of one of our in country partner organizations Pwani Christian Community
Services - PCCS. PCCS has situated their efforts firmly in the midst of one of the poorest
areas of Kenya, the Coast District, which stretches north from Mombasa. There is a great
deal of sad history to this area with colonizers coming from Italy, England, Portugal and
Arab lands too. All told the various strife and unrest over the centuries has pushed people
to areas of Bamba and Ganze in the interior. Both places are marked by poor soil fertility,
high temperatures and low seasonal rainfall. In short it is a difficult place to live and a
difficult history to bear. Over the years, many well-meaning organizations have tried to
work in the coastal area however none have succeeded to bring about needed development,
until PCCS.
Fourteen years ago PCCS began work in Bamba and ten years ago, FRB began supporting
communities in the area through our member CRWRC and PCCS. PCCS’s director John
Mgenge told us that when they first began working in the area, it quickly became apparent
to them that water was the major physical issue to be addressed. Thus the program funds
and efforts focused a great deal, especially in the first years, on water harvesting through
various means. The progress has been amazing!
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The construction of more than 58 water pans and dams has meant that people, especially
women and girls, have reduced their walk for water significantly and thus are able to
conduct other business, like growing food, tending animals, and going to school!
After a few years of engagement in Bamba, PCCS realized that some of the poorest in the
community were not engaging in the program, and inquired about their lack of
participation. They found that a great amount of shame was at the heart of it: there were
many widows who viewed themselves as unworthy to come to meetings and work together
with the rest of the community. The inquiries by PCCS led to specific interventions for the
poorest in the communities, such as providing them with chickens they could raise. It was
such an encouragement to hear two widows share their story with us about the
transformation of their lives. PCCS had initiated the program and through their investment
over time, they realized some in the community required outreach in a different way. It is
difficult to imagine how much difference a few chickens can make!
Ganze, Kenya, is another area in the Coastal region which struggles through various
physical impediments every day. So as Bamba became more sustainable and word began to
spread, folks in Ganze inquired about the support happening in Bamba and thus PCCS
started making trips to Ganze to see what if anything might be done there.
PCCS had learned from its experience in Bamba that community decision-making is key:
they’d focused on the right thing in Bamba – water – but had made the decision themselves
rather than asking the community to prioritize its needs. The development in Bamba they
feel has taken longer than it might have. Although, clearly the right projects, they neglected
to have the Bamba community prioritize water (or something else) over other things.
So, in Ganze, PCCS began with community capacity building. Although the Ganze
community has a variety of pressing needs including water harvesting, what I personally
found amazing is that the community has embraced the approach of building capacity first
and have refused to prioritize certain projects over others. Rather, when I inquired about
priorities, the community leaders kindly explained that all their needs were important so
they had structured their local governance in such a way so they could begin to address the
various needs they have at the same time.
The community, with the help and guidance of PCCS, has built a comprehensive
governance structure to address all the community’s needs from water needs,
environmental issues, agriculture development, roads, education and health. After only 10
months, Ganze has a preschool, adult education, new and improved roads, and more. The
energy and results are certainly something to see.
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John Mgenge and his staff are great leaders because they did not let their successes in
Bamba dictate their future. It would have been easy to celebrate the Bamba model and then
justify how to apply it elsewhere without examining how to do things more thoughtfully or
better. Rather they took a long look in the mirror and realized they had erred by deciding
for the community and in Ganze tried a completely different approach. Adjusting is not
easy and is even more difficult in times of success. The old saying that if it’s not broken,
don’t fix it, surely rings in the back of our minds but also may create a culture of stagnation.
As we consider together our collective future, let us encourage one another to not wait too
long to make adjustments. Let us not always have to learn from pain. There are pressing
issues in our world that demand our attention and the stewardship of our ability to adjust
before disaster happens.
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Attachment A
FRB Scenario Thinking 2009
Envisioning the future…
The purpose of this exercise is to
anticipate a world in which we might
find ourselves operating.
After brainstorming a list of potential
variables that are beyond FRB’s
control, the variables chosen for this
exercise are climate change and food
availability.

The future city of Otopus as designed and
presented by Tom Boyle, Charlie Helding and
Chloe Baldwin 2008-09

By building a 2X2 matrix with these two variables, four proposed scenarios are considered
which will help us think about how FRB might respond given the scenarios. This is a work
of educated guesses only and is at its best indefensible. The hope is that we might use this
as a tool to think about various potential future scenarios and help anticipate a world in
which we may find ourselves living. This process is used to help groups think more broadly
during planning processes so they can create more robust plans based on a variety of
potential outcomes.
For these scenarios, 2020 is used as the target year. Further it is assumed that the population
of the world will be approximately 7.6 billion people in 2020 up from 6.8 billion today.

Scenario 2

Increase in
per capita
food available

Acceleration
in climate
change effect

Scenario 1

Scenario 3

Climate
change effects
halted and
reversed

Decrease in
per capita
food available

Scenario 4
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Scenario 1 “Confront”: Acceleration in climate change effect & decrease in per capita
food available worldwide. 1.7 billion people around the world are hungry.
As people in North America and Europe worry about the economy following a shaky
recovery and multiple peaks and valleys (between 2010-20) they notice little effect in their
local areas with climate change. Weather patterns in the developed world remain much the
same and higher worldwide food costs are not felt much by average westerners. Reduced
productive capacity due to less seasonal water runoff, changes in rainfall patterns, and
increased temperatures in areas such as sub-Saharan Africa lead to greater desertification
and less productive agricultural lands.
Population increases in Central America, Asia and Africa along with further degradation of
soils and more competition for water resources leaves more people vulnerable. People will
flood to cities and try more desperately to emigrate due to economic needs leading to
bigger slums, higher crime and increasing immigration issues in developed countries.
The disparity between the haves and the have-nots increases and greater access to
information leads to further unrest fueling various militias and terrorist organizations that
provide a path for many who are desperate.
Governments and particularly those governments in developed nations increase security
spending both within and outside their own borders and blame each other as well as
underdeveloped country leaders for the injustices foisted upon marginalized people.
Governments debate and argue about land and water rights agreeing that climate change is
occurring, but with disagreements about degree and who is responsible, efforts continue to
address the problem sputter and little is done to fix the problems. Densely populated
countries with means venture out to build food growing capacity in countries which are
desperate to raise money to survive. Land, as it becomes a more precious commodity, is
controlled more and more by those who have built or inherited an economic advantage.
As input costs rise and production rate of increase slows, yields remain flat overall and in
many areas decrease. Aging farmer populations in many countries contribute to
consolidation. Agri-business consolidation, profit pressure and lack of major advances in
technology forces ag business to maximize profits through deep market understanding.
Farmers will experience greater pressures as they attempt to maintain their income through
acquisition and diversification. Many will find the economic pressure and risks too high to
continue.
Some who have excess will share with those in difficult situations. The greater scope of the
need will cause a reactionary approach leading to those on the receiving end to think that
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resources are available and always will be. Those who receive no support, will in some
cases, develop their own path however, as they learn about others who receive without
working they will become frustrated. Increasing costs for most things combined with donor
fatigue will lead to a continued increase in the suffering of poor people around the world.
Nationalism is fueled by these forces. In some cases the “harder” borders between countries
creates an ingenuity in people to figure out how to solve their own problems with what
they have locally but for many millions, it will be too late for them to adjust to this new
more “separate” reality – millions die in desperation thinking that no one cares about them.
In some cases, authorities in developing nations are unsure how to respond to “help”
offered from the outside. They know dependency may well take hold if they accept the help
but the other option may be internal anarchy. Crime rates increase in urban areas as people
from rural areas add to urban populations that are already resource and livelihood limited.
These increases lead many from developed nations that travel to focus their efforts on
urban solutions which is what they see most readily.
Young people who are more connected to the rest of the world look unfavorably toward
small scale, manual labor with the belief that other more glamorous livelihoods exist
somewhere. As more young people find their way to urban areas in search of these
opportunities that do not exist, trouble will proliferate. Deforested areas in many parts of
the world accelerate localized climate change. Many efforts to reforest have come too late as
people dependent on wood for fuel for cooking remove even the smallest trees in
desperation. Reductions in the world’s forests accelerates as those with means purchase
wood for fuel from those desperate for money.
Environmental • Political • Demographic • Social • Technological • Economic
Scenario 2 “Control”: Acceleration in climate change effect & increase in per capita food
available worldwide. 1.1 billion people around the world are hungry.
Technology accelerates raising production efficiencies on good farm land while
marginalized lands continue to degrade leading to lower productive capacity. More rural
people move to urban areas. Developed countries with excess capacity continue looking for
alternative uses for output including energy and shipments to places that lack food.
Consolidation in developed countries continues as higher technical costs both in time and
talent cause smaller farms to sell or join with bigger farms. Risk is mitigated for those who
are able to juggle the many critical details of farming but many are forced from farming and
rural communities in countries which do not work to sustain their rural communities and
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economies. Political battles ensue over farm subsidies in various countries with a focus of
trying to keep more people on farms and in farming jobs.
Developed nations continue to see themselves as the solution to the worldwide hunger
problem so with more production, more people receive food but less people grow it.
Overall dependency increases as fewer people have the material and intellectual capability
to grow their own food. To address population growth and food demand in some
developed nations, governments and corporations use their financial position in this time of
excess production to acquire land in underdeveloped nations through various means.
Global agricultural organizations maintain high profitability and continue to invest in R &
D always looking for new applications for what has been invented. R & D in developing
nations sputters as new technologies overshadow local and regional research efforts.
Techno- battles continue between those who have new technologies to sell and those who
are slightly behind the curve hoping to delay until a time they can compete. Those that own
the technology advances utilize various means to “get their better mousetrap to market”.
Overall, the costs for land and inputs rise but profits are lower due to excess production in
many areas. Some less developed areas continue to lag in production rate increases for
various reasons. The economic tension pushes many farmers to the edge of solvency,
praying that they don’t have difficult weather or a volatile market. In developing nations,
most farmers who know about technology advances that are available cannot afford them
leading to frustration and prolonging the view of the suffering smallholder within their
own communities and countries.
Environmental • Political • Demographic • Social • Technological • Economic
Scenario 3 “Collaborate”: Climate change effects are halted and reversed & increase in
per capita food available worldwide. 500,000 people are hungry and the number is
decreasing.
Improved crop techniques worldwide and major reforestation efforts are combining with
conservation approaches to halt and in many areas reverse the effects of climate change.
Increases in the soil’s organic content in many regions of the world has a twofold positive
effect; production rates increase and more carbon sequestration leads to lower CO2 levels in
the atmosphere.
Governments of developed nations having enacted policies to reduce CO2 emissions begin
to discover new markets in formerly underdeveloped nations for many types of value
added goods and services.
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Millions of people have returned to their countries of origin due to new opportunities in
agriculture, ag support industries and service and production jobs in urban areas created
through the grassroots development.
This population shift in developed nations creates greater demand for lower paying jobs
and thus salaries, benefits and overall outlook improves. Less immigration pressure on host
countries brings about more openness and travel. Communication further proliferates
providing further grassroots networking for citizens to work together against corrupt and
oppressive governments.
Consolidation in formerly underdeveloped rural areas increases efficiencies and increases
demand for a variety of technical advances. Life improves for most people around the
world including western people whose ability to know and appreciate the gifts that
material poor people have allow many westerners to feel rich without having many
materials things.
Environmental • Political • Demographic • Social • Technological • Economic
Scenario 4 “Confound”: Climate change effects are halted and reversed & decrease in per
capita food available worldwide. 1.5 people in the world are hungry.
Worldwide population increases and lagging technological advances with sub-optimal land
management practices worldwide lead to less food available per person for the world’s
growing population. Half of the world’s population growth comes in Nigeria, Pakistan and
India. India’s population exceeds China’s, making it the most populace country and
democracy in the world. Overall, most population growth occurs in less developed
countries as growth in developed countries continues to be fueled by immigration as birth
rates continue to drop.
Immigration regulations tighten and although many people are encouraged by the
improvements made through reforestation and various worldwide conservation legislation,
there is constant concern, particularly on a regional basis about land and water rights.
Many westerners look at the changes in environmental policy as a waste of time and money
and point to the work done to restore the world’s environment as the cause of the increased
number of hungry people. Various debates occur around the future of research and where
to invest dollars to have the greatest impact. Many point to a more positive future and point
to the fact that the world was able to come together on climate change, why not hunger?
Since technology has not kept production rates at pace with population growth, those who
historically have been against technology have an ”I told you so mentality” while less is
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invested in R and D in developed nations due to a reduced return on investment. In
developing nations, research and development increases due to the lack of outsider R & D
coming to countries in need. Local efforts working with universities and research centers
discover new ways to do things in their local contexts.
Due to less amount of food per person, there is a downturn in the amount of food aid that is
given by donor countries. In certain areas, local leadership reminds people that they need to
raise their own food and uses this difficult time as a chance to teach and grow.
Small farmers use this time as a chance to improve their agriculture and in many cases are
able to increase their production rates faster than the world average as they were
previously so far behind. In areas where markets, land ownership or rights and safety nets
exist, improvements are seen. Those rural people in areas that have lagged in development
activities and the urban poor suffer because of higher prices for food and decreased supply.
In some cases countries export food because of demand outside their country while people
in their own country go hungry.
Many people feel worried about the future and their ability to have enough to eat. Those
who are able, store resources and buy land for what they worry will be a future of scarcity.
Environmental • Political • Demographic • Social • Technological • Economic
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IMPRESSION VS. IMPACT:
How Billionaire Philanthropists Transcend
our Economies’ Darkest Hours
By Shari Lynn Scales, CFRE
If I had a dollar for every time someone asks me, “So, how’s it going out there? I wouldn’t
want to be in your shoes, trying to raise money right now…” we’d have cut the ribbon on
our latest capital campaign effort at George Fox University! Instead, I just smile and nod,
knowing that within my last decade of service as a development executive, the numbers
speak differently. Giving is up.
How can that be? One job for every nine unemployed individuals, health care and college
education costs at staggeringly high levels, new home purchases at an all time low, while
home foreclosures loom at an all time high. How can charitable giving possibly be up
anywhere, let alone in Oregon where the unemployment rate is at a national high of 12
percent?
First, a little history. According to The Economist and other financial resources, giving rose
during the Great Depression. And, over the past 40 years there have been several
recessions, but just one year in which total giving declined in America: 1987, the year of the
“Black Monday” stock market crash. Backing up this data from the National Bureau of
Economic Research is a more comprehensive report from the Sharpe Group (1992) entitled
"Philanthropy in Uncertain Times." Sharpe purports that overall giving dropped and then
rose during the Great Depression, and cites two main sources: the 1950 study by F. Emerson
Andrews called "Philanthropic Giving" and reports from pioneer fundraising consultant
John Price Jones whose reports began in 1931. The combined data show that from 1931-1933
there was a significant drop in giving, followed by a slow but steady increase from 19341941 (thereafter followed by a sharp increase from 1941-1948). Not surprising, Sharpe’s final
conclusion is that "Overall, giving trended erratically upward during the Depression..." due
in large part to planned giving as "their deferred income rose at a faster rate than current
giving declined.”
While today’s markets tell a different story – one of endowments eaten into and earningssupported operating budgets cut by millions – cash still flows. In the hands of the few lies
the security of the many.
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There exists an elite group of women and men with unlimited resources. More money than
we could ever dream to hold in our hands, let alone our bank accounts. And whether longterm inheritances or new found entrepreneurial earnings, these multi-millionaires and
billionaires are putting their resources to work, helping to keep the world going in the
toughest of times. While some realize the power their gifts possess in attracting additional
support at a myriad of levels, others with little or no experience in charitable giving, or too
humble for name placement on buildings and walls, have yet to grasp that their power lies
in more than just doling out a six-, seven-, or eight-figure gift.
Our job as facilitators of positive change, a.k.a. development officers, is to teach and to
coach, as much as it is to build, collect and thank. We should consider it an honor any day
to walk alongside the wealthy as they journey our organizations from surviving to thriving.
And I would argue that in times like those we find ourselves in right now, it’s not merely
an honor, it’s our obligation.
So says one such billionaire, Sir Richard Branson, whom the website “Power of Giving”
calls “the new type of philanthropist.” Founder and chairman of the Virgin Group of
Companies, a global publishing, retailing, aviation and entertainment conglomerate based
in London, England, Branson boasts a net worth of over $7 billion. He started his empire
from scratch at the tender age of 15, building his business during one of Britain's darkest
economic hours. By the age of 17, Branson started his first charity, “Student Valley Centre.”
He is trustee of several charities including the Healthcare Foundation, a leading charity
responsible for a health education campaign relating to AIDS. Branson says, "With extreme
wealth comes extreme responsibility. And the responsibility for me is to invest in creating
new businesses, create jobs, employ people, and to put money aside to tackle issues where
we can make a difference."
Branson gets it. In a somewhat flamboyant, but genuinely big-hearted way, he knows that
lending his name, his companies, his employees, and his dollars to a cause creates
leadership of the best kind in terms of stimulating non-profit support.
Others, like Brad Stoffer, co-founder of a little shoe company called Crocs, struggle with the
notion that giving begets giving. Brad blessed our university with a $1.2 million gift after
walking into the President’s office a year ago September as a parent of an incoming
freshman, and asking if there were any projects for which he could “help out.” Venture
capitalist, Quizno’s owner, and modern office furnishings founder, Brad and his family live
in one of the most elite and expensive neighborhoods in the Rose City.
“My giving has always been on the Q.T.,” he said, seated in his south Portland office at
SmithCFI. We were meeting to follow-up on the announcement of his gift at a small,
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outdoor celebration on the land that would become a state-of-the-art sports complex to be
shared by George Fox, local schools, and the community. I recounted the story of our
struggles in launching the campaign with, now, a seven-year-old gift of land. A former
college football player (at a competing institution), Brad immediately resonated with the
project, wanting to help our Division III school reinstate football after a 40-year hiatus. I
shared my experience with unprecedented community projects that seemed to take off
when a big gift was announced. “I’ve got friends who can help,” he said quietly, but he
didn’t want to do the calling. He longed for his friends to read about his gift on their own,
then call him to get the scoop. He wanted the press to open doors for his friends to follow
his lead, but he wanted it done in quiet, humble way. This well-intended situation at odds
left me certain that I would never begin to understand the complexities of the mind of a
billionaire.
One man who has tried is Paul Schervish, Director of the Center on Wealth and
Philanthropy at Boston College. From 1985-88, Dr. Schervish directed one of the most
notable studies on philanthropic giving, “The Study on Wealth and Philanthropy” which
examined the living and giving strategies of 130 millionaires. His study unleashed
pioneering insight into how and why people give.
He is currently honing this work, with a grant from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation
(ironic?) in “The Survey on Wealth, Values, and Philanthropy: Joys and Dilemmas and
Wealth." The objectives of this groundbreaking study are to explore the new cultural
underpinnings of wealth for society. It is the first large-scale survey to focus exclusively on
households with at least $25 million in net worth, with a considerable portion of those
respondents above $100 million. Dr. Schervish hopes to uncover the attitudes, practices and
personal philosophies of ultra high net worth households regarding wealth and
philanthropy. Lowell Weiss, a Senior Policy and Advocacy Officer with the Gates
Foundation, explains, “In part, Warren Buffett’s amazingly generous gift sparked our
recognition that the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation has an opportunity to work with
others to encourage thoughtful, effective philanthropy. We believe this study conducted by
the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy will contribute in important ways to our
understanding of what drives donors to give and what they need in order to give well.”
I have an inkling of how to help donors “give well.” A moment when I successfully seized
such a coaching opportunity occurred with a couple who were on the ground floor in
helping Phil Knight build the Nike empire. This couple had been giving to our local
hospital nearly 10 years before anyone from the staff or board bothered to call with a
“thank you.” After my initial call, and as my conversations and my relationship with them
deepened, their giving grew from an annual amount of $1,000 to a major gift of $150,000
within three short years. It was when they were approached for a $75,000 gift for
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mammography that I asked if they would consider giving that gift in the form of a match.
Really? they inquired. Are you sure? They apparently had not been approached by any of the
dozens of other charities they support to consider giving in this way, and had not thought
about the positive results to an organization’s base of support that a matching gift
opportunity can create.
We received, and then successfully doubled their gift in 2007. Several years later, after my
move to George Fox University, an institution to which they had also been giving in modest
amounts for numbers of years, I found that here they also had not been engaged in
conversation about potential and purposeful giving. Having just launched our sports
complex campaign, I invited them to the President’s office so that the four of us could talk
vision. The conversation led to an ask, and without batting an eye, they agreed to a pledge
of $250,000 – a 1,000% increase over their previous gifts to the University and at a time
(September 2009) when the markets remained topsy-turvy and real estate values in Oregon
continued to plummet. After they said yes, the husband announced, “You know, we find
that these kinds of gifts work well when given in the form of a match.”
It worked! My investment into this long-term community relationship, and my teachings,
paid off.
At the end of the day, what have I learned about giving in these tough economic times? I’d
like to think that I have a much keener sense for what donors need, as Dr. Schervish will
soon find out. As I anxiously await the results of his Gates-funded study, I offer these
learnings now:

 Stay the course: Shout your mission, vision and values to anyone who will listen, any time
you have their attention. Your firm grasp on your own purpose transcends to give
others opportunity for purpose as well.
 Stay connected: There are still heart-inspired people with money to give. They just need a
place of innovation and inspiration in which to invest it. Now is not the time to shrink
from donors’ and potential donors’ sights.
 We are teachers as much as we are fundraisers and relationship ministers (see related
Essay from Conversation 2009). Teaching, or at least trying to teach, those whom you
would think get the notion of their own philanthropic power, more than our
responsibility, it is a joy and a privilege. It makes getting up in the morning that much
better.
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HOW CAN ORGANIZATIONAL PHILANTHROPY EXECUTIVES SHIFT
THEIR INTERNAL CONVERSATIONS TO THE LONGER-TERM?
By Pearl Veenema
Introduction
My interest in exploring this question stems from the realization that defining goals,
strategy and measured results for the charitable sector are different from the best practice
examples that shaped the late 1990’s. Today’s fiscal reality, instant push/pull
communication opportunities, global context, competition for talented volunteers and staff,
growing number of charitable organizations, donor accountability expectations and
growing reliance on philanthropic dollars makes me feel challenged and excited as I
consider the longer-term for my organization, profession and professional legacy.
While I am not ready to retire, I am thinking about the next 7-10 years and my vision to
create a sustainable, best practice healthcare foundation (Hamilton Health Sciences
Foundation) 78 serving Hamilton Health Sciences (HHS) 79 and the communities it is
committed to serving.
Philanthropy is all about matching donors’ interests to meeting human needs and the
development of trusted, meaningful relationships. This is a constant. However, the forces of
relentless change and the need to manage the business of philanthropy inspire me to think
and act in a different way to achieve my professional and personal goals.
My essay examines scenario-based thinking for an envisioned future and the frameworks
that can be utilized to assess and test assumptions. These frameworks will help me manage
the internal conversations that I am having, and to share them with all who can become
engaged to take action and deliver results.

The Hamilton Health Sciences Foundation is a registered charitable organization that exists to support
patient care, research and education across the Hamilton Health Sciences family of hospitals - Chedoke,
Hamilton General, Henderson General, Juravinski Cancer Centre, McMaster Children's Hospital, McMaster
University Medical Centre and St. Peter's Hospital. www.hamiltonhealth.ca
79 Hamilton Health Sciences is a family of six unique hospitals and a cancer centre, serving more than 2.3
million residents of Hamilton and Central South and Central West Ontario. www.hhsc.ca
78
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The Issue
In 2006, after a comparison to all academic health sciences philanthropy in urban cities
across Canada, the potential to raise $30 million in annual revenue was recommended as a
directional goal. This was pre-recession. Now with the realization that it is unlikely that
philanthropy will continue to grow at the rate of 7-9% annually (national average for all
philanthropy), predicting when we can realize that objective involves more than percentage
and trend line forecasting.
Currently we are just under 50% of that goal with a combination of philanthropy and
partnership revenue. Irrespective of whether this was/is a realistic financial goal, the
questions that I am compelled to ask are the following:




What impact will the recession have on the ability to realize such a financial goal?
What are the critical elements required within our Foundation to support $30 million
in annual revenue?

Based on updated research on the level of philanthropy within the communities we serve, it
is reasonable to raise our sights and plan to realize $30 million annually. The uncertainty is
the time-line.
What are the critical elements that need to be in place?
The Foundation has a traditional blend of fundraising tactics and strategies that inform the
comprehensive development program. Plans to integrate social media, cause-marketing
initiatives and non-traditional partnerships are in its infancy. The board, volunteers and
staff are still adjusting to the new matrix organizational model supporting four
programmatic areas (pediatrics, oncology, cardiovascular/stroke and seniors/chronic care).
To the healthcare consumer and donor, the Hospital’s local and regional roles can be
confusing and are complex.
Exploring Uncertainties and Predetermined Elements
The fundamental uncertainty is predicting, accurately, when the economy will fully stabilize
and individuals, corporations and foundations will feel comfortable making significant gift
investments. In my opinion, regardless of the time imperative, organizational readiness is
ongoing and the longer-term view for success will be centered on:






A compelling case for support
Leadership at volunteer and staff levels
Robust donor potential pool
Conducting business differently
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Envisioned Scenario
An approach to contemplating an envisioned future is to develop a scenario. Scenario based
thinking is both a process and a posture. As described in the Global Business Network’s
(GBN) article; What If, The Art of Scenario Thinking for Non Profits 80. “It is the process
through which scenarios are developed and then used to inform strategy. After that process
itself is internalized, scenario thinking becomes, for many practitioners, a posture toward
the world – a way of thinking about and managing change, a way of exploring the future so
that they might then greet it better prepared.”
With that encouragement to take a leap and create a scenario for exploration, I have
developed the parameters as follows.
The Scenario
By 2015, the development program has measurable key performance indicators
demonstrating that donors have identified the Foundation/Hospitals as their top healthcare
charity of choice in support of specialty care in the region. Partnerships, developed through
cause marketing, supplier industry to the hospitals, third-party events and joint regional
foundation fundraising campaigns, are contributing sustainable annual income - at least
15% of annual revenue. The major and planned giving programs are generating 60% of
annual revenue and are fully supported by future pledge-based income. The Foundation
has in reserve a designated fund with at least 1 years’ operating income. Volunteer
composition is regional and representative of the communities we serve. The CEO
succession plan is formalized with a minimum of two internal candidates. The overall cost
per dollar raised at $.20 allows for opportunities to invest in people and programs to grow
annual revenue.
Conversation Begins
With the scenario developed, it created an array of feelings and thoughts - should I advance
it? Is it realistic? Is it unrealistic? How best to assess?
The traditional SWOT analysis process felt restrictive. I wanted to keep it in a dialogue and
storytelling mode. From a brief literature scan, previous and current experiences, three
frameworks emerged: Outside-In Thinking; Blackstone Partners Evaluation Criteria and
Measures of Success; and Ken Hubbell’s Restored and Reshaped Scenarios were thought
provoking tools to explore the scenario.
What If? The Art of Scenario Based Thinking: Diana Scearce, Katherine Fulton and the Global Business
Network community (ref -page 8 & 12) http://www.gbn.com/articles/pdfs/GBN_What%20If.pdf
80
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Implications/Strategic Agenda – Outside-In Thinking
As proposed by the GBN article “thinking from the outside-in begins with pondering
external changes that might, over time, profoundly affect your work”.
Utilizing the driving forces, I can readily see the viable application to test the direction and
assumptions in my envisioned future statement.
Driving Forces
Constituencies
Customers
Communities
Competitors
Partners

Regulation
Social
Technological
Economic
Political

Individual, Corporations, Private and Public Foundations, Rotary, Clubs and
Societies and small businesses
Smaller charitable foundations purchasing services
Presence in all communities we serve by geography and ethnicity
Other charitable foundations in the region and global fundraising and microeconomic projects
HHS Hospital, media in all formats, other foundations in the region not
necessarily health care and those globally focused - Clinton/Gates as examples
related to population health
Local Health Integrated Network system preserved through changing
governments
Recognition of the 25% local community living at the poverty level, next
generation engagement and Diaspora
Rapid changes enabled through all social media applications and
telecommunications
Slow economic recovery/fragile global economy/ decreased manufacturing
base and growing small businesses with less than 50 employees
Municipal, provincial and federal elections planned

Strategic Agenda
On March 2, 2010, the HHSF Board had its Annual Retreat. The agenda was focused on the
development of 3-5 overarching goals that will inform the strategic plan for the next 5
years. I anticipated that the goals would be:



Revenue generating and expense management for a preferred return on investment
(ROI)




Sustainability
Best practice – governance, fundraising tactics, developing staff and leadership,
creative partnerships and engaging the next generation of philanthropists



Tangible evidence of a growing culture of philanthropy internally and externally in
support of HHS/4 fundraising pillars
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Not surprising, the significant areas of focus pertained to:







Branding
Higher quality donor relationships
Enhanced partnerships
Analysis of the sustainability of the traditional events
Sponsorship programs and optimal fundraising revenue generation

All to position the Foundation as a charity of choice for investment.
The consultant at Blackstone Partners 81 utilized the following evaluation criteria as we
explored the emerging themes and goal focus. While many of the criteria are worthy of
consideration, I naturally gravitate to the ones that are highlighted.
1. Strategic Alignment & Accountability
 Does the strategic direction support and advance the achievement of our Mission and
Vision?
2. Integrated
 Will the proposed direction improve the extent to which all parts of our Foundation are
connected and work with one another?
3. Sustainable
4. Quality Services/Products Enhanced
5. Anticipated Impact
6. Improve Work Environment
7. Aligns with HHS Vision and strategy
8. Enhances Partnerships
 Does the proposed direction make use of, and leverage our partnerships?
9. Risk Management
10. Consistency
11. Realistic
12. Challenge
 Does the proposed direction ‘push us’ to a new level of profile and performance as an
organization?
13. Creative, Innovative, Fun
14. Donor Focused
 Does the proposed direction help the organization to better align with the donor and
reflect what they are looking for?
81

Blackstone Partners is a boutique firm of dedicated management consultants www.blackstonepartners.ca
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15. Environmentally Relevant
16. Geographically Unique
17. Transformative
 Does the proposed direction enable us to transform what we do and achieve new levels of
performance?
Leading Indicators (7 Measures of Success)
Another framework that appeals to me is the result of extensive research detailed in 7
Measures of Success82 for best practice organizations as published by the ASAE (American
Society of Association Executives) and The Centre for Association Leadership research
outcomes. The research model was adapted from Jim Collins Good to Great and Built to Last.
The framework consists of the following:
Commitment to Purpose:




Customer service culture
Alignment of products and services with mission

Commitment to Analysis and feedback





Data-driven strategies
Dialogue and engagement
CEO as a Broker of Ideas

Commitment to Action




Organizational adaptability
Alliance building

I can readily see application of these elements to test my assumptions and thinking in the
proposed scenario.

7 Measures of Success published by ASA & The Center for Association Leadership 1575 I Street, NW Washington
DC 20005-1103 Copyright 2006 by The Center for Association Leadership (Foreword by Jim Collins)
Measure 1: A Customer Service Culture (pg 24)
Measure 2: Alignment of Products and Services with Mission (pg 28)
Measure 3: Data-Driven Strategies (pg 38)
Measure 4: Dialogue and Engagement (pg 44)
Measure 5: CEO as a Broker of Ideas (pg 49)
Measure 6: Organizational Adaptability (pg 55)
Measure 7: Alliance Building (pg 60)

82
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While the outside-in thinking model (GBN), 7 Measures of Success and the Blackstone
Partners criteria are valuable tools to test assumptions in the 2015 look ahead scenario, there
is another strategic approach that is of interest.
In 2009 Ken Hubbell, President, Ken Hubbell and Associates, proposed four possible
futures scenarios – RESTORE, RESHAPE, REPAIR and RETRENCH. 83 The scenarios based
on RESTORE and RESHAPE support my belief about the current reality and are workable
future scenarios. While the geographic references are US centric, they are appropriate for
Canada.
In the RESTORED scenario there is a most positive view predicting high levels of
philanthropic resources and a base for growth, innovations and resiliency.
Scenario 1: RESTORED




Economic recovery from 2008 recession is smooth, disruption and employment ease.
Philanthropy and government explore new links to focus joint innovation on
intractable problems.




Philanthropy resources are constrained for 2009 but return to high levels after 2010.
Corporations reinvest and social networking and customized-technology gain
advantage.




Individuals rebuilding nest eggs, slow return as donors.
Veteran executive staff stay and lead thru short down cycle to seed renewal, move
on to volunteer.




Large capital campaigns slowed but recapture pace and energy by 2010.
New focus on America brings new shared commitment and increased sense of
meaning and hope.




Much of 3rd sector begins to embrace new shifts to energy efficiency, “green” ways
Slow and steady changes toward diversity; new voices and younger allies accepted.

In the RESHAPED scenario the reality is a slower economic status to 2012, however new
alliances, optimism and a convergence of communications and technology provide a more
positive view to shape the future.

Shape Shifting in Philanthropy: 2009-2015 Reconsidering the Short-term Future of Philanthropy in America
by Ken Hubbell, January 2009 www.kenhubbell.com
83

162 G A R Y H U B B E L L C O N S U L T I N G C O N V E R S A T I O N 20 10 ~ C O L O N I A L W I L L I A M S B U R G , VA

Scenario 2: RESHAPED
 Continuous economic doldrums prevailed as deficits took a bite from federal and state
funds.



The federal government invested trillions between 2008 and 2011 to re-ignite the
economy but the recovery was sluggish.



Government funds had rebuilt infrastructure, schools, and community facilities but
few resources for direct service.



Philanthropic resources at the largest private foundations eroded to the lowest levels
in decades.






Corporations invest in marketing, mergers, donate time, goods.
Individuals save and delay charitable gifts.
Many non-profits struggling and safety net porous.
Large intermediaries and institutions pass on costs to “customers” to survive
lengthy downturn.



After 2010 several new alliances reshape a collective actions agenda in the US
around educational excellence and new energy jobs.



Economic stress has stimulated a new openness to collaboration and bringing in
young people and letting them direct new social networking outreach, fundraising.

Further, Hubbell proposes that within these futures, leadership must consider the response to the
following questions as they consider the changing landscape for all scenarios.



How well do our current approaches and strategic assumptions hold up in each
scenario?



Which scenario(s) will support our current vision and which ones would be
threatening?



How will our group, agency, institution or foundation maintain our comparative
advantage in each future?



How will competitors and allies be able to adapt in each case? Are we prepared if
they don’t survive?



How could we cooperate in new ways to shape our goals in the scenarios? Are there
a few strategies that work well for the people we serve in the two scenarios?



If our organization can sustain or recreate itself through innovation, what will it
need to do in 2010 to make this happen?
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I am thinking about the comparative assessment using the two scenarios and the above questions
as a discussion with management and the Strategic Planning Steering Committee to challenge the
2015 scenario.
Organizational Effectiveness
Presently, organizational effectiveness is measured on four overarching goals:






Fundraising and expense management
Developing a culture of philanthropy
Developing high-performing volunteers and staff
Building infrastructure support

These goals work for iterative annual plans as the organizational model changed from a traditional
foundation structure with an overall board and programs supporting an array of annual, major and
planned giving programs, to decentralized fundraising pillars by programmatic councils. The current
landscape calls for a higher level of strategic goals.
Readiness to embrace the longer-term goals requires innovative thinking, collective focus on shared
accountabilities among board and staff, tolerance for measured risk taking, investment in people/
programs and adaptability. As I reflect on my internal conversations, it feels much more comfortable
to work within scenarios and the creation of story maps with milestones along the way to measure
impact and the need for course redirection.
I envision that the above thinking and frameworks will be reflected in the dialogue and debate
enabling a focus on the development of the overarching strategic goals and supporting tactics.
Philanthropy Impact
At an HHS organizational level, I am thinking about stability of dollars raised to support ongoing
equipment needed to deliver care and even more funds raised to support the specialty clinical areas
and research. In addition, contemplating how the Foundation’s operational sustainability can be
resilient to external factors that may threaten ability to invest in HHS and the community.
At the donor level, they are realizing their investment mission and vision and philanthropy is seen as
an enabler to a healthier community.
In a perfect scenario, the above realities and impacts will be recognized at local and regional levels. A
significant enabler will be local and regional representative volunteer engagement and participation
on the Board and Fundraising Councils.
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Close and Committing to Action
While I can take personal responsibility for translating internal conversations into action, they will fall
short of expectations if the Board, volunteers, staff and HHS leadership are not aligned and in
agreement with the envisioned scenario.
Perhaps most importantly, donors and potential donors need to be engaged and informed partners to
contribute to any planned success.
I look forward to presenting these concepts and the envisioned scenario as a back grounder to the
dialogue that ultimately will result in lofty, inspirational and achievable goals.
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SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURISM: FASCINATING NUANCE OR
FUNDAMENTAL SHIFT?
By Gary J. Hubbell

Framing the Question
Milestones are opportunities for reflection. This year (2010) marks my 30th year in service
to the social sector, most notably in and around philanthropy. During those three decades, I
have witnessed some interesting dimensions of philanthropy. Concurrently, the study of
and teaching of philanthropy has evolved from a craft to become a true profession. The
body of literature on all aspects of the topic is growing daily.
Both encouraged and overwhelmed by this reality, I find myself increasingly fascinated by
the rise of social entrepreneurism in recent years. Is it really a rise in recent years or have I
only become aware of it in recent years? As I work to answer that question, other questions
emerge. What is driving the rise of social entrepreneurism? Is it because we’re more
technologically connected today, making the exchange of observations and ideas time and
distance neutral? Is it because each new generational persona puts its indelible stamp on
social customs and institutions? Is it because philanthropy as I’ve known it—should I call
this “traditional” philanthropy, or is that only because it’s familiar to me in my lived
experience?—is being reshaped and improved because of weakness and ineffectiveness? Is
it because world cultures are blending practices around philanthropy? If philanthropy is
truly being reshaped, can we say today that there has been a fundamental and permanent
alteration or is philanthropy merely being reinterpreted in interesting yet understandable
ways?
One of the givens in my thinking is that we are hardwired to be charitable (philanthropic,
selfless, or whatever similar word works for you). Therefore, this is not an exploration of
whether people will give, but those things that shape the way they express their giving
impulse. There is a constant across all those who give. That is the desire to have impact, the
desire to bring into being a better reality for others. Just as there are early adopters, midadopters, and late adopters of new technology, the same is true for how people employ new
behaviors around philanthropy.

Caught in the Buzzword Blender
Before I get too far down the path of exploring the rise and impact of this purportedly new
approach to giving, let me first acknowledge the confusing glossary around the term. It
seems that each generation of practitioners and observers seeks to interpret and label what
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is happening around them. Some historians shed interesting light on the many faces of
philanthropy through time. Someday, my historical interests and knowledge tapeworm will
draw me to have read enough to feel much better versed on the evolution of this individual
and social phenomenon. 84 Then, I’ll be better prepared to explore the likely debate that
there is really nothing new in philanthropy today—merely new terms to describe
longstanding motivations, actions, and intents. Let it suffice for this essay to suggest that
contemporary observations about a perceived nuance about philanthropy are multiplying
at a rapid rate to infer there may be something worth watching in all of this.
In this context, we see the rise of the social entrepreneur. Other terms have been introduced
for individuals with similar ideals, including “venture philanthropists,” “impact
philanthropists,” “socially conscious philanthropists,” “creative capitalists” (Bill Gates),
“strategic philanthropists” (Peter Frumkin), “philanthrocapitalists” (Matthew Bishop and
Michael Green), philanthropreneurs (Jim Hodge 85), “celanthropists” (movie and rock stars
to leverage their celebrity for philanthropic action [e.g., Bono], agent-animated
philanthropists (Schervish, O’Herlihy, and Havens), high-engagement philanthropists
(Katherine Fulton and Andrew Blau of the Monitor Group), and the list goes on. Definitions
of each begin to take on a similar cast. At the core of these definitions is the understanding
that individuals who are successful in business enterprises use their access and acumen—
and business itself—to generate even more money for social change than “traditional”
philanthropy is able to do. Today’s blogosphere is witnessing what one observer called
“death by definition.” 86 Are these social entrepreneurs the early adopters of a new way of
approaching the act of giving to bring about social change?

Merely Nuances…or Signals of a New Era Dawning?
The human condition seems rife with paradoxes. One that seems particularly fascinating is
the coexistence of the opposing forces of a resistance to change and the constant belief in or
search for a better way to do things. That paradox seems alive and well in the practice of
I have a few resources in hand that help with this exploration: Jon Van Til, Growing Civil Society: From
Nonprofit Sector to Third Space, (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2000); Claire Gaudiani, The Greater Good:
How Philanthropy Drives the American Economy and Can Save Capitalism, (New York: Henry Holt and Company,
2003); Lawrence J. Friedman and Mark D. McGarvie (editors), Charity, Philanthropy, and Civility in American
History, (Cambridge University Press, 2003); and Walter W. Powell and Richard Steinberg (editors), The NonProfit Sector: A Research Handbook, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2006)—especially Part I: History and
Scope of the Nonprofit Sector.
85 I am uncertain of the origin of this term, but I attribute it to James M. Hodge of the Mayo Foundation. Bishop
and Green also use the term in their book, Philanthrocapitalism: How the Rich Can Save the World, 2008, page 6.
86 Rod Schwartz, blog: Death by Definitions in Social Enterprise Land (February 2010),
http://www.socialedge.org/discussions/social-entrepreneurship/death-bydefinitions?utm_source=Social+Edge+Newsletter&utm_campaign=e2bc23c21fNewsletter_Death_by_Definitions2_9_2010&utm_medium=email
84
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philanthropy. I believe that philanthropy is a catalyst for change. One of the reasons why I
am so fascinated by philanthropy (especially in western cultures) is that it has always been
a reflection of staunch individualism and it is an effective catalyst for the greater good. That’s
why I’m so drawn to the concept of social entrepreneurialism, as it embodies both these
elements. The more I study the rise of these characteristics the more I am willing to embrace
the argument that social entrepreneurism is neither a passing fad nor a simple
reinterpretation of “traditional” philanthropy. There are three primary and closely
connected forces that foster and reinforce the adoption of social entrepreneurism as a
lasting shift in the face and practice of philanthropy. Those forces are: 1) ubiquitous
technology-driven information, 2) the application of business tools to achieve greater
impact, and 3) the emerging dominance of the Millennial generation personality. Let’s
explore each of these in brief.
Ubiquitous Technology-Driven Information
Just as digital [information] technology has impacted and will impact many aspects of
society, it will continue to accelerate and amplify the impact on philanthropy. After many,
many decades of relative continuity to its basic industry business model, the music,
publishing, financial services, and newsgathering industries—to name a few—have
undergone significant change as a result of technology’s integration and adoption.
Bernholz, Skloot, and Varela observe the sweeping nature of these changes. “The ready
availability of information—now accessible via mobile devices carried everywhere—also
shifts the behaviors, including the sense of speed and response time, and expectations of
individual and communities.” 87
“The functional changes that digital data facilitate—new competitors, higher-level
information analysis, remixing of data, and new information dynamics—constitute a set
of forces that are reshaping whole industries, governments, and communities. They do
so for several reasons: they lower the costs of participation, they shift the boundaries of
expertise from within organizations to outside them, and they give everyone the tools of
both production and consumption. They expand accessibility and individuals’ sense of
empowerment.”88

Consider the implications of visionary undertakings like those of Google, who is working to
digitize and make searchable all existing written works. The ubiquitous availability of data
is making it possible for any motivated individual to study an issue, analyze the
information, and take self-directed action seeking impact. What once required
Lucy Bernholz with Edward Skloot and Barry Varela, Disrupting Philanthropy: Technology and the Future of the
Social Sector, Draft v 2.0, November 2009, page 10. Downloaded December 2, 2009 from:
http://philanthropy.blogspot.com/2009/12/disrupting-philanthropy.html
88 Ibid, p. 11.
87
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organizations now can be done in data rich environments of temporary networks of
individuals—sometimes spontaneous—and often dispersed and broad based.89
Bernholz, et al., shares the story of Michael Milken and his decision to focus his funding on
strategies for translating basic research into medical therapies. He has long been interested
in prostate cancer research, yet frustrated by his observation that medical research was
often siloed, inefficient and—sadly because of established funding patterns—
counterproductive . So he launched FasterCures and FasterCures Philanthropy Advisory
Service, with the intent to grow the impact of his own funding and to attract funding from
others with like interests. Bernholz believes the center of these efforts will result in
fundamental changes in the way medical research institutions develop and share
knowledge and how funders will do the same.90
Jim Hodge reports a parallel experience in his work with the Mayo Foundation and Mayo
Clinic, one of the world’s most renowned medical institutions. With his guidance, Mayo
created a discovery and translation fund—acting like a social venture capital fund—to
accelerate 7th inning research with bedside application. As in Milken’s case, their efforts
intend to produce faster cures by reducing from the past accepted standard of research
requiring 14-17 years to develop new ideas that ultimately got to the bedside. With an
initial infusion of $25 million from entrepreneurial donors, Mayo is now working to be
more flexible and more patient-focused—taking an already high standard even higher.91
The more we learn about this kind of entrepreneurial initiative, the more we recognize the
potential to leverage this model in other disciplines. Through FasterCures, Milken seeks to
conduct in-depth analysis of disease research so thoroughly that it has value to donors and
social investors. Through the Philanthropy Advisory Service, he seeks to “build a set of
research and tools that will inform [donors’] giving at a much lower cost than if each donor
had to do the due diligence himself…and build a shared resource in which more funds can
go to the search for cures and less will be spent on the overhead of investor/grantor due
diligence.”92
In a recent conversation with Hodge, he echoed Bernholz, expressing his belief that we may
be witnessing a true change in philanthropy, led by entrepreneurs. He observes that money
was traditionally used to buy power and prestige. Now, big money seeks to buy purpose. He
maintains that the entrepreneur has changed the dialogue about what it means to live a

Ibid, p. 42.
Ibid, p. 20.
91 James M. Hodge, Associate Chair, Principal Gifts, Mayo Foundation. Personal conversation on February 17,
2010.
92 Bernholz, Skloot, and Varela, p. 21.
89
90
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meaningful life with abundance. “We are witnessing the transformation of money into
meaning. The primary passion of the entrepreneur is the key ingredient to their approach to
social change. These people want their full senses and capabilities engaged. They want to
invest in change writ large. They are looking for catalytic philanthropy. They are the
contagious exemplars for others. The ‘genie is out of the bottle’ [i.e., the idea of deep
entrepreneurial engagement] and it won’t go back to the way it was.”93
Information is fuel to entrepreneurial creativity and advances in digital technology are
making information much more immediately available. Not only will these advances shift
the way individuals act philanthropically, they will change how people connect and
volunteer, the role of and relationships with organizations. “A technology or practice must
be widely adopted, and broadly transformative of individuals’ expectations, before we can
expect to see it making a real impact across philanthropic enterprises.”94 Among the rapidly
growing and more widely accepted dimensions of technology in the philanthropy world
are the following: 95


Linked databases and cloud-based sharing of vast file cabinets of research and
grantmaking experiences.



Nonprofitmapping.org, a volunteer-led national effort, managed remotely with free
software, demonstrating how virtual teams without an organizational home or
permanent institutional affiliation can work together to solve big problems.



Social investors using a data-driven portfolio approach become peer networks of
donors and social investors. “Consortia of active donors may begin to thrive,
especially for place-based or thematic endeavors.” Part of the change taking place
hits many of us close to home. Bernholz, Skloot, and Varela conclude that “[a]s peers
find peers, and peer networks find data, the role of the professional changes.”
Taking this same question to Hodge at Mayo, I asked him how his increased work
with “philanthropreneurs” is changing his work with administrators and top
physicians, both groups for whom the desire for control is a recognized
characteristic. Describing this as the “delicious burden” of being the go-between,
Hodge has come to see his development role shift to that of an agent of
organizational change.



“[P]eer-supported, data-informed, passion-activated, and technology-enabled
networks may just represent a whole new structural form in philanthropy.” The topdown, highly centralized, financial supporter and knowledge provider of the
Carnegie/Rockefeller era (whose foundations are nearing their centennial

Personal conversation with James M. Hodge, February 17, 2010.
Disrupting Philanthropy, p. 40.
95 Drawn from Disrupting Philanthropy.
93
94
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anniversaries) may give way to “the dawn of a new complementary form of giving
that is more informed, more aware of complex systems, more collaborative, and
ultimately more effective.”


Bernholz, et al. refer to the “next frontier” as the blending of donations with
investments by those at more of the grassroots investor level—well below the
headline generating actions of the mega-rich philanthrocapitalists. Projects like
Kickstarter and NeXii96 offer mixed opportunities to provide funds classified as
investments, gifts, and/or loans. These information platforms are designed to meet
the needs of everyday investors interested in the social good.

We may not be able to judge fully the true impact of all this technology-driven change until
having the luxury of a perspective born of decades of distance. I look to leading students of
technology’s impact on philanthropy—like Bernholz—for signals of change on the horizon.
She notes four new possibilities for the future: 1) data as platforms for organizational and
social change; 2) new business models to support social good; 3) new models of
governance, from centralized to porous; and 4) new tensions between market-based and
non-market solutions. 97 I am sufficiently persuaded that technology’s role in propelling
change in philanthropy will prove to be significant.
Applying Business Tools for Greater Impact
Clearly, success in business is no prerequisite for having the wherewithal to make huge
philanthropic gifts. It is, however, a frequent and highly visible source of some of the
world’s greatest stories of philanthropy. While some might protest the migration of
philanthropy and the social sector toward business-like practices, I believe it is inevitable.
While business is no panacea—as has been recently reinforced through the hard lessons of
the Great Recession of 2008-2009 where automobile companies, financial institutions, and
the housing industries all but collapsed—its practitioners are often the people making big
gifts and looking for big impact. It is no surprise that they apply business principles to
philanthropy in an attempt to solve some of society’s most intractable problems.
One of America’s most notable business people and philanthropists, Andrew Carnegie,
observed in 1889 that “one of the serious obstacles to the improvement of our race is

NeXii is an electronic transactions and communications platform for the social and environmental capital
markets. The nexus for impact investing – NeXii is designed to make social and environmental impact
investment easier, more effective and more personal by providing a regulated electronic transactions platform,
associated information, communications services, data analytics and portfolio management tools that facilitate
private impact capital transactions. The platform is scheduled for launch in New York City and Capetown,
South Africa in Spring 2010.
97 Bernholz, Skloot, and Varela, p. 42.
96
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indiscriminate charity.”98 A recent and provocative author, Stephen Goldberg, believes little
has changed since then, noting that donated funds are flooding into the social sector with
virtually no intelligent means of making informed choices among a bewildering array of
seemingly equally worthy recipients.”99 Even Michael Porter, Harvard business professor
and highly recognized business strategist, says “philanthropy is decades behind business in
applying rigorous thinking to the use of money. 100
Goldberg believes that real impact—or what he calls transformative social impact—is
unlikely to happen without the application of a new strategy and new mechanisms that
allow social solutions to be rapidly taken to much larger scale. To achieve the kind of
transformation he envisions—“substantially and permanently reducing structural barriers
to educational and economic opportunity to enable poor and low-income people to become
self-sufficient”—he is most concerned about structural barriers to producing that impact.
“The achievement of lasting and decisive social changes will require nonprofits to
conduct much bigger field experiments than they normally undertake. NPOs will have
to align themselves, both vertically and horizontally, with complementary
organizations, as well as with business and governmental organizations, to see if they
can deliver results on a much larger playing field with many more clients. Doing this
will require significantly larger and more capable staffs, management teams, support
systems, and infrastructures, all of which will require substantially more money and
organizational horsepower than mid-caps [nonprofits with revenue between $10 - $100
million] handle today….I think we need to consider what levels of funding would be
needed to serve at least 5 to 10% of the total population in need, rather than the less than
1 to 2% that even excellent social enterprises are reaching today. Until such
organizations can increase their impact by five or ten times, I don’t think we can say that
we’re on the path to transformative impact. That translates into annual budgets in the
very pricey neighborhood of $100 million or so.”101

Supporting the assertion that technology will make information available in unprecedented
ways and, therefore, may significantly change philanthropy, Goldberg believes that more
funding will come to those performance-based effective nonprofits and less will come to
those less effective. What needs to be put in place, he submits, is a mechanism in the market
that connects the supply of and demand for third-stage funding. Notwithstanding the
As noted in Stephen H. Goldberg, Billions of Drops in Millions of Buckets: Why Philanthropy Doesn’t Advance
Social Progress, 2009. John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, p. 231.
99 Ibid.
100 Matthew Bishop, “The Business of Giving,” The Economist, 25 Feb. 2006, reprinted in Venture Philanthropy
Partners, “The Business of Giving: A Survey of Wealth and Philanthropy,”
http://venturephilanthropypartners.org/globals/press/Economist_Survey_March2006.pdf.
101 Goldberg, pp. 19-20.
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staggering failures in the stock market in 2008, Goldberg maintains “market-driven
intermediation remains the most promising toolset for performance-based philanthropy. By
harnessing the ‘wisdom of crowds’ to gather the most basic intelligence about relative
nonprofit performance, the virtual nonprofit stock market I propose—the ‘Impact Index’ or
‘IMPEX’—could produce essential information that is now wholly unavailable to social
investors….[P]erformance-based philanthropy could magnify the impact of tens of billions
of donated dollars.” 102
Goldberg does not suggest the death of “traditional” philanthropy and social sector
organizations with revenues less than $10 million. He describes first-stage funding as the
informal start for many nonprofits, generating hundreds and thousands of dollars from
friends, family, and local community groups. Once progressing to second-stage funding,
nonprofits begin to realize gifts of five-, six-, and seven-figure gifts and grants by
individuals, foundations, institutions, and venture philanthropists. These smaller
nonprofits have always been the most numerous.
However, one can begin to imagine a significantly altered social sector landscape if his
IMPEX were to take hold. Driven by the constant search for innovation and impact, social
entrepreneurs would take the larger and highly effective “mid-cap” organizations to scale,
achieving what he calls third-stage funding, which exhibits these characteristics: “(1) longterm six- and seven-figure grants pooled from multiple sources; (2) coordinated to support
integrated projects; (3) to be undertaken by one or more successful mid-cap NPOs; (4) for
the purpose of attacking $100 million problems.” 103
If more nonprofits are to escape the current inefficiency in the capital markets, Goldberg
argues that they’ll have to overcome two central problems: 1) the fragmentation problem
(“in which well-intentioned philanthropy is dispersed too widely and spread too thin to do
much good”); and 2) the “burden of fundraising” (which he describes as a “crippling
distraction” from mission-related activities because it is “too hard, expensive, and timeconsuming”).104 He leaves little doubt about the starkly different nonprofit landscape in the
world he proposes when he concludes, “Nonprofits that can’t prove they know how to
continuously account for the use of and results gained from third-stage funding will never
get any.”105
Goldberg argues that the first essential building block toward transformative social impact
is more sizeable nonprofits having a growth plan. The second is overcoming fragmentation
Ibid, pp. xx-xxi.
Ibid, pp. 26-27.
104 Ibid, p. 125, p. 30.
105 Ibid, p. 181.
102
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in philanthropy, which he believes is the product of capital accounting. “The absence of
capital accounting helps explain why fragmentation occurs: funders don’t know if
nonprofits can put larger and longer grants to good use because potential grantees can’t
demonstrate competent financial control.” He concludes, “By recognizing growth capital as
a separate and distinct source of funding, one that won’t be raided whenever the nonprofit
runs short of cash for ongoing operations, social entrepreneurs could break the glass ceiling
that’s preventing exponential growth.”106
If this type of fundamental shift actually happens on a broad scale, we will witness the
migration of loyalty-based fundraising to merit-based fundraising. For Goldberg, this is not
just theory and supposition. He believes that social innovation must be at the very heart of
a renewed or extended American Dream. Those innovations can be either sustaining or
disruptive, noting that “[d]isruptive innovation is exactly where social entrepreneurs
excel.”107 If the really big impact is happening among third-stage funders and social sector
organization stars, all other nonprofits will be left to pursue comparatively smaller (but not
unimportant) initiatives, largely in silos, hoping to engage a loyal following of donors for
whom the gravitational pull of greater impact will relentlessly beckon.
So, I have described the first two legs of the stool of my argument about a fundamental shift
happening in philanthropy. Let us explore the third leg—the Millennial generation.
The Rising Millennial Generational
It has long been observed that Boomers have changed everything they’ve encountered.
While we won’t know for decades what, if any, lasting impact this generation has had on
philanthropy, it is clear that they’ve opened new doors in the practice of philanthropy.
If first wave Boomers have largely—but not exclusively108—been the innovators of social
entrepreneurism, first wave Millennials may be the generational cohort to take this idea
into the mainstream. In a 2009 essay, 109 I made the case for differences in the generational
personalities, concluding that the Millennial generation in their rising adulthood years—
especially in the western democracies—would exert real leadership in philanthropy.
I see this generation, the oldest of whom are roughly 27 years old in 2010, as being
technology adept, solution oriented, and naturally networked and collaborative. In the
Ibid, p. 185.
Ibid, p. 102.
108 Consider that Muhammad Yunos is a late wave Silent, born in 1940, as is Carlos Slim. George Soros is a midwave Silent, born in 1930. Obviously, many other examples apply before and after these generations.
109 See Prophecy of Millennial Philanthropy, in In Search of New Meaning: Philanthropy, Community, and Society
(2009), edited by Gary J. Hubbell.
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hands of this generation, pervasive technology-driven information (leg one of my stool),
and the advent of a new business application of a market mechanism to scale social
solutions (leg two of my stool), will help propel a fundamental and permanent shift in
philanthropy.
Evidence of this get-it-done Millennial mindset is found in a story of three socially
conscious entrepreneurial Millennials who took a unique approach to capitalizing their
young nonprofit organizations. Kjerstin Erickson, Saul Garlick, and Jon Gosier separately
lead three social ventures--FORGE, ThinkImpact, and Appfrica, respectively. They sought
large upfront investments. Additionally, they wanted a way to leverage personal integrity
and future prospects in exchange for wisdom and guidance for learning, growth, and
success. Their solution? They offered 3% equity positions in their life’s earnings for an
upfront infusion of cash to help them catalyze their social ventures to sustainability and
scale. They believe they are true entrepreneurs and, while they may be working in the
nonprofit space now, they will likely follow the path of many/most entrepreneurs who
never stop at their first enterprise. They each believe they will found other organizations,
some of which they believe will be for-profit. 110
This story reflects both the creativity and impatience of this generation. These
philanthrocapitalists and social entrepreneurs are less likely to feel like the big traditional
charity organizations are willing and suitable partners for their interests and desired
impact. Therefore, they take an “end-around” approach, often working directly with the
recipients or working with smaller, nimble, or start-up organizations where they have more
voice. Consider the rapid growth of Kiva (www.kiva.org) as a way of connecting people
through lending to alleviate poverty. The speed, direction, and control are squarely in the
hands of the entrepreneurial donor rather than the big organization. Technology provides
both the information and the mechanism to act philanthropically. Impact is assured.
As noted in Prophecy, “[t]his is a generation very intentional about making a difference and
building community. Steeped in solid values, the Millennials will bring the same solution
orientation to philanthropy that they have brought (and will continue to bring) to every
other aspect of their lives.”111 This generation may not have invented social venture
philanthropy, but they will be the ones to take it to scale. This type of thinking and practice
on the part of those who seek—and those who seek to make—social investments will

Invest in Me, Take My Equity, blog hosted by Saul Garlick, January 12, 2010,
http://www.socialedge.org/discussions/funding/invest-in-me-take-myequity?utm_source=Social+Edge+Newsletter&utm_campaign=5bc5e070e2Newsletter_Take_my_Equity1_12_2010&utm_medium=email
111 Gary J. Hubbell, Prophecy of Millennial Philanthropy, pp. 15-16.
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increasingly permeate professional literature, social networking media, professional
practice and, ultimately, widespread behavior.
It is hard to deny that the unique intersection of these three forces (ubiquitous information
and digital technology, the bold application of business tools like IMPEX, and the emerging
leadership of the Millennials) is a fascinating coalescence. But do these forces coalesce to
create a fundamental and permanent shift in the way we think about and practice
philanthropy in western democratic capitalist cultures or are these impulses and nuances
really new after all?

Rich Lessons from a Long Past of Philanthropy
Schooled as a historian, I am usually skeptical about sweeping pronouncements of seismic
shifts in culture and practice. While intrigued by my hypothesis, I find great value in
holding the idea to the lens of historical interpretation. Helpful in this regard is the recent
work of Payton and Moody. 112
“Philanthropic action,” say Payton and Moody, “is expressed in ways that are patterned by
culture and history.” 113 As such, one infers that real change occurs slowly. In this context,
the authors argue that philanthrocapitalism is not likely to make sweeping, radical changes
to what is known as more traditional, organized, formalized philanthropy. They contend
that the framework of philanthropy that is still with us had been established by the end of
the ancient world; however they caution that challenges brought by these new innovations
should not be dismissed. These challenges and the criticisms driving them are legitimate.
Attempts to resolve them are beneficial to social sector organizations and, ultimately, to
those being served by those organizations. Decades from now, perhaps, we will better be
able to see the extent to which social entrepreneurism has shaped and impacted
philanthropy.
These innovations stem from a familiar desire to serve the public good. Social
entrepreneurship is another example of the products of creative imaginations, as we saw in

Robert L. Payton and Michael P. Moody, Understanding Philanthropy: Its Meaning and Mission. (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 2008). Payton is Professor Emeritus of Philanthropic Studies and was formerly
director of the Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University. His long career included service as president of
the Exxon Educational Foundation, president of Hofstra University and of C.W. Post College. He has lectured
and published widely about philanthropy and is author of Philanthropy: Voluntary Action for the Public Good.
Michael Moody is Assistant Professor in the School of Policy, Planning, and Development at the University of
Southern California. He is a cultural sociologist whose work focuses on the theory and practice of
philanthropy, and on the analysis of advocacy professionals, political culture, and public policy debates such
as those around environment issues.
113 Ibid, p. 63.
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the Millennial “me as equity” idea above. Payton and Moody list many earlier innovations
as examples of the broad arc of philanthropy, including:









American barn-raisings as mutual aid with a touch of charity;
Benjamin Franklin’s founding of the Junto Club for political discussions;
Ralph Nader founding consumer watchdog groups;
The invention of the general purpose endowed philanthropic foundation and, later,
the community foundation;
The creation of the tax deduction to encourage charitable giving;
The development of the “community chest” idea that became the United Way;
The design of the tools used in the business of fundraising—capital campaigns,
charity balls, cause-related marketing, planned giving, etc.;
The ingenious grassroots programs being developed by “social entrepreneurs”
around the globe. 114

These historical examples of philanthropy are part of what Payton and Moody call society’s
social history of the moral imagination. As such, all these innovations are simply
expressions of that ever evolving moral imagination. They note that scholars have
previously offered the “failure argument” behind philanthropy and the social sector. This
theory suggests that the “failure” of government and the private sector to solve social
problems brought about the third sector, fueled by philanthropy. 115 Similarly, one might
interpret the doctrine of meliorism—described as the pragmatic philosophy of philanthropy
between optimism and pessimism, where the world can be made better through “rightly
directed human effort” 116—as the impetus behind social entrepreneurism. An outgrowth of
the philosophy of pragmatism, its roots extend back 100 years, often associated with
American pioneer of psychology and philosophy, William James. Surely the belief that
things can be made better, arguably shared by meliorists of old and social entrepreneurs of
our day, suggests a common sharing of what Payton and Moody call “a bias toward hope, a
disinclination to despair.” 117
Likewise, the 19th century’s “scientific philanthropy” may be seen as an historic precedent
to today’s social venture philanthropy. Proponents at the time—like Andrew Carnegie in
the 1880s—“took the view that it was better to reform someone’s behavior than to permit
that person to become dependent on others, and that it was better to prevent social
problems than to try to alleviate them. As political and economic philosophy, scientific
philanthropy assumed that requiring the poor to help themselves would reduce the need
Ibid, p. 133.
Ibid, p. 87.
116 Ibid, p. 123.
117 Ibid, p. 125.
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for public charity.”118 The charity organization movement is another precursor, with its
focus on helping “the deserving poor” help themselves. “Dime banks” and “penny banks”
were created in order to foster the poor’s responsibility for saving—arguably serving as the
forerunners of the microfinance movement driven by Grameen Bank (Mohammed Yunos),
Kiva, and others. Finally, five principles of charity, published in 1895 by British charity
organization movement leader Charles S. Loch, read as antecedents to today’s strategic
giving.119 “Perhaps what is new about the contemporary strategic philanthropy is their
unprecedented advancement and extension of this historic emphasis.” 120
Philanthropy—including social entrepreneurism or philanthrocapitalism—is often part of a
blended response to a problem. Philanthrocapitalism is part philanthropy and part self-help
mutual aid. As such, it complements other organized responses coming from the other two
sectors—government and the private business. It is a catalyst to action—born of the desire
to make the world better—that spurs action from the other sectors. 121

Conclusion
So I conclude that what we are seeing in today’s social entrepreneurship is the
unprecedented advancement and extension of this historic emphasis. Entrepreneurs, now
as before, are seeking purpose. Social entrepreneurism—despite the new tools of
technology-driven information, an emerging new market mechanism to scale effective
solutions, and the rising adulthood and leadership of the Millennials—is not a departure
from philanthropy. Reaching this conclusion neither negates nor diminishes the interest I
have nor the importance I place on what seems to be an expanding practice of
entrepreneurship applied to philanthropy. Maybe the economic disruption of 2008-2009
will prove to have been an eye-opener for us in many ways, namely that we are forced to
reexamine previously unchallenged assumptions about how the social sector works,
relationships between donors and doers, and the role of organizations in relation to the
individual.
In considering this essay topic, I set out to explore the possible reinterpretation of
philanthropy into more of a business-like expression by entrepreneurs. Instead, I find
(surprising myself) that the historic arc of philanthropy is as old as civilization itself and
that religions and cultural contexts influence its expression, yet all countries, peoples, and
faiths are more alike than different. Also, it provides perspective to see that recent
innovations are mere nuances—driven by the core values of compassion and community—
and not likely to fundamentally change the face of (western) philanthropy.
Ibid, p. 144.
Ibid, p. 147.
120 Ibid, p. 153.
121 Ibid, p. 127.
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“The history of philanthropy is the story of humans exercising their moral imagination in
particular historical contexts to bring forth ‘good works.’ In the same way, the future of
philanthropy will be the social future of the moral imagination.” 122
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Gary Hubbell Consulting works with organizations on the cusp of doing great things –
retooling business income and philanthropy strategies; engaging board members and
community in unprecedented ways; raising more money than ever before. Clients contact
us seeking help to develop strategies that foster organizational agility, setting a plan in
place around which commitment runs deep, and determining how to generate
philanthropy and other resources to fuel the resource engine of the future.

